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Mr Rob Jarman
Planning Department

Maidstone Borough Council
13 Tonbridge Road

Maidstone

Kent ME16 8HG

27 November 2007

Dear Mr Jarman

Application 07/2092: Kent International Gateway, Land West of Junction 8, M20, Maidstone
The Kent Branch of the Campaign to Protect Rural England objects to the above application on the grounds set out in this letter. We reserve the right to comment on any further information made available by the applicants. Further detailed comments have been provided separately by the Maidstone Committee of the CPRE.
1 Summary

1.1.1 While CPRE Kent supports the principle of increasing the quantity of freight transported by train, we challenge the ability of this site to deliver that benefit and present evidence to suggest that the proposal is deeply flawed. In particular, no adequate case is made for it providing effective and profitable road/rail freight interchange.  It is likely that the site in practice would provide a major warehousing and road-to-road distribution transhipment site and as such would have no merit nor support from any government policy.
1.1.2 The proposal conflicts with the provision of PPS1 in that it fails to demonstrate that the development can be carried out consistently with the principles of sustainable development.

1.1.3 The proposal fails the tests set out in Policy TP23 of the adopted Kent & Medway Structure Plan 
1.1.4 The site selection process is flawed and does not identify the most suitable site for addressing regional, or local, needs. This is because more viable sites have already been earmarked by rival developers.

1.1.5 We challenge the job creation figure, but if correct then the creation of the 2,000-2,500 low paid, low skilled jobs will create affordable housing shortages in the local area, increase car travel from elsewhere in Kent are lead to increased social problems.

1.1.6 The site is within a Special Landscape Area and will adversely impact the North Downs Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty by its visual intrusion, noise and light pollution. This may harm the local and county tourism economy.

1.1.7 There will be a net loss of biodiversity in the development area and an increased risk to wildlife in watercourses and lakes downstream of the site.
1.1.8 The drainage and pollution risk for the site presents an unacceptable risk to public water supply and the ecological quality of the River Medway and its tributaries, notably the River Len, and the Lilk stream.

1.1.9 The applicants have not quantified what climate change benefits will arise from this proposal.

1.1.10 The quality of life of people working and living in the Maidstone area will be significantly harmed by this application, regardless of any economic benefits.
2 National PPS1

2.1.1 National Policies PPS1 confirms that the Government’s core principle of Sustainable Development underlies all planning issues and considerations. The issues raised below demonstrate that this proposal does not meet the PPS1 criteria. This failing was used by St Albans in their rejection of a similar proposal (Appendix 9.3).
2.1.2 The proposal contravenes the following Key Principles in PPS1:

· high quality inclusive design in the layout of new developments and individual buildings in terms of function and impact, not just for the short term but over the lifetime of the development. Design which fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character and quality of an area should not be accepted;
· community involvement is an essential element in delivering sustainable development;

· mitigation of the effects of, and adaptation to, climate change through the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions and the use of renewable energy; air quality and pollution; land contamination; the protection of groundwater from contamination; and noise and light pollution;

· the protection of the wider countryside and the impact of development on landscape quality; the conservation and enhancement of wildlife species and habitats and the promotion of biodiversity; the need to improve the built and natural environment in and around urban areas and rural settlements, including the provision of good quality open space; the conservation of soil quality; and the preservation and enhancement of built and archaeological heritage;

· the prudent use of resources means ensuring that we use them wisely and efficiently, in a way that respects the needs of future generations. This means enabling more sustainable consumption and production and using non-renewable resources in ways that do not endanger the resource or cause serious damage or pollution. The broad aim should be to ensure that outputs are maximised whilst resources used are minimised;

· recognise the wider sub-regional, regional or national benefits of economic development and consider these alongside any adverse local impacts;

· promote the more efficient use of land through higher density, mixed use development and the use of suitably located previously developed land and buildings. Planning should seek actively to bring vacant and underused previously developed land and buildings back into beneficial use to achieve the targets the Government has set for development on previously developed land.

· enhance as well as protect biodiversity, natural habitats, the historic environment and landscape and townscape character.
3 Policy TP23 (adopted Kent & Medway Structure Plan)

Policy TP23 of the adopted Kent & Medway Structure Plan does not include this site on list of locations to be supported for rail-road transfer centres. Other sites are required to meet the following tests:

· The site is easily accessible to the trunk road system and served by rail sidings and/or water.

· strong evidence is provided that the proposal is necessary and viable, and will not have any significant adverse impact on the local highway network

· There are no significant adverse effects on the local economy, countryside character or the environment, including the Kent Downs Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.
· The long term use of the rail facility, as an integral part of the operation of the site should be secured.
3.1.1 The applicant acknowledges this policy in part of its submission
/
, but does not address the tests in any useful way and it is ignored in the Rail Report
.
3.2 Test 1: The site is easily accessible to the trunk road system and served by rail sidings and/or water.
3.2.1 The site has access to the M20 via Junction 8, however the motorway is highly congested between Junctions 4 and 7 at peak times.

