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12th November 2010.
Dear Transport Team,
Comments on LTP3 R5 and Final SEA by Reading Friends of the Earth

Introduction

These documents represent a great deal of useful work by the Borough’s transport team and would be very welcome if they were “An Initial Review of Issues and Options for Transport in Reading” prior to strategy development. However as an LTP they do not amount to a credible Plan to achieve environmental objectives in the required timescales. 

The era of ‘predict and provide’ (for traffic growth) is supposed to be over but the designation of Reading as a Diamond for Growth, and the consequent South East Plan and LDF - which have failed to integrate transport and land-use planning and to reduce development targets to address risks of congestion, carbon emissions, and air quality – make it difficult for transport planners to promise to provide significant improvement. The ‘Challenges’ are identified but the response is a long menu of ideas and options. These are often very worthy but there is not enough guidance for the proposed short-term implementation plans or any guarantee of outcomes.

LTP3 identifies an increase in demand for travel of 15% by 2026 but does not say if or how this will be met, what measures will be taken to manage this demand, and what the environmental, economic or social consequences of different levels and modes of travel will be.

Section 1.9 of the SEA says LTPs provide an integrated transport strategy which includes:

· local objectives consistent with Government's overarching goals for transport;

· We welcome the many references in the objectives to climate change and air quality but the objective for carbon reduction does not appear to include any quantified target.

· Carbon emissions within the Borough boundaries are accounted for but the implications for transport emissions outside the Borough of its transport and development policies are not analysed. How much of the increase in demand originates outside Reading?

· The objective to improve journey times is not quantified.

· an analysis of challenges and opportunities;

· The challenges and opportunities are described in text but lack quantified analysis of opportunities to show the effect of different policy measures on desired outcomes.

· The potential benefits of road user charging – the one ‘big idea’ to come from the Reading Transport Commission – are not explored either for national or local schemes.
· a coherent, integrated strategy to meet the challenges and deliver the LTP objectives;

· The strategy for delivery is not well-defined and there is no analysis to show that specific quantified objectives will be achieved

· an implementation programme of schemes and policy measures;

· We accept that there should be a series of short-term detailed implementation programmes and that plans will change, but feel that without a 15-year strategic-level programme it is not possible to assess that the Plan is sound. 

· targets, performance indicators and other outputs which can be used to assess whether the plan is delivering its objectives.

· These appear to be largely lacking

Detailed Comments on LTP3

Section 2 – About Reading:

There should be much more description and analysis of the journey patterns outside the borough boundaries, and assessment of their environmental and economic implications. When almost as many people leave the area every morning as arrive in it we need to ask ‘is your journey really necessary?’

Also more analysis of the impact of likely development – both of housing and employment – and of demographic change. Should the development proposals be modified as a result of this transport analysis?
Section 3 – Vision and Objectives:

The Vision Statement appears to contain welcome good intentions including reference to a low carbon future, sustainable transport, alternatives to the car, and continuing improvement. The language and implications are somewhat vague – but it is good to see reference to ‘prosperity’ rather than ‘growth’.

“3.5 Reading will thrive at the heart of a successful economic area, attracting people, goods and investment due to its excellent transport connections.” 

· The degree to which “thriving”, “success”, and “attracting people, goods and investment” is compatible with sustainability and a low carbon future requires both definition of terms and deeper analysis. Reading should aim to offer its residents a good quality of life with low environmental impact and to limit the amount of in-bound and out-bound commuting by balancing the economy with the local workforce.

The Strategic Objectives in 3.6 seem generally sound, but need to be expanded to give quantified targets and timescales for carbon emissions, air quality and journey times.

Section 4 – Area Wide and Local Action Plans:
General:

The maps and graphics of workforce, employment, travel patterns etc. give an impression that there is a lot of data behind the Plan, but the implications of the information presented are not analysed and discussed in any depth, so it is not clear if they are meaningful.

Carbon:

“4.13 Carbon: A key challenge for Reading is to deliver quantified reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, consistent with national and EU targets.” 

· Quantified targets should be developed in the LTP. A local carbon budget should be developed and agreed with central government.

“4.14 Around 12% of Reading’s carbon footprint is attributed to transport – significantly less than the national average of 21%. It is notable that this figure compares favourably with other urban areas, reflecting the positive impacts of sustainable transport measures and behaviour in the Borough.” 

· Yes, but Reading is a tightly-constrained urban area and much of its economic activity involves travel beyond the Borough boundaries, so emissions within the Borough should not be the only metric analysed.

“4.17 The challenge relating to carbon is to minimise transport’s contribution to carbon emissions, through reducing the need to travel, encouraging the use of more sustainable modes, reducing congestion on the highway network and reducing the volume of HGVs.”

· The challenge is not to ‘minimise’ carbon emissions, it is to reduce them to acceptable levels overall.

· Any proposed limitations on HGV access to central Reading need to take account of implications for carbon emissions if the vehicles take longer routes to avoid the town. See also 4.72 & 4.73.

Air Quality:

“4.20 A reduction in NOx emissions of up to 70% from 2007 levels is needed for the European Union annual NO2 objective to be achieved across Reading.” 

· The LTP should explain how, and when, this is to be achieved.

· Traffic noise and air quality must be significant problems for many residential properties, paticularly in the town centre.

Demand for Travel:

“4.26 Increase in demand for travel of 15% by 2026”

· If congestion objectives, let alone carbon objectives, are to be realised this must either be resisted and/or accommodated in non-car modes. The LTP should explain how this is to be done.

“4.27 The challenge relating to future development proposals will be to minimise their impact on the transport network and hence manage the related contributions to congestion, air quality, noise

and carbon.” 

· Strongly agree. Proposals that increase commuting to Reading should be resisted.
Rail, Bus, Cycling, Walking:

· We agree that use of these ‘green’ modes of travel should be encouraged.

Section 6 – Policies for Connecting Reading:

6.67 to 6.69 Demand Management:

We support demand management policies.

The Council should actively consider demand management measures. In particular a charging scheme based on a cordon along the River Thames could rapidly be implemented without waiting for national or regional schemes. 

Charging schemes can raise funds for support of public transport.

In his comments on the Reading Transport Commission report Sir David Rowlands (Former Permanent Secretary at the Department for Transport) said: 
“The most challenging aspect of the report is its recommendation that the case for managing demand by road pricing needs urgent examination. But without it, the rest of the package of proposals will not deliver a long term solution as demand continues to grow constrained only by the physical limits of the roads themselves. “

“There is no reason why a road pricing scheme need operate like that in London. Indeed it is important for public acceptability to realise that prices could be zero for most of the time and for charges only to apply at times of peak demand when there is not enough space on the road.”

“6.70 Climate change threatens our economic and social prosperity and innovative solutions for mitigation and adaptation will be required to deliver successful and stable transport networks in the future. The Reading Climate Change Strategy 2008-2013 aims to reduce the borough’s carbon footprint by 80% of 1990 levels by 2050.”

· The Climate Change Strategy does have this aim, but it will only be achieved by measures in the LTP.
Comment on Strategic Environmental Assessment:

Sections 5.50 to 5.54 on Policy and Legislative Context Climatic Factors should reference the Climate Change Act and its UK target of 80% reduction in CO2 emissions reduction targets (compared with 1990) of 34% by 2020 and 80% by 2050 

Yours sincerely,

John Booth,

Reading Friends of the Earth.
