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The LGA and the TCPA share an ambition for strong and vibrant local economies to improve
lives for millions of people, reduce regional disparities in economic perf ormance, and help
speed the nation’s recovery from recession. Both of our organisations have argued – and
events have shown – that our response to the economic do wnturn must be t ailored to local
circumstances, to target those areas most in need and to make the most of opport unities for
growth. We have argued that this will require a real devolution of powers in planning, transport,
skills and economic development to allow councils to plan and deliver the housing, jobs,
services and facilities in a joined-up way that takes account of local circumstances.

But despite having one of the most centralised sy stems of all advanced economies, we suffer
from a lack of joined-up planning at the central level. Decisions about national infrastructure –
national and international transport networks, energy plants and networks, and major waste
facilities – ought to be based on the needs of local economies if the y are to support their
potential for growth and allow distinctiv e local areas to flourish. Local areas in turn need
certainty and clarity about national strategy for infrastructure to enable them to plan and invest
effectively and efficiently.  

That is why the LGA is delighted to be associated with this report b y the TCPA. The ideas
discussed in the report and its recommendations f orm an important contribution to the debate
on how w e can secure the infrastructure we need to support sust ainable and strong places. It
makes a strong case for a highly focused and co-ordinated national framework for planning and
investment to go hand in hand with strengthened local decision-making . In particular, it
explores the need for an improved national strategy for transport that is consistent with and
developed alongside other national strategies – for example on waste and energy – and is
based on the connectivit y needs of local economies.

Councillor D ame Mar garet Eat on DBE Professor Sir Peter Hall
Chairman, LGA President, TCPA

forew ord
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‘England isn’t w orking to its full potential’ . We make no apology for re-stating that sentiment,
self-evident in many ways, almost four years after a TCPA-appointed cross-party Commission
on the Future Development Needs and Priorities of England recommended a national
framework to guide key infrastructure projects. Without this frame work to develop rounded,
country-wide strategies, and to set priorities, w e feared that the countr y would drift
directionless, reinforcing a belief that the winner t akes all.

We return to this theme in a rather dif ferent climate. England is emerging from recession,
strengthening our view that this island as a whole (w e hope to later address broader
infrastructure issues throughout Brit ain) needs a strategy to make markets w ork better
throughout the countr y. This theme unites all major political parties, business, local councils,
and many sections of societ y. It is a mantra which underpinned the TCPA Commission’s 2006
Connecting England report, which was warmly welcomed by a string of organisations,
including the CBI, and – yes – privately by some key players close to the heart of government.

Who, after all, could argue with a planning framework – emphatically not a national plan –
aimed at underpinning a market economy and ensuring that all cities, regions and localities
benefit? Our guiding, pro-market principles for a national strategy, or planning framework, 
that truly brings England (and, implicitly, Britain) together touched a sympathetic nerve 
across parties and caught the imagination of many. Now it is time to t ake this concept
forward.

We thought that some of our original recommendations – from ‘region-proofing’ k ey planning
decisions on nationally significant projects, to a coherent, joined-up transport strategy
embracing rail, road, air and ports – might have been taken on board by the Government in the
run up to the 2008 Planning Act. That legislation is a step in the right direction. But to the
disquiet of many, the sum of the parts of 1 2 National Policy Statements currently rolling out of
Whitehall – crucially on transport and energy – do not yet add up to a national strategy. They
are not yet sufficiently joined up.

At the same time, some of our great conurbations and cities – not to mention f ormer industrial
towns, seemingly cut of f from the economic mainstream – are languishing w ell behind their
mainland European counterparts, which are often blessed with considerably more freedom
than their English equivalents. Strong devolution to cities, conurbations and localities goes
hand in glove with a highly f ocused national framework.

In this follow-up project to the Connecting England report, the TCPA has been generously
supported by the Local Government Association, which added considerable value to the
venture. The LGA’s Prosperous Communities II report, published in 2007, neatly complemented
Connecting England. Like the LGA, the TCPA – the country’s oldest planning organisation –
wants to engage with the Government, and all interests, rather than mindlessly criticise. We
hope, at the very least, that our recommendations, and researches will make a valuable
contribution to the debate about England – and, ultimately, about Britain – in an election year.
You will be hearing more from us!

pr eface
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In preparing this report, special thanks must go to the v aluable contribution of several key
people: Professor Sir Peter Hall, TCPA President and our adviser; Fiona Mannion, the TCPA’s
Public Affairs Manager; Caroline Green, Senior Policy Consultant at the LGA; Robbie Owen,
Head of Major Projects at Bircham Dyson Bell LLP, for contributions to Section 3 and Annex 4;
and Gideon Amos, departing Chief Executive of the TCPA, whose tireless w ork ensured that
Connecting England got off the ground in the first place.

Peter Hether ingt on

Peter Hetherington, a Vice-President of the TCPA, chaired the Connecting England Commission and led
the Connecting Local Economies project.



recommenda tions

Recommenda tions 5

Development fr amew ork for England

l Create a single, joined-up National Infrastructure Framework that is dedicated to making
markets w ork better; that is based on the needs of local economies; and that can facilitate
coherent decision-making at the national, regional, sub-regional and local level.

l Within the joined-up framework, produce a rounded National Policy Statement f or transport,
embracing rail, roads, ports and airports.

l National Policy Statements should be coherent, one to the other , embracing transport in the
round as well as considering energy, waste and water, and their contribution to sust ainable
growth. They should be complement ary in promoting bet ter long-term economic, social and
environmental sustainability for all communities.

l All National Policy Statements, as w ell as forming part of a joined-up National Infrastructure
Framework, should also ensure sustainable growth that will meet internationally agreed
carbon emissions targets.

Local g overnment and the r egions

l The National Infrastructure Framework should unlock the economic potential of cities and
regional centres outside London in the interests of the national econom y as a whole and to
reduce disparities between the economic perf ormance in different areas of the countr y.

l Create a legislative ‘duty to devolve’ for Whitehall, laying out which issues and policies are
best handled nationally, regionally, sub-regionally and locally, to underpin and strengthen
local democracy.

l Embed a legislative commitment to ac knowledge the import ance of regional, city-regional
and local economies when major infrastructure decisions are made, and ensure that the
National Infrastructure Framework is driven from the bot tom up.

l Underpin existing and emerging sub-regional partnerships with stronger economic po wers
that can lead to the creation of new models f or investment, including , for example,
Accelerated Development Zones (ADZs).

l Formally recognise councils and partnerships of councils as key economic drivers, with legal
underpinning to w ork collaboratively with go vernment agencies and other partners.

Rail

l In order to support sust ainable growth and opportunity across the regions, central government,
along with sub-regional and local partnerships, must improve rail links between London and
other economic centres around the countr y and between theses centres themselv es. This
strategy must link k ey regional centres to underperforming cities and towns nearby.

l If a National Infrastructure Framework is to be successful in promoting a bet ter spread of
regional development, it must include giving priorit y to schemes in all regions. Examples of
potentially import ant schemes in terms of regional de velopment include:
l Speeding up the northern Trans-Pennine route between Newcastle upon Tyne, York,

Leeds, Manchester and Liverpool – building on the proposed electrification of the
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Manchester-Liverpool section of the line – to impro ve connectivit y between northern
cities.

l Improving rail links and journey times bet ween Cornwall, London and northern regions.
l Recognising that an expansion of high-speed rail beyond the Channel Tunnel Rail Link

(High Speed Two), while of key importance, must not obscure the case f or urgent short-
to medium-term in vestment in the rail net work to remove bottlenecks and improve
capacity.