3.2.2 There are no existing sidings at this site, they are included in the proposed layout

3.2.3 There is freight capacity on the High Speed 1 (HS1) line (formerly known at CTRL) on the opposite (north side) of the M20, but no direct link to it is proposed by the applicants. This marginalises the strategic role of KIG because HS1 is seen as a vital freight link between London and Europe: 

“HS1, due to open in November 2007,will be the only rail line in the UK capable of handling the largest continental wagons. It is built to a continental loading gauge12 and can therefore help integrate London more fully into a continental ‘freight network’. It has capability for high gauge, high payload trains which can offer much higher productivity for certain commodities.”

3.2.4 Even if there was a direct link, there is no guarantee that it would be competitive for rail freight transfer (see Table 4‑3) thus leading to reversion to a road-road transfer and storage site.
3.3 Test 2: strong evidence is provide that the proposal is necessary and viable, and will not have any significant adverse impact on the local highway network

3.3.1 We support the Government’s wish to have more freight transported by rail to reduce traffic congestion and reduce overall emissions of climate change gases (CO, CO2, NOx etc). However this proposal fails to justify why this site is necessary to achieve that objective of helping to tackle climate change (Section 8). 
3.3.2 The applicant has provided wholly inadequate information on which to judge the viability. No business plan has been provided to show what goods will be transported to and from the site and whether any potential customers have expressed any interest in using the rail facility.

3.3.3 Section 4 shows that the applicants have only considered the KIG site on a limited set of criteria and made a flawed site selection decision that does not serve the public interest. 
3.3.4 No assessment is made of competing freight routes and facilities and its lack of connectivity to container ports in the Thames Estuary. In addition, the additional handling costs introduced by the facility are likely to make KIG uncompetitive with other routes or with existing road transport. Hence the applicants have not justified the need or viability with sufficient credibility.
3.4 Test 3: There are no significant adverse effects on the local economy, countryside character or the environment, including the Kent Downs Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty

3.4.1 Section 6 shows that the proposal create an unacceptable impact and risk to landscape and environment of the immediate area and will degrade the quality of the Kent Downs AONB.
3.5 Test 4: The long term use of the rail facility, as an integral part of the operation of the site should be secured

3.5.1 Information brought into the public domain shows that the applicants offered more money to the landowners if there was no railhead included in the proposal. This calls into the question the real motivation of the applicants as this proposal would not be considered without linking to the Government wish for greater freight transferred to rail.

3.5.2 Because the viability test (2) has not been met, there is no evidence to suggest that this test can be met either. If KIG were to be built there is no guarantee that the railhead operations would be maintained. The very large warehouse sizes indicate that road-to-road transfers are also being planned and indeed would appear to be the objective for the site when the railhead fails.  Indeed storage and road-to-road transfer will return a better profit, and would appear to be the economic objective for the site.
3.5.3 This application is fundamentally about turning greenfield farmland into commercial land. Once converted, there is very little guarantee that the area won’t be redeveloped for housing, retail or commercial/light industrial activities at a later date once the rail freight operations have failed. 
3.5.4 Paddock Wood is a local example of a failed rail-freight interchange that failed and hence led to unnecessary development in countryside.
4 Freight Transport

4.1 Site Selection

4.1.1 The applicants claim to demonstrate market demand in the South East and that KIG is the best site to meet this demand. However, in their own conclusion they state:

“Our assessment of alternative sites suggests that while there are other locations in the Greater South East which appear to meet the criteria, and therefore could potentially contribute to meeting the identified regional need for rail linked facilities, KIG is the only site on the Dover Straits-London corridor which meets the criteria.”
4.1.2 What then was the point of assessing potential sites across the South East if the applicants had decided that they would only look in the Dover Straits-London corridor? It also calls into question which corridor definition they are using. The draft South East Plan, Policy T12, refers to: “ii Dover/Channel Tunnel to and through/around London” which could include a number of viable sites outside Kent linked to the M25.
4.1.3 Draft Policy T12 refers to four corridors, but does not say that each requires a rail freight interchange, as the applicant’s conclusion infers.
4.1.4 The search at the other viable sites along this corridor and across the South East shows that are several, but they are under the control of other developers. The planning decision should be made on whether it is the best site for a regional solution to meet a regional demand, not on whether it is the only solution developable by the applicants. 

4.1.5 For example, Ashford has a jobs target of 28,000 by 2031, which it is struggling to meet. It has well connected land adjacent to the M20 and both the domestic and HS1 lines and existing sidings, rail facilities and lorry park with clearance facilities. The suitability of this area is demonstrated by the new rail depot for the Hitachi high speed trains. There are funding issues with Junction 10 and the proposed Junction 10A, but the key constraint is the suitable land at Waterbrook (JBH4) is under the control of GSE, not the applicants. The would be the impact on the adjacent community at Sevington and Mersham, however, this would be no different from the impact on Bearsted and beyond. Therefore, the statement that KIG is the only suitable site along this corridor is not true.
4.1.6 Potential sites in London have not been considered such as defunct rail freight interchange at Willesden (Appendix 9.1). 
4.2 KIG operation scenarios

4.2.1 The applicants claim that : “The site is designed to receive around 12-13 trains per day, mainly carrying containers for the intermodal terminal.  Around 200,000 containerised units would be handled per year.”
  
