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Written Statement from the Guildford Society
This statement will refer only to:  8Hi.5  “Does the proposed strategy adequately reflect the role and potential of Guildford, Woking and Redhill (Policies LF4 and LF7)?”
Within 8Hi 5, this statement will refer only to Guildford, though the general nature of the conclusions may apply to some other similar towns.
1.  Introduction: the need for investment in transport infrastructure.

In the Guildford Society’s comments on the draft SEP we repeatedly noted that:

(a)  Guildford is expected to fulfill the role of a transport hub but that no specific transport infrastructure investment for Guildford was proposed in the Implementation Plan.  
(b)  A very major development is being proposed for Guildford’s main line railway station. However it appears that no improvement in its function as an interchange with buses, cars or taxis is planned. 
(c)  The planned Hindhead tunnel to improve the A3 is very likely to lead to major increase in congestion and delays on the A3 at Guildford. However, no investment in the A3 through Guildford was mentioned in the Implementation Plan. 
(d)   Even with the above investments, the geography of Guildford imposes considerable obstacles to major improvement of several important transport routes, especially to the south of the town.

2.  Plans for Investment

This statement reviews the above comments on investment in transport infrastructure in the light of:

1. Highways Agency schemes as shown on their website on 18.12.06.
2. The second Surrey County Council Local Transport Plan (2006/7 to 2010/11) published in March 2006.
3. Guildford Borough Council (GBC) major capital schemes as reported to the GBC Executive on 22.11.06.

4. The revised SEP Implementation Plan submitted in October 2006 to the Examination in Public.
In the reviews below particular attention is paid to capital schemes current and proposed. It is considered that such schemes are at the heart of commitment to provide new transport infrastructure. 
2.1  Highways Agency Schemes

The Highways Agency website listed on 18.12.06 about 70 current or planned schemes in London and the South East. Two concern the A3: the Hindhead improvement, and some maintenance at the Dennis roundabout in Guildford which was carried out in November 2006. 
The Highways Agency’s list of schemes thus offers nothing new by way of investment in physical assets to assist Guildford to fulfill its role as a transport hub.
2.2   Second Surrey County Council LTP (2006/7 to 2010/11)
Section 5.5 of the 2nd SCC LTP lists five major schemes: Fastway in the Horley area, Walton Bridge, Kiln Lane Epsom, the A24 Horsham-Capel, and the Pegasus school bus scheme in Guildford. The first of these is complete. The next two are listed in the financial schedules of Annex 11 of the Plan but the other two are not. Paragraphs 5.5.56-58 of the Plan signal an intention to raise a scheme in 2008/9 for further improvements to bus services in Guildford. The Plan expresses support for the government scheme to improve the A3 at Hindhead.
No major scheme is proposed in the 2nd SCC LTP to meet the infrastructure needs highlighted in 1.(b) & (c) above. In particular there is no reference to the A3 at Guildford. We find this surprising because in the Surrey Structure Plan 2004, in Policy DN6 ‘The Motorway and Primary route Network’, the Council writes “With the commitment by the Government to relieve the bottleneck on the A3 at Hindhead, it is recognized that the section of the A3 through Guildford will become the next critical bottleneck. The RTS refers to a need for a study to consider further options for resolving the transport issues associated with the future role and advantages of this hub.”

In July 2006 the SCC submitted to Government its LTP 2001-2006 Delivery Report. On page 44 it states “Guildford Park & Ride (P&R) has been one of the success stories of the first LTP”. The Guildford Society supported P&R in its comments on the draft SEP. It is disappointing that the 2nd SCC LTP, in its Annex 4 on Bus Strategy, puts little emphasis on P&R and not one of its 37 Policies refers to P&R. 
Overall it seems fair to say that the 2nd SCC LTP offers singularly little by way of investment in physical assets to assist Guildford to fulfill its role as a transport hub.

2.3   Guildford Borough Council (GBC) major capital schemes
GBC supports P&R. Approved schemes include P&R at Merrow, with the main works in 2007/08.  Proposed schemes include an additional P&R site in 2007/09 and an extension to the existing one at Artington in 2008/09. 
GBC seems to be making a fair contribution to investment in physical assets to assist the town to fulfill its role as a transport hub.

2.4.  A revised South East Plan Implementation Plan October 2006
Annex 2 of this Implementation Plan lists 11 regionally significant transport schemes including the Hindhead Improvement at £376M (committed for 2006-16) and Airtrack £400M (under investigation for 2006-16). If Airtrack proceeds, then issue (b) above will become even more important.