Ports

l The National Policy Statement f or Ports should take a strategic approach rather than leave
the determination of port e xpansion policy to be led exclusively by the currently dominant
providers in the present market. This strategic approach should be informed by and link to
improvements in inland transport infrastructure (road and rail) that will unlock capacity and
bring benefits to local economies.

l Rail and road pressures from freight traffic for all of the largest ports should be assessed,
and a programme of ‘rail gauge enhancement’ should be undertaken where appropriate to
take more freight of f the road, to reduce congestion, and to make ports in less congested
regions more attractive destinations for container traffic and promote economic
development in other English regions.

Airpor ts

l Radically review aviation policy, in conjunction with long-term strategy f or investment in rail
infrastructure (including high-speed rail), with a view to impro ving connectivit y while
meeting environmental and carbon emissions targets, and recognising in the short to
medium term the role that regional airports can play as alternative national ‘hubs’ with
improved rail links.



City-r eg ions , counties and comm unities need the cer tainty tha t
their stra teg ies , plans and aspira tions ar e r eflected in – and
under pinned b y – a wider frame wor k f or England tha t is based
on the needs of r eg ional, sub-r eg ional and local economies .

Two years ago the Local Government Association’s Prosperous Communities ll report1 set out 
a compelling case for concentrating a substantial degree of economic decision-making at sub-
regional level in a radical devolution of powers and funding for local partnerships. In his
introduction to the report the late L ord Sandy Bruce-Lockhart, former Chairman of the LGA,
called for a more balanced approach to planning and development across England, arguing that
a higher priority must be given to raising the performance of the great cities and regional
centres that w ere once the industrial power-houses of England. He recognised that what
distinguishes England’s local economies from successful areas elsewhere is the countr y’s
centralised system of decision-making and funding . While strongly commit ted to underpinning
the economy of the South East – he was, after all, Leader of Kent County Council for almost
ten years – Lord Bruce-Lockhart nevertheless agonised about the state of the nation:

‘England has become London-centric and in this decade, our challenge is to ensure that every
place in the country can thrive and compete in a globalised world. We have a great global
city in London. But other places in Britain, once world-beaters, have fallen behind... England’s
regional centres underperform their continent al peers, but also lag behind a national
economy whose perf ormance is dominated by the w ealth of London and the South-East.’

Introduction 7

1  Prosperous 
Communities ll: Vive
la Dévolution! LGA,
Feb. 2007.
www .lga.gov.uk/
lga/publications/
publication-
display .do?id=21917
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While new legislation in the f orm of the L ocal Democracy, Economic Development and
Construction Act 2009 goes at least some of the w ay towards achieving the goal of devolving
powers, so far the pace of meaningful devolution from central go vernment and its agencies
matches neither Ministerial rhetoric nor the ambitions of sub-regional and cit y-regional partnerships.

Much of the Government’s initial devolutionary intent w as enshrined in its Review of Sub-
National Economic Development and Regeneration,2 which suggested a more formal and
developed approach for councils in leading economic development in their areas alongside a
single Regional Strategy embracing spatial and economic planning. While this might ha ve

2  Review of Sub-
National Economic
Development and
Regeneration . 
HM Treasury/
DBERR/CLG, 
Jul. 2007. 
www .hm-
treasury .gov.uk/ sub-
national_ economic_
development_
regeneration_
review .htm

Figur e 1

English local author ities and Go vernment Of fice r egions

Source: Comm unities and Local Go vernment. www.comm unities .go v.uk/ citiesandr egions/ r egional/
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merits f or some, it is doubtful whether the decision to giv e Regional Development Agencies
(RDAs) – non-elected quangos – together with local authority Leaders’ Boards responsibility for
drawing up these strategies represents, in realit y, democratic devolution.

But economic development is a twin-track process. Even when, or if , real devolution is
achieved from Whitehall to to wn and county hall on one track (and will the necessary funding
and powers follow new go vernance structures, for instance?), central government still has a
key, if limited role on the other trac k. This report contends that strong de volution and a
powerful, highly focused centre are not mutually exclusive; indeed, in the case of transport in
particular, a strong national framework is crucial to help sub-regions, and local partnerships, to
realise their ambitions for a co-ordinated strategy.

Local economies need strong national networks. High-speed rail lines not only bring peripheral
cities and regions closer to the centre, as experience in France has demonstrated; they underpin
confidence in outlying areas, send out positive signals, and can lead to new investment, as this
report shows. But w e need more than an individual project for a high-speed line running
between London and the North. If w e are to achieve a thriving national economy, with all areas
playing their part,w e need a national framework that connects cities, regions and sub-regions
across the country. Improvements in rail connections and infrastructure for northern ports –
Teesport or Hull, for instance – not only help them to compete on bet ter terms with southern
ports by giving shipping lines a choice beyond Felixstowe, Southampton, and a planned new
container port (London Gateway) on the old Shellhaven site in Essex; potentially, they create a
critical mass of logistics support and w arehousing, leading to more investment and jobs, while
tackling ‘w orklessness’ in high-unemployment areas. Similarly, improving connections to
regional airports – Manchester or Birmingham, f or instance – gives travellers a choice and,
again, offers the potential to help more fragile regional economies. Only a national framework
can connect localities, cities and sub-regions across the country.

That is why, three years ago, the TCPA’s independent cross-party Commission,3 set up to
consider the development needs of England as a whole, argued for a national development
framework – to give emerging local partnerships the certainty that their plans were consistent
with a f ormal national strategy. The Commission’s Connecting England report highlighted the
case for a shared infrastructure framework (see Annex 5 in this report f or a summary of
recommendations), partly embracing transport – connecting , where possible, road, rail, ports
and airports in a single strategy – and underpinned by a system of ‘region-proofing’ as part of a
public process to ensure that regional development implications sur rounding major decisions
are considered before major decisions are taken.

The 2008 Planning Act appeared, on the surface, to go some w ay in that direction. Today, more
than 60 years after the ground-breaking 1947 Town and Country Planning Act brought a sense
of order and discipline to development, the ne w legislation is designed to provide a fast-track
process for projects vital to the national interest – the siting and expansion of ports and
airports, the location of new power stations in the face of a looming energy crunch, and the
routes of new high-speed rail lines, for instance. But there is a caveat. The new r egime can
only be ef fectiv e if centr al government has put in place a fr amew ork in whic h t o

3  Connecting 
England: A
Framework for
Regional
Development . 
TCPA, 2006.
www .tcpa.org.uk/
pages/connecting-
england-connecting-
england-7 6.html



consider the int erests of England as a whole – consulting widely with local g overnment
and other stak eholders – bef ore decisions ar e made. The country is ill-serv ed by
piecemeal decisions, taken in isolation – on new ener gy plants, w aste facilities, road
links, por ts, airpor ts, and r ail cor ridors – without r eference t o a national fr amew ork.