4.2.2 Observations presented in Table 4‑3 indicate that this container traffic figure is highly speculative. 

4.2.3 As indicated in Section 3.2, the promotion of the HS1 line for large container traffic between the UK/London and the continent would bypass KIG.
4.2.4 There are three possible type of freight that could be handled:

Table 4‑1
	Freight Type
	Description

	Container
	Large steel containers used primarily in shipping, but can be transferred to lorries or freight trains.  

	Taught-liners
	The most common lorries on the M20. Often carrying multiple loads for multiple destinations, usually on pallets.

	Piggy-back
	Transportation of entire lorry vehicles on platform rolling stock, such as the lorry wagons used through the Channel Tunnel.


4.2.5 The following table demonstrates that the proposed site will be unattractive to freight companies:
Table 4‑2
	
	Freight Type
	Source
	Destination
	Transfer
	Viability

	1
	Container
	UK 
	Europe
	Road-Rail
	· No demand: huge container port capacity elsewhere.

	2
	Container
	Europe 
	UK 
	Road-Rail
	· not connected to container ports at Thamesport (Grain), Sheerness or the approved London Gateway (Shell Haven)

	3
	Container
	UK 
	Europe 
	Rail-Road
	· Not connected to Highspeed 1
· Rail network unsuitable for large containers

	4
	Container
	Europe 
	UK 
	Rail-Road
	· No demand: huge container port capacity elsewhere.
· As for (2)

	5
	Container
	UK 
	Europe 
	Rail-Rail
	· As for (3)

	6
	Container
	Europe 
	UK 
	Rail-Rail
	· As for (3)

	7
	Container
	UK 
	Europe 
	Road-Road
	· No demand: huge container port capacity elsewhere.

· No rail head needed

	8
	Container
	Europe 
	UK 
	Road-Road
	· No demand: huge container port capacity elsewhere.

· No rail head needed
· Minimal benefit from load splitting because only 2 trunk routes out of Kent (M25 West, M25 North)

	9
	Taught-liner
	UK 
	Europe
	Road-Rail
	· Already catered for on M20 at Dover/Cheriton, on lorries coming over direct from nearer continent at lower cost.

	10
	Taught-liner
	Europe 
	UK 
	Road-Rail
	· As for (9)

	11
	Taught-liner
	UK 
	Europe 
	Rail-Road
	· As for (9)
· No benefit over Cheriton, only 30 lorry miles saved

	12
	Taught-liner
	Europe 
	UK 
	Rail-Road
	· As for (9)

	13
	Taught-liner
	UK 
	Europe 
	Rail-Rail
	· As for (9)

	14
	Taught-liner
	Europe 
	UK 
	Rail-Rail
	· As for (9)

	15
	Taught-liner
	UK 
	Europe 
	Road-Road
	· As for (9)

	16
	Taught-liner
	Europe 
	UK 
	Road-Road
	· As for (9)

	17
	Piggy-back
	UK
	Europe
	Road-Rail
	· No benefit over Cheriton, only 30 lorry miles saved

	18
	Piggy-back
	Europe
	UK
	Road-Rail
	· Rail network unable to take lorry wagons (low bridges/tunnels etc) 

· even it is was possible, why stop at KIG and not continue through the tunnel? 

· Not connected to Highspeed 1 line

	19
	Piggy-back
	UK
	Europe
	Rail-Road
	· As for (18)

	20
	Piggy-back
	Europe
	UK
	Rail-Road
	· As for (17)


4.2.6 The size restrictions arising from the Maidstone East tunnel effectively makes the Ashford-Swanley line a dead-end. Large freight would have to go back to Ashford to get on the HS1 or the Headcorn-Paddock Wood line, in order to reach the rest of the UK.
4.3 Integration into freight transport network

4.3.1 Because this application claims to be of regional, even national, importance, it needs to be judged in that context and its ability to integrate with other freight transport facilities, both to demonstrate need and viability. 

Table 4‑3
	Facility
	Observation

	Port of Dover
	We understand that the calculated throughput of ship containers on vehicles in both direction accounts for approx 4% of the yearly total traffic and that P&O’s own containers are included in that total.
From observations carried out from the cliff top overlooking the Eastern dock over a three hour peak time period 6 containers were seen loading 1 being discharged.

	Port of Ramsgate
	Container traffic accounts for 0.5% of the yearly total traffic. From observations over a three hour period no container traffic was seen, and at the Richborough lorry park also none were seen.

	Port Dartford (Dart Line terminal)
	We were unable to obtain yearly numbers, but from observation over a two hour period 36 containers were present, this traffic is not bound for France, and comes mainly from north of the Thames.

	Purfleet
	We have included this traffic as is over the river from Dartford and could be an option for shipping from either. Again no yearly numbers were available but observations over a two hour period noted 26 containers awaiting shipment.

	Sheerness
	We have not been able to obtain yearly numbers, but our observations noted 6 containers on the approach roads, and an empty container train awaiting movement.

	London Gateway container port
	A £1.5 billion container port has recently been approved in the Essex Thames Gateway (Appendix 9.2). This will provide a major entry/exit point for freight into the South East and the UK generally. We challenge the viability of KIG to compete successfully, or complement, this new port facility.