Annex 3 lists about 250 Sub-regional transport schemes, most of which are highly specific.  Nine of them are in the London Fringe (see section 3.5 of Annex 3). These nine include the Walton Bridge, Kiln Lane and A24 schemes in the 2nd SCC LTP followed by three schemes for the Redhill/Reigate/Gatwick area. The seventh scheme presumably concerns transport in the Gatwick area (Strategic bus and coach network – BAA/West Sussex CC/Surrey CC). The final two schemes concern Guildford:

(i) Regional hubs – improved public transport in Guildford, Woking and Redhill/Reigate, a £168M scheme under investigation to be proposed and delivered by SCC during 2006-26. No further detail is given: no split between towns, no dates and no indication of what the money will be spent on.  Paragraph 1.6 of the Implementation Plan says “Those measures that need to be implemented in the early stages of the Plan period have been developed to a high level of detail”. Clearly this scheme is not considered to be needed early in the Plan period. As an indication of priority, only one in six of the 250 Sub-regional transport schemes extends into the period 2021-26. Thus this scheme must be near the bottom of the priority list.
Furthermore the scheme gives little indication of how much by way of investment in physical assets it will assist Guildford to fulfill its role as a transport hub. In particular it offers nothing specific with regard to the challenges raised in 1.(b) & (d) above. We urge that the Implementation Plan should at the least split the scheme into three schemes, one per urban area, with one or more specific objectives for each scheme. The Guildford scheme should address the challenges raised by 1.(b) and 1.(d) above and should concentrate on investment in physical infrastructure. 
(ii) A3 (A247-A31) junction improvements – release congestion around regional hubs (Guildford), a £40M scheme under investigation to be proposed by HA/SCC and delivered by the HA during 2006-26. This scheme addresses the specific problem raised in 1.(c) above, and overcomes the corresponding sin of omission in the 2nd SCC LTP. 
We urge that the timescale for the scheme be the same as that for the A3 Hindhead scheme, i.e. 2006-16, though we recognize that this will be difficult to achieve. Specific objectives should be set as soon as possible.
Other schemes: section 3.11 of Annex 3 includes two schemes in Farnham, total £117M, both under investigation to be proposed and delivered by the SCC, one for 2006-16 and one for 2011-16. We would just note that the Implementation Plan proposes a greater investment in Farnham than in Guildford, and over a shorter time scale even though Guildford is a regional transport hub.
3. Discussion

3.1 Tests of Soundness
We fully agree with paragraph 1.5 in Section E5 of the SEP “The sub-region has three regional hubs – Guildford….they do not have capacity for major growth. Each require transport and other investment to sustain their role.”, and also with paragraph 2.5 “Transport networks are at or beyond capacity in the peak hours and are seen by the economic sector as a significant restraint to the maintenance of growth”. Policy LF4 says development at the hubs “must be accompanied by commensurate investment in infrastructure, especially transport”. Policy LF7 says investment in development infrastructure will be directed particularly to Guildford, Redhill and Woking, and places emphasis at improving arrangements for interchange between bus and rail.
We suggest that the revised Implementation Plan does not satisfy the demands of the above policies as far as Guildford is concerned. The Implementation Plan does not give the “emphasis” required. The lack of priority for the Guildford schemes and an apparent reluctance by Surrey County Council to make any significant investment in physical transport infrastructure in Guildford must raise doubts that the schemes will ever be sanctioned. Even if they are, they will in our view be too late: for example, investment to meet 1.(b) above must be on a times scale equal to that of the station development, i.e. within the next few years. The lack of specific objectives makes it impossible to link delivery of the schemes to specific dates, and hence to the needs of Guildford as it grows to meet the requirements set out in other policies of the Plan, for instance on housing. 
As things stand at present there is also a gross mismatch between the Implementation Plan, the Highways Agency list of schemes and the current Surrey Count Council Local Transport Plan.

For these reasons we consider the Implementation Plan to be unsound with regard to both internal and external consistency and that it will not assure that Guildford can fulfill its role as a transport hub.
.
3.2 Other considerations

Guildford is tightly constrained on all sides by the Metropolitan Green Belt. In addition, the North Downs, the Hogs Back together with other countryside to the south of the town all form part of the Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). To the north expansion would be most undesirable because of the close proximity of Woking. The existence of the Green Belt and, in particular, the AONB effectively prevents the expansion of the town to the south. These policy constraints severely curtail expansion of the town but it is vital that they are maintained if the exceptional character of Guildford as an historic town is to be protected. 

Even if the Implementation Plan were to be modified as urged in 2.4 (i) & (ii) above, we consider that the challenge raised in 1.(d) remains. Without considerable damage to the countryside it is hard to see how transport infrastructure on the south and south west sides of the town can be improved significantly. For example, a southern bypass to link the A3 to the A246 is not a realistic proposition. The review of investment plans in this statement therefore reinforces our view that, in order to make best sustainable use of existing infrastructure, development should be spread more evenly across the sub-region. Indeed we believe that pressure to develop is fairly evenly spread across the urban areas of the sub-region. One could argue that the Implementation Plan, with its spread of investment, is more consistent with a policy of an even spread of development than with one of concentration on hubs. We therefore consider it unrealistic and damaging to Guildford that the Plan should point to Guildford as an area of exceptional expansion.  
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