That new planning regime is now in place, with Whitehall preparing to roll out initially 12 National
Policy Statements (NPSs) – on energy (six in all, covering renewables, fossil fuel, electricit y
networks, oil and gas infrastructure, and nuclear power, plus an overarching statement), ports,
national networks (strategic roads and rail, including strategic rail-freight interchanges), airports,
waste water, hazardous waste, and water supply. A Bristol-based Infrastructure Planning
Commission (IPC), an independent, non-departmental public body, chaired by former Kent
County Council Chief Executive Sir Michael Pitt, will act as the decision-maker for what the
Department f or Communities and Local Government calls ‘nationally significant infrastructure
projects’, as defined by the Planning Act 2008 – such as energy transmission and high-speed
rail lines. Initial soundings suggest that it will deal with 50-60 applications in its first y ear. There
are some questions over whether a system dealing with this number of projects will ha ve the
capacity to offer a ‘fast-track’ process, and indeed whether some projects are genuinely of
national, rather than regional or sub-regional significance. Sir Michael Pitt has made it clear that
co-ordination is not part of the IPC’s remit: ‘I’m a great supporter of joined-up transport... but
the onus is on the Secretary of State to do that joining up at national level, so the National
Policy Statements must be coherent, one to the other . That’s vital.’ 4 In fact, the Department
for Transport is preparing three NPSs – covering ‘national networks’ (strategic roads and rail);
ports; and airports – without producing an overarching statement.

The aim of this report is not to judge the case f or and against the IPC – whether, as some
have suggested, it should either be abolished, or re-organised and perhaps merged with the
Planning Inspectorate. Rather, it raises questions about the NPS process itself – whether , as
discussed in later sections, the National Policy Statements will merely be updated v ersions of
previous White Papers and proposals (on ports, and on airports, for instance) rather than
rounded statements that t ake account of new circumst ances, such as congestion pressures in
England and the new w orld order after the credit crunch, and essentially the need to reinf orce
local and sub-regional economies. Will the sum of the par ts of National P olicy Stat ements
add up t o a coher ent, rounded, joined-up str ategy for England as a whole? In this report,
the focus is primarily on transport and connectivit y, not because they should be considered in
isolation from other infrastr ucture developments but as an example of how clarit y and
coherence at national level can unlock local plans and investment.

Four years ago, one theme underpinned the TCPA’s Connecting England Commission –
namely, any nation would expect its government to furnish debate about the fut ure of the
country with a plan or at least a vision for how it should de velop. This repor t argues that
creating the r ight str uct ures at national, sub-regional and local lev el need car ry no
significant financial cost. Rather, political will is r equir ed, alongside the cour age to let 
go and dev olv e wher e appropr iat e, under pinned b y a highly f ocused national planning
framew ork that is dr awn up in the int erests of the country as a whole and pr ovides
certainty f or local decision-making .

10 Connecting Local Economies – The Transpor t Implica tions

4  P. Hetherington: 
‘Towards a joined-
up strategy?’ . Town
& Country Planning ,
2009, Jul./Aug., 
306-7



Local and Na tional Connections 11

Reducing regional disparities and helping cities, alongside urban and rural sub-regions, to reach
their potential must be k ey objectives of any strategy for England – a small country with wide
regional variations. These variations are often over-simplified as a North-South divide. In fact, as
the TCPA’s Connecting England study noted three years ago, the basic fault-line of the English
economy is neither simply bet ween North and South nor between East and West. Rather, it is
between the real powerhouse of the econom y, namely London and its surrounding arc (from
Bournemouth-Poole, through Swindon-Oxford, Milton Keynes-Northampton, Bedford-Kettering,
and Cambridge-Peterborough to Colchester-Essex) and the rest of the countr y.

As the LGA’s Prosperous Communities ll report noted, over recent years progress in narrowing
England’s regional divide has been negligible; indeed, on some measures the divide between
the Greater South East and the rest of the countr y has been widening. To quote the report:
‘Closing the gap between London and the regions, and between English regions and their
constituent parts, w ould make a stunning concrete difference to life in this countr y.’ 5 Even if
the dominance of London’s financial market, and the emphasis it gives to regional inequalities,
were removed (and this sector has certainly taken a hit after the credit crunch and subsequent
global financial meltdown), differences in wealth, productivit y and income levels would remain
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5  Prosperous 
Communities ll: Vive
la Dévolution! (see
Note 1)



between the regions. In a range of areas, from business start-ups, to health inequalities and
educational attainment, the North in particular is lagging well behind the Greater South East.
The most recent regional analysis from the Of fice for National Statistics (see Figures 2 and 3)
underlines the scale of the problem. L ondon’s GVA (gross value added) per head of population
is 49 per cent above the England average, and that of the South East is 11 per cent above the
average – while the figure f or the North East is 23 per cent below the average.

In England, the creation of nine Regional Development Agencies in the late 1990s (in 2000 in
case of the London Development Agency) did signal a sea-change in policy, although the
democratic accountability of these non-elected agencies – ultimately answerable to the
Government – can be called into question. But as the Treasury and the then Department f or
Trade and Industry noted in a report in 2001,6 ‘regionally balanced growth, led b y the regions
themselves, is not only desirable in its own right but also essential to deliv er economic
prosperity and employment f or all. However, any regional economic policy that is consistent
with those o verall ambitions for the economy cannot simply be about re-distribution of existing
economic activit y.’ In other w ords, policy was hinged on bringing economic activity in the
poorly performing regions up to the le vel of the strongest: a t all order for any government, and
one which has proved elusive.

12 Connecting Local Economies – The Transpor t Implica tions
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But the Review of Sub-National Economic Development and Regeneration, led by the Treasury
over two years ago, seemed to herald a further significant change, with a recognition of the
role that local government can play in leading economic growth. It recommended that councils
should be given new powers to ‘drive local prosperity, economic growth and regeneration’.7 In
response to the review, the Department f or Communities and Local Government (CLG) stated
– a view still reinf orced on its w ebsite – that it aimed to create ‘economically strong cities and
regions which drive forward national prosperity’.8 That sentiment w ould be endorsed by almost
everyone, across all parties. But does this vision match the reality of devolution as enshrined in
the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009, which is designed
to implement the Sub-National Review?

The LGA’s Prosperous Communities II report9 highlighted the import ance of the sub-region in
economic decision-making. It showed that markets for housing, employment, goods and
services work at sub-regional level (see Figure 4). It identified around 50 local or sub-regional
economies, and argued that decisions affecting those economies – on issues from housing
and planning, to transport, w elfare, skills and economic development – should be devolved to
groups of councils w orking together in sub-regional partnerships. The report argued that
funding, devolved from national and regional agencies, should follow; it identified specific
powers that should be devolved.

In terms of ne w legislation, most progress has been in the transport field. The Local Transport
Act 2008 sought to strengthen sub-regional governance of transport in six Passenger Transport
Executive areas,10 establishing a new breed of Integrated Transport Authorities (ITAs).
Significantly, areas away from the main conurbations w ere given the opportunity to establish
ITAs.

Currently, there is considerable confusion between ‘national’ and ‘local’ (or sub-regional)
elements of transport, with policy f or roads and rail invariably resting nationally with either the
Highways Agency or Network Rail, regardless of the local implications of many key actions and
decisions. The LGA’s Prosperous Communities ll report called for much greater recognition of
the local element in transport, with a radical transf er of powers and funding to the sub-regional
level, including the ‘de-trunking’ of large parts of the road net work, currently managed by the
Highways Agency.

Councils and sub-r egional par tnerships – suc h as those in the tw o city -region pilot ar eas
of Greater Manc hest er and Leeds – need a muc h str ong er influence o ver local and sub-
regional highw ays and r ail policy , on the model of the po w ers giv en t o the Ma yor of
London and his Transpor t f or London (TfL) ag ency.This w ould lead t o both gr eater
efficiency and a mor e transparent allocation of r esources in a democr atic local en vironment.

The Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Act 2009 has three stands:
l Streamlining the current regional tier, by bringing Regional Spatial Strategies (drawn up by

soon-to-be abolished Regional Assemblies, which have 70 per cent of their membership
appointed from councils) and Regional Economic Strategies (prepared by non-elected RDAs)
into a single Regional Strategy, drawn up jointly by RDAs and local authority Leaders’ Boards.

10  West Midlands, 
Mer seyside, Tyne
and Wear, Greater
Manchester, West
Yorkshire, S outh
Yorkshire
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7  ‘The Sub-National
Review’ . CLG.
www .communities.
gov.uk/
citiesandregions/
thesubnationalreview/

8  Ibid.

9  Prosperous 
Communities ll: Vive
la Dévolution! (See
Note 1)



l Strengthening the sub-regional tier by allowing f or statutory Multi-Area Agreements (MAA s),
which can bind the MAA partners into a more f ormal legal framework, and Economic
Prosperity Boards (EPBs), which are even more formal regional partnerships. The Act also
allows the merger of EPBs and ITAs into ‘combined authorities ’, thus bringing economic
development and transport together .

l Strengthening the role of local councils in economic development by imposing a statutory
duty on upper-tier authorities – counties and unitaries – to produce an economic
assessment of their areas. The expectation is that these economic assessments will be
carried out at a sub-regional level, where either a partnership or an MAA or EPB exists.

The LGA has welcomed the development of ne w models of sub-regional w orking on the
grounds that they should be developed locally – ‘from the bot tom up’, in the jargon – by
partners to reflect local priorities. It belie ves that they should benefit from the meaningful
devolution of powers, and funding, from the national and regional level. But it has expressed
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Figur e 4

The LGA bes t-fit ma p of sub-
regional ar eas based on a range
of housing, emplo yment, goods
and ser vices mar kets

Source: Prosper ous Comm unities II .
LGA, Feb. 2007.
www.lga.go v.uk/lg a/publica tions/
publica tion-display .do?id=21917



concern that, so far, the pace of devolution from central go vernment, and its agencies,
matches neither the Government’s rhetoric nor the ambition of sub-regional and cit y-regional
partnerships – and, as shown in the Greater Manchester case study in this report (see 
Annex 1) some of these partnerships have considerable ambitions across the political divide.

Regardless of the outcome of the ne xt general election, such partnerships will undoubtedly
prove enduring. But clearly there is an ongoing debate about both the role of the emerging
regional planning and economic regime and the degree to which local councils should either
oversee that new structure or be handed back powers under a more devolved regime – thus
effectively eliminating the regional tier.

A Conservative Party Green Paper published in 200911 suggested abolishing regional planning,
revoking all Regional Spatial Strategies – including housing targets – and ‘localising’ planning
under lower-tier councils. RDAs would consequently lose their new planning and economic
role – whether the y would survive in their present f orm, if at all, under a new government is
open to question. Under Conservative plans, councils would be given powers to create new
enterprise partnerships, reflecting ‘nat ural economic divisions’, while t aking over from RDAs the
responsibility for economic development. Such a policy shift could be enacted by a new local
government and housing bill to be t abled in the first year of a Conservative government.12

But the mo ve tow ards greater dev olution, whether or not it f alls belo w expectations,
must g o hand in glo ve with a wider national str ategy for England. A nation wide
infr astruct ure str ategy for England – tied t o dev olution fr om Whit ehall t o t own and
county hall – is a pr e-condition f or creating str ong local economies. This is par ticular ly so
in the tr anspor t field, wher e a str ong, cohesiv e and clear fr amew ork becomes mor e
impor tant as po w er is dev olved. And sub-r egions, cities and communities need a
national fr amew ork that will enable them t o plan with cer tainty .

Take but one example: a commitment in a national framework to modernise the ageing and
slow TransPennine line linking Newcastle upon Tyne, York and Leeds with Manc hester and
Liverpool – a ‘northern Crossrail’ – would enable northern cities to plan for new labour markets
and growth cor ridors and attract investment while, cr ucially, providing a more attractive public
transport alternative to the increasingly congested M62 motor way.
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The momentum behind the case for a joined-up, overarching infrastructure framework seems
to be gathering pace. For the TCPA and the LGA it is overwhelming . The need to align plans for
rail with those f or air travel provides perhaps the most obvious example: huge numbers of air
passengers begin and/or end their journeys by rail, and so a joined-up strategy is essential if
support for public transport is to be in any way meaningful at a national level.

Going further and lining up rail and public transport provision with where people liv e (for
example aligning with planning for housing) would require taking a step beyond looking at
infrastructure on its own. This too is necessary, and requires an overarching national policy on
housing and settlement planning as part of any national framework. The case for an integrated
framework that respects carbon, environmental and regional development priorities is similarly
strengthened by an examination of almost any infrastructure sector.

The differences between the requirements f or – for example – electricity transmission from a
new generation of wind f arms on the one hand and coastal gas import terminals and their
pipelines on the other make it vital to understand any conflicts and overlaps, all of which would
be best resolved through reference to national priorities set out in a single framework. There
are synergies and conflicts to be managed across the spectrum – the need to join up w aste
strategies with energy production (as energy is of ten produced from w aste) and the need to
join up rail provision with major po wer stations providing two further examples. In addition, in
any national strategy there needs to be a recognition of areas where local solutions rather than
national infrastructure will be most appropriate.

Most import antly, the absence of an overarching framework to join up sectoral National Policy
Statements (NPSs) produced under the 2008 Planning Act means that each sector is likely to
generate its own winners and losers among to wns and cities around the countr y in terms of
service by that infrastructure. These outcomes, when mapped o ver each other, may appear
entirely random, but they will be the logical outcome of pursuing eac h set objectives in isolation
from the other . One outcome might be that economically bou yant parts of the countr y (London
and the South East, for example) will be the biggest winners, with scarce at tention being paid
to revitalising other regions. In a number of respects growth, de velopment and its impacts can
be better planned, accommodated and supported in regions beyond the South East.

Furthermore, it is hard to see ho w carbon emission reductions can be optimised without a
high level of integration in set tlement, transport and energy planning in the UK.

If the countr y neither creates an overarching infrastructure framework nor succeeds in
integrating NPSs with one another, then – as argued in the Connecting England report13 – the
perception will be simply one of a ‘winner t akes all’ process. In such an unco-ordinated
approach, growth itself could be one of the casualties.

The cur rent position

Given the need for a joined-up strategy to support economic growth, it is helpful to underst and
what barriers there are to such an an approach, and whether changes currently proposed
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might help us to o vercome them. The 2008 Planning Act and its suite of National Policy
Statements could of fer an opportunity to create a proper strategic narrative for England in
which infrastructure development is set within the conte xt of a wider vision of sust ainable
development. If de veloped in a joined-up and coherent way, the NPSs could maximise the
potential to integrate infrastr ucture and, importantly, provide a story about England’s future
with whic h the wider public could engage. The question is whether this ambition will be
delivered through the new NPSs.