	Channel tunnel freight yard
	On 07.11.07 one train of sixteen containers was awaiting movement, otherwise the yard was empty.

We have come to understand that falling incomes and freight volumes have forced Eurotunnel to cut its freight charges in half as last year only a tenth of the 10 million tonnes freight capacity was carried, with often only one train running out the 40 paths available daily.

Eurotunnel have halved its charges to £3000 per train at off peak, but the average price to date is £5300 subject to time of day. Despite being designed to carry 10m tonnes of freight per year the tunnel peaked at 3 million tonnes in 1997.

However, the HS1 operator, London and Continental Railways, is warning that its freight charges for use of the high speed line will remain high. In fact nothing uses the high speed line at present.

London and Continental Railways have indicated that the Fawkham Junction connection that currently connects the high speed line the regional network below Swanley would be closed on 14.11.07 following the move to St Pancras of all high speed service. This would affect proposed freight operations in the future. 

	M20
	18 ship containers recorded moving in both directions during a four hour observation from a road over-bridge north of Ashford, 07.11.07.

	M2
	9 containers recorded in both directions during a four hour observation from a road bridge near Faversham 08.11.07.


5 Employment & Housing
5.1.1 The applicants claim that their site will create 3,500 jobs
, of which 500 would be office staff at the eastern end of the site, with 2,500-3,000 in the depot itself with the following breakdown:

Table 5‑1
	Role
	Claimed %
	Numbers (lower)
	Numbers (higher)

	warehouse operatives;
	65%
	1625
	1950

	drivers;
	17%
	425
	510

	clerical/secretarial;
	4%
	100
	120

	managerial;
	4%
	100
	120

	supervisors;
	4%
	100
	120

	professional/technical support (especially IT);
	3%
	75
	90

	miscellaneous, service, cleaning, security, maintenance etc.  
	3%
	75
	90

	Total
	100%
	2500
	3000


5.1.2 We challenge the numbers as they are not substantiated. As a comparator, the recently approved London Gateway Port at Shell Haven, Essex claims to be creating 1,900 jobs
 on a site of far great activity and economic value.
5.1.3 Maidstone’s 2007 unemployment is 1.5%
 and the Median full time income is £384.5 per week
 (£20,000/year). The 1625 warehouse operatives would have an income no greater than this median because it is a low-value job and higher wages would impact the competitiveness of the operation.

5.1.4 Average house prices in Maidstone are currently £241,444
 which is clearly beyond the reach of the majority of the proposed workforce. Even the average price of a 1-bed flat is £142,062
, which with no deposit and 6.5% mortgage rate would require interest-only payments equivalent to £9,240 per year, which is more than half the after-tax income. Even if this were achievable, the quality of life would be very low and their spending power input to the Maidstone economy would be virtually nil and substantial social problems and deprivation may be created.

5.1.5 If these employees, and their dependents, were unable to get market housing, this would put pressure on social and affordable housing in the Borough, which in turn would exacerbate the housing problems for key public sector workers in the borough, and beyond. 
5.1.6 Because of this low unemployment and low affordability, the basic labour required would need to come from Medway, Ashford and the relatively deprived East Kent sub-region.  This will mean that journeys to work could be in excessive at the peak periods and, because of transport availability for the late/early hour shift system to dispersed areas, would predominantly be by car (even if car sharing). Regional policy currently recommends reducing the car mode element in the daily journey to work. 

5.1.7 The applicant’s Environmental Statement shows that the creation for warehousing employment is 140m3/job
. It is planning authority’s responsibility to maximise efficiency of land use because it is a finite resource. Given the other major disbenefits identified, such as low wages, this proposal is clearly not an efficient, nor sustainable, job creation opportunity.

5.1.8 Although, the claimed jobs total may contribute to government employment targets associated with Maidstone’s Growth Point status, the poor quality of those jobs is likely to create a net drain on the local economy and public finances, thus deterring inward investment from higher value employers.

5.1.9 The South East Plan and Kent & Medway Structure Plan prioritise job creation towards the Thames Gateway and the East Kent subregions.
6 Environment, Landscape & Climate Change
6.1 Geology and Soils

6.1.1 The undulating topography of the site will require substantial earth-moving activities to accommodate the planned buildings. A large volume (1.8 million cubic metres) of Gault Clay will need to be moved around the site. It is a very heavy, unstable material that is highly prone to slumping, even at shallow angles of repose. This was demonstrated by subsidence problems experienced when the M20 was built through the area.

6.1.2 Although there are technical solutions to the ground condition problems they will add to the construction expense considerably, thus undermining the viability of the proposal as a rail-freight interchange.
6.2 Water Resources & Pollution

6.2.1 The site is largely situated on the outcrop of a major aquifer (the Folkestone Beds) and forms a significant part of the immediate catchment of the Mid-Kent Water Company’s Thurnham source. This is a major source with a licence of 10 mega-litres per day (Ml/d).  The development would consequently involve the risk of reducing the yield of this resource due to increasing run-off from hard standings, paved areas etc. It would also increase the pollution risk to the aquifer as the groundwater level is only 1.5 metres below ground level at the eastern end of the site
. This would preclude the use of SUDS features that allow percolation (reed beds, unlined ponds & swales, permeable paving). This may increase onsite and downstream pollution and flood risk. 
6.2.2 Three streams run through the site. One is the Lilk and the other is a tributary of the Lilk which rises at the Thurnham Mote and joins the Lilk immediately downstream of the site. The third stream is another small tributary of the Len arising from a chalk spring at the base of the North Downs scarp slope.
6.2.3 The Lilk is a small stream which flows through Major’s Lakes, which is a very attractive amenity fishery and conservation area, it then joins the Len, which flows through Mote Park and its famous lake, before joining the Medway at Maidstone.

6.2.4 The proposed development would disrupt the flow pattern of the Lilk due to run-off from hard standing areas and lorry parks, and would put its quality at risk of pollution from this run-off and any accidental spills taking place within the development. 

6.2.5 Any such pollution would put the Major’s Lakes fishery and the high amenity value of Mote Park lake at risk. In the case of Major’s Lakes, this risk would be  high because the lakes are relatively small and derive their water almost entirely from the Lilk. In consequence, a very minor spill or other pollution could have a very serious detrimental effect on the fishery.

6.2.6 Similarly, Mote Park Lake is also vulnerable, albeit to a somewhat lesser extent. In the extreme, any major pollution incident would jeopardise the quality of the Medway at the Springfield intake from which much of the water supply to the Medway Towns is abstracted. 
6.2.7 While it is proposed to create two new ponds, as part of the SUDS layout, their ecological quality will be minimal and at risk from diffuse pollution from site runoff and acute toxic shock from pollution events, such as diesel spills from vehicles on site.
6.3 Flood Risk & Drainage

6.3.1 The applicants propose to culvert sections of the watercourse crossing the site. This introduces the risk of blockage and surcharging. 

6.3.2 Current climate change forecasts project more intense rainfall events and it was drainage problems that led to localised flooding in Whitstable in the summer of 2007.

6.3.3 Culverts are harmful to the biodiversity of watercourses and Environment Agency policy is to remove culverts, or ‘daylight’ culverts wherever possible. It is not clear that the mitigation proposed
 will be adequate.
6.4 Biodiversity
6.4.1 There will be a substantial loss of biodiversity due to the footprint of the buildings and hard-surfaces. The mitigation proposed is wholly inadequate in terms of extent and the quality cannot be judged adequately.
6.4.2 Natural England note that “The Government is committed to ensuring that developments contribute to biodiversity gain.” 
. The scale of the buildings, infrastructure and activities means that there cannot be a biodiversity gain from the current farmland. The pollution risk to the three watercourses through the site means that it can only ever deliver biodiversity reductions in those watercourses and downstream.
6.5 Landscape & Visual Impacts
6.5.1 The applicants concede that “It would be impossible to conceal the site from all aspects.”
 The 25m high gantry cranes in the open inter-modal area will be particularly intrusive and highly visible from the surrounding countryside, especially the national North Downs Way trail.
6.5.2 The applicants state: “Whilst building heights have an important impact on the immediate site positions, they are of less consequence when viewed from more elevated longer distance positions. At longer distances it is roof, colour and reflectance that are the key criteria. For these reasons, whilst approval of the detailed design of each building is not sought at this stage, the approach to roof design has been carefully considered.” 

6.5.3 If the visual impact of the roof design is so critical to the visual impact of the whole scheme (given the extremely large roof area involved), why is it not being considered in this application? If outline permission is granted, what guarantee is there that a suitable design is both possible and economic. There is a substantial risk that the applicant will not meet their promises and the landscape will be scarred by these vast buildings. 

6.5.4 “To avoid the large roof areas of the buildings standing out and to obviate any reflective sheen sometimes encountered with metal roofs a low pitch single membrane PVC roof type has been adopted” 
 PVC is a highly controversial material because dioxins are by-products at various stages of its lifecycle and it is a difficult material to recycle
. While the environmental impact on site may be negligible, there is likely to be a substantial impact offsite from the production of this membrane material and at the end of its life.
6.5.5 An example of recent insensitive warehousing in a rural area can be seen adjacent to the M5 near Taunton. 

6.5.6 However much bunding and mitigation is put in, this scheme will create a highly artificial landscape that will be highly detrimental to the character and image of Kent’s landscape. 

6.5.7 Tourism is an extremely valuable sector of Kent’s economy and many public and private organisations spend substantial sums on promoting the county. For example, adjacent to the site is the world famous Leeds Castle, renowned for its beauty and tranquillity.  This work will be undone by this highly visible scheme that will be seen by millions of tourists passing through the county by rail and road. Kent is the ‘Garden of England’, not the ‘Warehouse of England.’

6.5.8 Hence this proposal fails to meet a wide range of policies within the Maidstone Local Plan, notably ENV28, ENV31, ENV34, ENV36, and Kent & Medway Structure Plan, SP1, EN1, EN5, QL1 and QL4.
6.6 Security and Light Pollution

6.6.1 The applicants conclude that the operation of the site will cause ‘moderate’ light pollution
. We urge the council to judge this as unacceptable.