Whitehall has long battled a reputation of centralised, bureaucratic and ‘silo-based’ policy-
making, and the difficulties this causes to coherent planning and decision-making is
increasingly recognised. The Government has responded with cross-department al Public
Service Agreements and department al Capability Reviews designed to impro ve engagement,
cross-departmental working and delivery on shared objectives. However, a year ago, a study
from the Instit ute of Government f ound that lack of co-ordination across Whitehall departments
was still leading to duplication, confused planning, and patchy delivery of services at local
government level.14 Traditional reports about turf w ars between government departments and
the predominance of the Treasury in government decision-making are now accompanied by
speculation about the increasing influence of the Department f or Business, Innovation and
Skills (BIS) under Lord Mandelson. Joined-up policy-making will require Whitehall departments
with clear responsibilities f or decision-making and funding that can engage and negotiate with
each other as equal partners delivering shared objectives.

Clearly there is some way to go towards a genuinely joined-up approach to decision-making,
but there are signs of progress. For example, in 2008 the Department f or Transport published
Delivering a Sustainable Transport System (DaSTS),15 which was designed to bring long-term
decision-making across transport modes into alignment and connect them to wider economic,
environmental and social goals. DaSTS outlined five goals for transport, focusing on the
challenge of delivering strong economic growth while at the same time reducing greenhouse
gas emissions, and it examined how these objectiv es could be most ef fectively supported
across different modes of transport.

However, the joined-up and integrated approach has proved more difficult to deliv er in practice,
given the fragmented nature of planning and decision-making for transport. For example,
planning and decision-making on rail, led by the rail industry through the Secretary of State’s
High Level Output Specification (HLOS) and Network Rail’s Route Utilisation Strategies (RUSs),
remain quite separate from the Regional Funding Allocation and Regional Strategy/Regional
Spatial Strategy (prepared for planning and economic development purposes) mechanisms that
govern other major transport investment. This cannot result in a balanced multi-modal solution
which integrates rail into the wider planning net work.

There already appears to be a deviation from the DaSTS’s modally-agnostic approach. For
example, in considering options for the ‘North-South corridor’ the Government is looking only
at motor ways, and in the ‘Trans-Pennine corridor’ it is looking only at rail. Furthermore, the first
of the Transport NPSs, on Ports, does not mention the DfT’ s overarching DaSTS strategy. Given
that all the policies mentioned here sit within a single Ministerial portf olio, if the Department
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for Transport cannot co-ordinate its own policies, what hope is there of making connections
between departments?

So will the changes currently being put in place help to overcome these barriers and put in
place a joined-up strategy to support local economic development?

Background t o the new syst em – Barker and Eddingt on

The Eddington Transport Study on long-term links between transport and the UK’s economic
productivit y, growth and st ability,16 published in December 2006, concluded that the delivery
of major infrastructure projects in the United Kingdom w as being significantly delayed by the
planning system. It f ound that under the then cur rent regime it w as taking too long to obtain
the necessary consents: the system created too muc h uncertainty, was costly and inefficient,
and thus hindered the competitiv eness of the UK.

Driving up the global success of the UK was the key strategic objective of both the Eddington
Study and Kate Barker’s Review of Land Use Planning,17 published in the same month. Copies
of the Connecting England report were submitted to the Eddington Study and the Barker Review,
and both final reports set out core requirements f or a new regime to co ver the planning and
authorisation of major infrastructure projects. Such a new system w ould need to provide:
l a reduction in the complexity and uncertainty of the planning system;
l a unified consents regime f or national projects;
l a self-contained and up-to-date process; and
l the separation of national policy and decision-making on individual projects.

The above objectives were carried forward in the streamlining reforms of the planning regime
proposed in the Planning White Paper, Planning for a Sustainable Future, published in May
2007, which in turn led to the Planning Act 2008, which received Royal Assent on 26 November
2008 and seeks to address concerns over the planning system identified in both the Eddington
Study and the Barker Review.

The Planning Act 2008 and the making of national policy

The majority of the Planning Act 2008 is concerned with the creation of the ne w planning
consent system f or ‘nationally significant infrastructure projects’. The system comprises three
core elements. The first is the designation of a series of National Policy Statements set ting out
national policy in relation to specified descriptions of development. The second is the creation
of a new independent body, the Infrastructure Planning Commission (IPC), as the decision-
making authority in respect of most individual nationally significant infrastr ucture projects
(NSIPs) – defined by the Planning Act 2008 to be certain specified types of projects in the
energy, transport, w ater, waste and waste water sectors. The third and final element is the
Development Consent Order (DCO) made by the IPC authorising individual NSIPs, replacing
the myriad of consents currently required for major infrastructure projects. Procedures for
consultation, environmental assessment and applications for consent are already in place, and
the decision-making regime for applications on energy and transport projects will come into
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force on 1 March 2010, regardless of whether or not the ne w NPSs designed to inform that
decision-making are published – however, the IPC can only make recommendations to the
Secretary of State before the NPSs are in place (see Annex 4 for further det ails on
implement ation of the Planning Act 2008 provisions). Of all these elements, National Policy
Statements are the one most able to deal with the need f or better forward planning and a
joined-up strategy to support regional development. To what extent, theref ore, do NPSs lead
towards a joined-up strategy to support local economies as called for above?

National P olicy Stat ements

An NPS is a statement by the Secretary of State setting out Government policy in relation to
one or more specified descriptions of de velopment. The content of an NPS will vary from
sector to sector, and it may specify:
l the amount, t ype or size of the development whic h is appropriate nationally or for a

specified area;
l the criteria to be applied in deciding whether a location is suit able (and the weight to be

applied to each criterion);
l the identification of one or more locations as suit able (or unsuitable) for specified 

development;
l the identification of one or more st atutory undertakers as appropriate persons to carry out

such development; and
l circumstances in which it is appropriate to mitigate the impact of specified de velopment.

The Secretary of State must consult and have regard to the views of the public in relation to
each proposed NPS. Draft NPSs will also be subject to Sustainability Appraisals and, if
appropriate, Strategic Environmental Assessments.

Following consult ation, the NPSs will be subject to scrutiny by Parliament, although there is no
requirement f or Parliamentary approval.

Where there is a significant change of circumstances since an NPS was issued (or last
reviewed), then the Secretary of State may suspend operation of all or part of the NPS until a
review of that NPS has been completed.

Nationally Significant Infr astruct ure Projects – pr e-application
consultation and the r ole of local author ities

In addition to inputting to NPSs, local authorities can in theory influence national planning to
support their own and regional development through consult ations on individual developments.
The new regime is heavily ‘front-loaded’ and requires an applicant to consult on its
development proposals prior to submit ting them to the IPC to gain a Development Consent
Order. In addition to the consult ation required in the course of carrying out Appropriate
Assessment and Environmental Impact Assessment, the Planning Act 2008 also requires the
promoter to consult a number of public bodies, agencies, interested parties and those persons
in the ‘vicinit y of the land’.
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A new energy plant will create jobs and boost local economies, placing
new demand on transpor t infrastructure. The National Transpor t
Networks NPS needs to factor in added benefits from ensuring that
communities can access employment in the most sustainable w ay   

Fossil fuel energy plants require vast quantities of fossil fuels to be
transpor ted to them – with implications for decisions about freight
transpor t

Developing renew ables can foster employment and regeneration – in
German y 120,000 people work in the renew able energy sector . These
people ’s transpor t, w ater supply and w aste facilities need to be
considered in tandem with major renew able schemes

Oil and g as infrastructure can bring benefits to a local econom y, but as
Aberdeen ’s experience shows, this is highly dependent on strategic
transpor t infrastructure, par ticularly por ts and airpor ts

New high-speed rail networks will have significant electricity demands.
These need to be considered in strategic decisions about energy
networks

Nuclear power stations require large supplies of uranium, shipped in by
sea. Decisions on siting nuclear power plants thus need to be tak en in
conjunction with those on por ts and the road and rail networks that
connect them  

Increasing capacity at por ts will depend on and have implications for
freight transpor t, requiring in vestment in rail and road networks and
freight interc hanges

Road and rail links need to be considered with a strategic o verview as
to how the nation ’s por ts and airpor ts are to be suppor ted to promote
sustainable growth

Capacity and demand for w aste w ater treatment will be af fected by the
growth and expansion of new communities that could be stimulated by
new strategic transpor t infrastructure 

Transpor ting hazardous w aste to treatment facilities impacts on local
and national transpor t networks. Energy generated from w aste should
be considered alongside the energy NPSs

To minimise the distance that w ater has to be transpor ted to reac h
communities, plans for strategic reserv oir s should be considered
alongside transpor t infrastructure that will stimulate population
expansion in an area

The Airpor ts NPS should be joined up with thinking on rail and road
links, par ticularly considering impro ved rail links to regional airpor ts
such as Manc hester and Birmingham to boost local economies and tak e
some pressure of f the S outh East
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Examples of int eractions and link ages

Overarching Ener gy
November 2009 / 2010 / 1 March 2010 

Fossil Fuel Electr icity Gener ating
Infr astruct ure
November 2009 / 2010 / 1 March 2010 

Renew able Energy Infr astruct ure
November 2009 / 2010 / 1 March 2010 

Gas Supply Infr astruct ure and Gas and
Oil Pipelines
November 2009 / 2010 / 1 March 2010 

Electr icity Netw orks Infr astruct ure 
(i.e. pow er lines etc.)

November 2009 / 2010 / 1 March 2010 
Nuclear Pow er
November 2009 / 2010 / 1 March 2010 

Ports
November 2009 / 2010 / 1 March 2010 

National Netw orks (i.e. str ategic r oads
and r ailw ays and freight int erchang es)
2010 / 2010 / 1 March 2010 

Waste Water
(e.g. sew age treatment infr astruct ure)
Spring 2010 / 2011 / April 2011

Hazardous Waste 
(e.g. high-t emper ature inciner ation)
Summer 2010 / 2011 / April 2011  

Water Supply 
(e.g. reservoirs)
Late 2010 / April 2012 / April 2012 

Airpor ts
2011 / 2011 / 1 March 2010 

NPS
Consultation draft / final NPS /IPC ‘switch on’

Table 1
Na tional P olic y Sta tements – pr epara tion timescales , and interactions and linkages



This consultation process will ensure that local authorities remain involved in the process,
despite the f act that the IPC is the ultimate arbiter of the application. The local authority role in
the process does not end there, and local authorities may also:
l make representations on the adequacy of the consultation carried out by the promoter;
l submit ‘L ocal Impact Reports’ on the project concerned to the IPC; and
l become involved with agreeing planning obligations and ensuring that DCO ‘requirements ’

on the promoter are discharged, and be involved with enf orcement.

However, the TCPA and the LGA firmly believe that the role of local authorities extends beyond
views on a particular application and into the areas of regional policy and distribution, which
NPSs will set out either directly or b y implication. Their role in the debate about where growth
should be encouraged or accommodated and how regions should benefit is central to an y
sustainable vision of how the countr y should move forward.

The fut ure

The Planning Act 2008 heralds the introduction of a radically new system f or approving major
infrastructure projects in England and Wales (and in one case Scotland). It represents an
attempt to e xpedite planning approval for NSIPs that, under the current system, have often
taken years to obtain.

However, the potential dif ficulties are obvious and stem from tr ying to get dif ferent departments
with dif fering policy areas to co-operate to ensure the production of a coherent whole. The
fragmented w ay that National Policy Statements are being developed does not inspire confidence
that the Government has a coherent vision for infrastructure provision. There are also profound
questions as to whether an NPS on an issue such as aviation will lock our society into high carbon
emissions and therefore undermine the Government’s own Climate Change Act. It is essential
that the NPSs are assessed for carbon emissions, a requirement which is not currently clear.

There are concerns that not all departments will have a consistent commitment to sust ainable
development and growth, or – particularly outside the Communities and L ocal Government
Department – will underst and the importance of spatial planning. The logic of a stand-alone
Ports NPS being published before the National Transport Networks NPS and in the absence of
an overarching policy raises significant questions about how ports can be developed in an
integrated and joined-up way.

However, the commitment to ensure that all NPSs consider climate c hange is welcome, even
if the det ail of how this will happen still remains unclear . Likewise, the testing of NPSs b y
Parliament is a valuable safeguard, although it provides little opportunity for members of the
public directly affected by an NPS to be heard in person.

As well as ensuring that the NPSs add up to a strategic framework that supports Government
and EU climate change targets, there is a fundamental need to create a spatial framework that
supports sustainable growth across the regions, to ensure that pressures in areas such as the
Greater South East can be accommodated or removed as the region continues to grow, while
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other regions such as the North East and the South West are given the investment and
infrastructure necessary to promote their de velopment. Such a framework would also allow
local authorities to act with cert ainty in their decision-making.

A strategic development frame work for England, with overarching policy statements f or areas
such as transport, as advocated in this report, w ould help to address the imperfect market-led
decisions that lead to imbalances in regional development. Such imbalances are particularly
noticeable in national ports policy, which has recently seen several port expansion developments
given approval without a view to the national pict ure (see Section 5). We need national policy that
will add up to promoting sust ainable growth across the countr y, and not result in decisions in one
area that have a detrimental impact on the economic development of another part of the countr y.

It also worth noting that a recent article in The Economist 18 considered that Britain’s free
energy market approach, which privatised power plants in the 1990s (to create a competitive
market while other countries ret ained some state control through long-term contracts), has
resulted in a highly imperfect energy market. Energy providers are always likely to opt f or the
cheapest option as long as there is no official energy policy. Again, it is vital that the
Overarching Energy NPS deals properly with these market imperfections to secure a long-term
sustainable and carbon-reducing energy market.

A proper strategic narrative for England, in which infrastructure development is set within the
context of wider vision of sust ainable development, should have been the starting point for the
NPS series. This would maximise the potential to integrate infrastr ucture, and just as importantly
would provide a story about England’s future with whic h the wider public could engage.

The UK has to take long-term infrastructure decisions to achieve sustainable development and,
in particular, a competitive low-carbon economy. National policy on transport and energy is a
vital way of shaping our future and providing certainty for all, but such policy must be part of a
holistic vision for England and not a fragmented, piecemeal reflection of department al
priorities. The decision-making around major infrastructure should be made more efficient, but
not at the expense of proper scrutiny, accountability and public engagement.

However, despite the f act that we have not seen the system in action there is already the
prospect that it will be altered. The Conservative Party has stated that it w ould hand decision-
making powers on NSIP applications back to the Secretary of State and re-form the IPC as a
large-projects team within the Planning Inspectorate, from where it w ould report to the
Secretary of State on NSIP applications. The Conservatives would also make it a requirement
that Parliament had to approve all NPSs and that these documents become secondary
legislation. They say that these measures will hand decision-making powers back to elected
representatives, as a reaction to their perception of a democratic deficit in the cur rent Planning
Act 2008 arrangements. While these changes may make the decision-making more
democratically accountable, there is a concern that they will also slow the decision-making
process down and once again merge policy-setting with decision-making . Nonetheless it
appears that the development of this ne w unified consent regime in England and Wales is
likely to continue apace for some time to come.