6.6.2 The applicants detail on-site security and its impact on the surrounding area are wholly inadequate. As an international gateway, it will need to comply with the requirements imposed by the Kent police to deal with the following threats
:

· combating the threat of terrorism from both inside and outside the UK 

· tackling organised immigration crime (for example, people smuggling and child trafficking) 

· tackling organised commodity crime (the smuggling of goods, including drugs and firearms) 
6.6.3 While the intermodal area will have the highest security, there will still need to be substantial lighting for the other building perimeters and car parks because some of the outer perimeter security will only be protected by planted embankments and wooden panel fences.
 The alternative in these areas would be security fencing, which would have an unacceptable visual impact and probably need lighting and CCTV as well. 

6.6.4 This will require security arrangements similar to the Channel Tunnel terminal at Cheriton. A repeat of this situation around Maidstone is clearly unacceptable.
6.6.5 The majority of the M20 is unlit between Junctions 7 and 8 and so this proposal will introduce a major new light pollution to the area.

6.6.6 The two gatehouses at the entrance roads will require flood lighting throughout hours of darkness if they are to prevent trespass. 
6.6.7 The Environment Statement states: “Environmental matters have influenced the design.  Establishing the gatehouse in an effective position is significant in terms of maintaining control of the use of the site and hence the environmental effects of that use.”
 This strange claim needs further explanation and justification.   
6.6.8 “Specific tenants may require higher specification perimeter fencing”
. If tenants require better fencing, they may require higher lighting standards.  Therefore the applicants are unable to give any guarantees on visual intrusion or light pollution from their site if their tenants require tighter security. 
6.6.9 There is also likely to be considerable light pollution because: “There are certain exemptions from these nuisances including light emitted from light sources which are used for transport purposes and other premises where high levels of light are required for safety and security reasons.  Included in this exemption are ‘railway premises’, which are defined by the CNEA 2005 as ‘any premises which fall within the definition of “light maintenance depot”, “network”, “station” or “track” in Section 83 of the Railways Act 1993’.  This exemption will apply to some but not all areas of the site.”

6.6.10 CPRE Kent object on the grounds that this proposal will create excessive light pollution from its operations and security, which will be exempt from statutory nuisance safeguards.
6.7 Quality of life

6.7.1 All of the factors above will materially harm the quality of life of people living and working in the Bearsted and Maidstone area and future generations.  
7 Contingencies & services
7.1.1 No mention is made of risk to operations due to common disruptions, such as Operation Stack and port closure. This application could potentially make the congestion far greater under those conditions.
7.1.2 The application does not state whether there will be customs facilities on site.

8 Climate change mitigation and adaptation
8.1.1 Concrete production and construction is responsible for 5-10% of the UK’s CO2 equivalent emissions, which is more than aviation. The production of one tonne of cement produces one tonne of CO2 and three kilograms of NO2.
 

8.1.2 This development will require millions of tonnes of concrete and cement for foundations for buildings and internal roads and many other elements (made worse by the instability of the underlying Gault clay across much of the site). 
8.1.3 The net contribution of CO2 arising from this proposal is inconsistent with Prime Minister Gordon Brown’s recent announcement to cut carbon emissions by 60% by 2050
.
8.1.4 We challenge the developers to complete a carbon audit for their proposal to demonstrate its claims. We anticipate that the concrete and on-site machinery operation alone will offset any savings made by the rail transfer elements of these proposal. This was called for by Natural England in their response to the EIA Scoping
, but has been ignored by the applicants.
Yours sincerely,
Mr S G Furey MSc MCIWEM FRGS
Deputy Director, CPRE Kent

cc. 
Paul Carter, Kent County Council

Richard Horton, STOP-KIG

9 Appendices
9.1 Willesden International Freight Terminal
9.1.1 The   International Freight terminal at Willesden, North London, was designed by freight group, EWS, as an International Freight Terminal with interchange facility. It was expected to handle as many as 11 freight trains simultaneously in transferring containers, swap bodies, very near the M1 motorway, and on the West Coast main railway line, a great future for this depot was forecast. 

9.1.2 Funding in 1994 was £800m, with SNCF providing half, this provided seven UK terminals, connected to 18 terminals on the European mainland, plus the infrastructure and rolling stock.

9.1.3 It was believed that faster rail transits would replace large numbers of Heavy Goods Vehicles (HGV) included in the scheme were freight villages at Trafford Park, Liverpool Seaforth, and Mossend with funding from development agencies. This was not new business, but had the benefit of existing train ferry services which amounted to 2 million tonnes yearly, and a forecast of 6 million yearly.

9.1.4 Although the traffic started well it stuttered, declined and finished despite large amounts of money invested. The overall operating loss for rail-freight depot was £66m on total revenue of £70million with net assets worth £2,284 million. Privatisation was only achieved by government writing down the value of assets to zero and undertaking to pay the minimum usage access charge till 2006. The poor results meant that the rail-freight depot and its international activities were the last business to be privatised with the final train running in 1997.

9.1.5 Currently, the transhipment depot at Willesden, remains unused.
9.2 Green light for £1.5bn superport 

The go-ahead has been given to plans for a £1.5bn superport in Essex. 

The London Gateway container port and business park will be built on the former Shell oil refinery site at Shell Haven in the Thames Estuary, Thurrock. 

It follows a battle by P&O, now part of Dubai Ports World, to develop the site on the north bank of the Thames, including a public inquiry. 

Some farmers in Kent opposed the plans saying agricultural land and wildlife habitats would be destroyed. 

Extra traffic 

The go-ahead comes after the public inquiry and various amendments to the original plans as well as measures to cope with extra road traffic. 

Transport minister Gillian Merron said: "London Gateway will be able to provide much needed capacity for handling the UK's growing international trade in containers. 

"This substantial development has the potential to provide many new jobs in the Thames Gateway Growth Area - already one of the Government's priority growth areas in England - including a possible 1,900 jobs which the promoters (P&O) forecast for the port alone." 

The public inquiry into the plans opened in 2003. 

Ms Merron said: "It has taken time to finalise this decision. But it was right to consider carefully, and make appropriate provision for, the significant impacts that this major development will have in the growth area. 

'Jobs bonanza' 

"This outcome reflects the hard work by the promoters, the local authorities, transport bodies, environmental organisations and others to reach agreement on ways to mitigate the impacts of the development." 

Essex County Council said it welcomed the plans but would remain actively involved to ensure stringent standards were in place to protect the neighbouring environment and communities. 

It said it had already secured nearly £1.25m from DP World for road upgrades in the immediate area, and would push for more much-needed infrastructure improvements to be incorporated as part of the final development. 

Lord Hanningfield, county council leader, said: "I am delighted it has finally been approved and even more pleased the people of Essex will reap considerable benefits in terms of a major jobs bonanza, exciting new business opportunities, increased skills training and long-awaited road improvements." 

Story from BBC NEWS:
http://news.bbc.co.uk/go/pr/fr/-/1/hi/england/6703953.stm

Published: 2007/05/30 11:13:20 GMT

9.3 Rail-Freight Interchange at St Albans, Hertfordshire: planning committee recommendations

Proposal: 5/06/1680 27.07.06 – OUTLINE PLANNING APPLICATION 1-148 (APPROVAL OF MEANS OF ACCESS, SITING AND LANDSCAPING ONLY) FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF A STRATEGIC RAIL FREIGHT INTERCHANGE COMPRISING INTERMODAL AREA, DISTRIBUTION BUILDINGS (CLASS B8 USE) AND OTHER RELATED FLOORSPACE (CLASS B1/B2 USE) UP TO 330,000 SQ. M. WITH A MAXIMUM HEIGHT OF 20 METRES TOGETHER WITH ASSOCIATED ROAD, RAIL AND OTHER INFRASTRUCTURE WORKS INCLUDING PARKING FOR UP TO 1665 CARS AND 617 LORRIES WITH EARTH MOUNDING, TREE PLANTING AND A NEW PARK STREET/FROGMORE RELIEF ROAD. INCLUDES ADDITIONAL LANDSCAPE, PUBLIC ACCESS TO OPEN LAND AND COMMUNITY FOREST. THE OVERALL PROPOSALS INVOLVE SOME 419 HECTARES AT PROPOSED RAIL FREIGHT, PUBLIC OPEN SPACE AND COMMUNITY FOREST SITES, NORTH ORBITAL ROAD, ST ALBANS FOR HELIOSLOUGH LTD
RESOLVED
(i) That the Committee indicate that at this stage they are minded to REFUSE the application for the following reasons, and that a further report be considered once the views of the Highway Agency are received: 

1. The site is within the Metropolitan Green Belt in the Hertfordshire County Structure Plan and St Albans District Local Plan Review 1994 wherein permission will only be given for erection of new buildings or the use of existing buildings or land for agricultural, other essential purposes appropriate to a rural area or small scale facilities for participatory sport or recreation. The proposed development is an inappropriate use within the Green Belt which is unacceptable in terms of Policy 5 of the Hertfordshire County Structure Plan and Policy 1 of the St. Albans District Local Plan Review 1994. The proposed development cannot be justified in terms of the purposes specified and no exceptional circumstances are apparent in this case; 

2. The proposal has been submitted in advance of a region-wide survey of SRFI locations. It is considered that it would be premature to permit the development prior to the EERA Commissioned Regional Freight Strategy and a wider Greater South East study by the regional planning bodies (in line with Department for Transport guidance). The proposal would therefore be premature in respect of the emerging Strategic and Local Plan Policies contained in the draft East of England Plan(Policy T3) and the St Albans District Local Development Framework. The Alternative Site Assessment submitted with the proposal is considered inadequate in that it is limited only to a small sector of the East and South East regions and producing results which appear contradictory. The proposal is contrary to Policy T3 of the East of England Plan; 

3. The proposal conflicts with the provision of PPS1 and Policy 1 of the Hertfordshire Structure Plan Review 1991-2011 in that it fails to demonstrate that the development can be carried out consistently with the principles of sustainable development; 