18  D. Bacon: ‘How 
long till the lights go
out?’. The Economist ,
6 Aug. 20 09



Could the next decade herald a new age of the train? The question is prompted b y a recent
statement from the Transport Secretary, Lord Adonis, that the demise of domestic air tra vel
has become an explicit government t arget for the first time, 19 together with the aim of
replacing short-haul flights with a new 250 mph high-speed rail network. This is one area
where cross-party consensus has been possible; the Conservatives have been supporting
high-speed rail for some time, while opposing further e xpansion of Heathrow – and, as an
activist Secretary of State, Lord Adonis is deftly framing his proposals to win support from
across the political spectrum.

Nevertheless, this is a long-term objectiv e. High Speed Two, the Government-backed company
managing plans for a proposed new route whic h will run, first, from L ondon to Birmingham,
then on to the north of England and Scotland, delivered its final report on the London to West
Midlands route and possible extensions further north to Ministers in December 20 09.
Network Rail, which owns the e xisting tracks, has already published its plans for a proposed
line (shown in Figure 5). A response is expected from the Go vernment by the end of March
2010, but it is unlikely that the first section of the route to the Midlands will be completed until
2020. And the relentless growth of traf fic on the existing network – a 67.6 per cent rise in
passenger traffic since the system w as privatised in 1994, a predicted further rise of 22 per

Continental co-or dina tion – TVG and urban light rail ser vices shar ing a s ta tion a t Grenoble. A high-speed rail netw ork for Britain 
is now a long-ter m objectiv e, but impr ovements to local rail netw orks are needed too

19  J. Glover and 
D. Milmo: ‘Lord
Adonis: ‘High speed
rail has well and truly
arrived in Britain ’’.
The Guardian . 
5 Aug. 20 09.
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05/lord-adonis-
transpor t-secretary -
rail
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cent by 2014 with more to f ollow, and a 50 per cent increase in rail freight over the past
decade20 – makes it clear that, meanwhile, substantial impr ovements must be made t o the
existing netw ork so that services t o cities, sub-regions and localities ar e impr oved by:
l Removing bot tlenec ks on the netw ork (including, but not only , Reading on the Gr eat

Western Main Line, Crew e and Preston on the upgr aded West Coast Main Line,
Welwyn and Hitc hin on the East Coast Main Line) f or passeng er and, crucially , for
freight services. So-called ‘rail gauge enhancement’ (increasing the height of bridges for
higher container traffic, for instance) could help the expansion of ports, such as Teesport and
Hull, outside the Greater South East.

l Impr oving, and replacing, rolling st ock wher e necessary t o incr ease capacity (suc h as
on the East Coast Main Line, linking London with Leeds, New castle upon Tyne, and
Scotland). It makes no environmental sense to supplement electric trains with 30-y ear-old,
carbon-emitting diesel-powered high-speed trains on this route – currently the most modern
long-distance electrified line.

l Electr ifying select ed existing lines, such as the Gr eat Western fr om Paddingt on t o
Brist ol, Cardif f and S w ansea, and the Liv erpool-Manc hest er line (both no w fir mly
going ahead), and the East Midlands r out e from St P ancras t o Not tingham and
Sheffield (still a w aiting appr oval).

l Prior itising and commit ting t o faster services connecting sub-r egional centr es – for
example, a nor ther n ‘Cross-Country ’ project t o produce high-speed services betw een
the nor ther n ‘Core Cities’ of New castle upon Tyne, York, Leeds, Manc hest er (and
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Figur e 5

Network Rail’ s ‘bes t value f or mone y’
option f or a ne w high-speed rail r outeFr
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Manc hest er Airpor t) and Liv erpool. Here, currently, the diesel-operated so-called
TransPennine Express produces longer journey times from Ne wcastle to Manchester than to
London, twice the dist ance.

l Impr oving r ail links fr om the Cor e Cities t o their sur rounding city -regions – f or
example f ast dir ect services t o cities and t owns within a 30-5 0 mile r adius.

In shor t, an expansion of high-speed r ail – impor tant as it is in the long t erm – must not
obscur e the case f or essential shor t- t o medium-t erm impr ovements on an o vercrow ded
netw ork, already at the limits of capacity .

The rail renaissance should be a subject of self-congratulation for the rail industry – even if it
reflects a general trend across the whole of Europe. Yet this seemingly unrelenting gro wth has
to be set against the harsh reality of Britain’s ageing rail infrastructure, which has not expanded
since the 1960s, when it w as slashed by the infamous Dr Beeching. The 68 miles of High
Speed One, from St Pancras to the Channel (and then to Paris and Brussels), opened in
November 2007, represent the sole exception. By comparison, France, with 1,250 miles of
specially built lines for its TGV services – the first TGV sped from Paris to Lyon in 1981 – is now
planning to double the size of its high-speed network to about 2,500 miles by 2020. Spain, too,
is racing ahead; by 2020, it is on course to have Europe’s largest high-speed network – even
out-gunning the French – with 6,000 miles of track. By then, 90 per cent of the population will
be within 30 miles of a st ation.

In Britain, officialdom has belatedly awoken to the issue, prompted b y Lord Adonis. With his
department investigating the case for a north-south High Speed Two line, the Association of
Train Operating Companies has called for the re-opening of 14 lines in England to improve rail
access for at least 1 milion people, at an estimated cost of £50 0 million (a call welcomed by
the TCPA). These two steps represent dif ferent sides of the same policy coin: ne w high-speed
lines would not only relieve congestion on existing tracks, but w ould also bring the nation’s
northern and western peripheries closer to London. At the same time, re-opened and
improved lines would extend the penetration of rail more deeply into remote old industrial
towns and rural market centres. The potential for extending travel-to-work areas – and so
addressing unemployment and ‘w orklessness’ by connecting fragile areas to the economic
mainstream, while underpinning local, sub-regional and city-regional economies – is obvious.
But a national framework needs to go beyond considering individual high-speed routes
connecting a handful of cities to the capit al. It needs to embrace upgrades of existing lines to
improve local rail networks that connect cities across the countr y.

The case for investment is dramatically illustrated by North West England. Today, the recently
upgraded West Coast Main Line carries Pendolino trains at 125 mph every 20 minutes from
London to Manchester in just over two hours. But the line is already effectively saturated – so
further increases in traffic will demand a new relief line. And such a line, built – like the French
TGV lines – across open country, as a kind of rail motorway, could slash up to an hour off the
journey time. But the real gain w ould come not only f or businesses in Central Manchester, but
also for the places all around, where the next stage of a journey can take up to an extra hour
to cover six miles. Research by the Centre for Cities think-tank21 has shown that the old mill
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town of Burnle y, roughly the same distance from Manchester as Reading is from London, has
virtually no commuter rail traffic to the cit y; the connection barely exists. And it should be no
surprise that Burnley’s economy is languishing well behind that of Manchester, let alone the
rest of England.

This, in a nutshell, underlines the case for a national transport framework underpinning local
and sub-regional economies: the Manchester transport hub (see the Greater Manchester case
study in Annex 1 of this report) – with a cit y-regional compact in the driving seat, made up of
the ten Greater Manchester councils – needs the certainty of a national transport infrastructure
plan, incorporating the new High Speed Two line and a Trans-Pennine link, if it is to reach its
ambitions; sub-regional and national planning should go hand in glove.