4. The overall size, height, bulk, massing and scale of the proposed development would be highly damaging to, and seriously diminish, the open character and visual amenity of this significant part of the Green Belt which provides an important gap between Park Street and London Colney, contrary to Policy 1 of the St Albans District Local Plan Review 1994 and Policy 5 of the Hertfordshire Structure Plan Review 1991-2011; 

5. The proposal for the central development site (Area 1) fails to adequately secure and enhance the quality and appearance of this Landscape Development Area. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policies 105 and 143 of the St Albans District Local Plan Review 1994 and Policy 52 of the Hertfordshire Structure Plan Review 1991-2011; 

6. The size, height, massing and bulk of the proposed development would be out of scale and character with the adjoining villages of Park Street/Frogmore and Napsbury and would have a detrimental impact on the setting of the adjacent Conservation Areas. The proposal is therefore contrary to Policies 69 (i) and (ii) of the St Albans District Local Plan Review 1994, PPG15 (paragraph 4.14) and Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 (Section 72); 

7. The proposal for the Country Park, Landscape and ecological improvements intended to mitigate the losses associated with the development are unacceptable in scale, outcome and detail while the process and funding of a long-term management regime is not determined. The proposal conflicts with Policies105 and 106 of the St Albans District Local Plan Review 1994 and Policy 51 of the Hertfordshire Structure Plan Review 1991-2011; 

8. The rail capacity has yet to be confirmed by Network Rail, without which the proposed development is unlikely to achieve the benefits intended from increasing rail freight at the expense of road freight and hence the proposal would be likely to develop into a large road-based distribution park. The proposal is contrary to Policy 21 of the St Albans District Local Plan Review1994 and Policy 30 of the Hertfordshire Structure Plan Review 1991-2011 and Alterations 2001-2016 and Policy 3 of the draft East of England Plan;

9. The proposal is not located in a Priority Area for Regeneration as set out in Policy SSII in the draft East of England Plan and would be likely to attract additional commuters onto the already constrained strategic highway network if it was to draw its labour from a wider area, such as north London and Luton. The proposal is contrary to Policies 21 and 34 of the St Albans District Local Plan Review 1994 and Policies T1, T3, SS7 and LA1 in the draft East of England Plan; 

10. The survey information on noise levels in the Environmental Statement indicates unacceptably high residual night-time adverse impacts that would be experienced by residents on the eastern side of Park Street/Frogmore contrary to Policy 82 of the St Albans District Local Plan Review 1994; 

11. Given the size of the site and the use of 20m high masts with floodlighting across the railway sidings and freight interchange areas there is likely to be highway and visual intrusion detrimental to the amenity of local residents arising from the proposals contrary to Policy 80 of the St Albans District Local Plan Review 1994; 

12. On the basis of the information in the applicant’s Traffic Assessment, a fully operational SRFI will increase traffic on the A414 by over 10%. As the A414 is already near capacity, the County Council and Hertfordshire Highways are particularly concerned with the following aspects: 

- The safety and congestion aspects of the location and designs of the new roundabout on the A414. The proposed roundabout is not large enough to provide sufficient capacity for queuing traffic creating unacceptable safety issues. 

- The increase in traffic on this section of the A414 will be significant and the ability of the proposed traffic lights at the Park Street and London Colney roundabouts to handle the extra traffic is questioned. 

- The amount of traffic to be generated may have been underestimated. There is no guarantee that the SRFI will operate as currently envisaged as the proportion of road based freight operations may increase beyond that anticipated thus increasing the level of HGV generation.

- The impact, beneficial or adverse, of changing flows on the A5183. The environmental benefits of the Park Street/Frogmore Bypass are inadequately assessed.
These aspects would be contrary to Policies 34(i), (ii), (iii), (vii) and 35 of the St Albans District Local Plan Review 1994 and Policy 29 of the Hertfordshire Structure Plan Review 1991-2011. 

13. The target non-car mode share for journeys to work of 35% is considered unachievable on the evidence presented given the widespread residential location force and the lack of detail on improvements to public transport services for the vicinity of the site. Contrary to Hertfordshire Structure Plan Policy 22.

14. The applicant has failed as part of the proposed development to take mitigating measures to offset the harm of the development to ecology, archaeological interests and the local footpath network. The proposal would conflict with Policies 97, 106 and 110 of the St Albans District Local Plan Review 1993. 

(ii) That in an informative note issued pursuant to Department of the Environment Circular 11/95: 

a) The applicant is advised that this determination was based on the following drawings and information: The above determination of this application is based on the following information received on 27.07.06: Application form and certificate of ownership dated27 July 2006, Agricultural Holding Certificate dated 27 July 2006, Drawing No. 3945-DSD-001 Location Plan, Development Specification Document; 

b) The applicant is advised that consideration has been given to the following documents received on 27.7.06 as supporting information: Environmental Statement prepared and submitted in accordance with the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulations 1999 comprising 12 sections and 4 parts. (4 documents including technical appendices); Design and Access Statement (1 document); Transport Assessment (2 document includes technical appendices); Planning Policy Report (1 document); Needs Study (1 document) and Consultation Statement (1 document). 
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