Sir Peter Hall, President of the TCPA and Bartlett Professor of Planning at UCL – a key adviser
in the Connecting England project – sees this ‘cascading down to a series of regional and sub-
regional plans... it is absolutely vital that this single process should incorporate all forms of
transport, from air to rail to road to bus to bik e, and that they all be linked into a seamless-web
single system through easy transfers.’ 22 While, in detailing the challenges facing transport, this
report examines three key areas – ports, airports and rail – Sir Peter makes the compelling
case for a single strategy: ‘To consider air traffic separately from rail, as the DfT currently
proposes, is a logical nonsense. Indeed, the process cannot even be constrained within the
UK’s boundaries. It must consider how to div ert demand for travel within Europe – whether
Glasgow to L ondon or Birmingham to Paris or London to Amsterdam – from carbon-producing
air to carbon-friendly high-speed rail. And it should pay special attention to linking long-haul air
journeys to short-haul high-speed rail connections, through easy-transfers at airports, as
Amsterdam, Frankfurt, and Paris are already doing – but nowhere in the UK is! ’ 23

But catering for passengers is only one side of the coin. We urgently need an integrated
strategy for moving freight; and again, this cannot be constrained within the UK’s borders. For
shorter-haul freight of up to 100 miles within the UK – with rare e xceptions – it may be
unrealistic to expect transfer from road to rail. But f or the longer haul, into and out of mainland
Europe, there is a need for a dual approach: first, to w ork within an EU framework to
overcome the administrativ e obstacles to moving rail freight across Europe; and second to
develop new freight routes connecting our cont ainer ports, and the Channel Tunnel freight
railhead at Dollands Moor, with inland industrial and warehouse areas.

Even now, the growth of rail freight is causing serious bloc kages on key passenger routes out
of east coast ports, such as at Ipswich and Colchester. As well as easing capacity at ports
elsewhere, with rail gauge enhancement, there is also an urgent need to de velop a new
freight-priorit y route, electrified and capable of carrying mainland European container traffic
across eastern England to hub freight transfer points next to motor ways in the Midlands and
North, avoiding the choked passenger routes across North London. And that takes us back to
where w e started: the urgent need f or a joined-up national transport strategy embracing rail,
ports, and airports – and (an area considered in the following section) the case f or much more
coastal freight, shipping goods to the man y ports around Britain to take the strain off both rail
and roads.
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As an island, Britain handles a higher volume of port traf fic than any other EU country24 –
around 580 million tonnes of goods into out of the UK annually bef ore the credit crunch. While
Britain’s maritime st atus as shipbuilder, ship-owner and exporter may have declined along with
its manufacturing base, trading nations such as ours – albeit, in Britain’s case, as a net importer
– depend on good-quality port facilities, ideally strategically placed around the island and
serving a variety of functions, from cont ainer and roll-on, roll-off (ro-ro) traffic to mineral
imports and exports such as coal, oil and gas, timber, cars and vehicles, and much else besides.

Britain’s economy, literally, lives or dies by the efficiency and location of its ports – whic h
handle 95 per cent of trade by volume – and, subsequently, by its on-land distribution system
to transport goods to logistics w arehouses and hence to domestic markets. Two-thirds of
goods are moved by road, with much of the slack taken up by rail freight, which has seen a 
50 per cent increase in traffic over the past decade.25 Few other areas underline as clearly the
need for a joined-up transport policy; major ports, ideally strategically sited, can feed imports
into a rail freight network wherever possible and then onto a road network for the final miles,
thus reducing congestion while, cr ucially, addressing climate change by keeping road transport
emissions to a minimum.

5 por ts – unloc king 
the potential
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Before the credit crunch began, the Department f or Transport (DfT) projected a growth of 
3-4 per cent annually in the container and ro-ro sectors, which ‘in time [w ould] require a
significant increase in capacity’.26 With major ports long since privatised, the DfT noted that
the Government expected that the market w ould be ready to fund expansion, ‘especially as we
propose no substantive change to the regulatory and operating framework for ports...
operators are best-placed to make decisions about where and when to in vest in the port
sector... it is the Government’s responsibility to create the conditions in whic h investment is
encouraged, and yet sustainability is ensured.’ 27

While the aim of matc hing investment with sust ainability is to be supported, the w ay this can
best be achieved is clearly open to debate. Free markets, of course, sust ain trade – indeed, the
original Connecting England report28 was geared to making the market w ork more efficiently.
But ports, at the sharp end of that trade, have to w ork hand in glove with the planning sy stem,
locally, regionally and nationally. Connecting England recommended the de velopment of a
ports strategy to ‘ provide a framework for determining how much further growth should be
accommodated at southern ports (such as Felixstowe and Southampton) and to encourage the
accommodation of growth at northern ports with spare capacit y, such as Liverpool and
Teesport’ . Since then, the DfT has published the Interim Report of a Ports Policy Review29 and
the House of Commons Transport Committee has also examined the issue,30 with a clear
philosophical and, potentially, policy divergence apparent between the two – namely, concerning
the extent to whic h localities, sub-regions and regions should influence national policy issues.

The Transport Committee forecast that, in aggregate, UK port traffic, in tonnes of cargo, w ould
grow by an average of 1 per cent annually between 2006 and 2030, compared with the DfT
figure of 3-4 per cent (in the cont ainer and ro-ro sectors). The Committee raised concerns
about ‘a perceived bias towards development in the South East’ and noted that a number of
witnesses appearing before the Commit tee had raised concerns that work undertaken by
consultants for the DfT ‘w ould be used to divert growth to the Greater South East at the
expense of other regions... The key issue for the ports industr y is to what e xtent it is really
shaped by ‘market forces’ and to what e xtent the mark et is dependent on Government-
planned and sponsored infrastructure and will be in the fut ure.’ 31

The Committee took the vie w that a ‘coherent national strategy’ should recognise the
importance of ports to both the national econom y and regional development and growth. But
the DfT Interim Review Report, published several months later, in July 2007, concluded that a
‘market-oriented approach remains appropriate, and that there would in general be no additional
benefit from a locally or regionally determined ports polic y’. The report also suggested that
‘only in exceptional circumstances will the Government regard local regeneration as a
justification f or direct public subsidy to a port.’ 32 What seems beyond doubt is that approval for
a substantial expansion of container port capacity in England (and the UK) was taken before
the development of , in the Commit tee’s words, a ‘coherent national strategy’; indeed, some
might challenge what Commit tee regarded as the ad hoc basis of such decision-making.

A National Policy Statement on Ports w as published for consultation in November 2009.33

However, the DfT Interim Review Report noted that the outcome of its full re view exercise
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would form the basis of this NPS, which, significantly, would also extend to inland freight
distribution infrastructure that is directly related to port activit y. Appr oval for sev eral
developments has alr eady been under taken without an y national str ategy, on the basis
of the DfT’ s market-led appr oach. The Ports NPS must not be just a r e-stat ement of a
number of decisions alr eady tak en, but should examine what the impact of suc h
developments will be on connecting r oad and r ail netw orks, and thus on cong estion and
the local econom y. For example, the planned London Gateway project will embrace a logistics
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Figur e 6

Freight traf fic thr ough the 20 b usiest por ts in England, 2008

Por t traf fic da ta tak en from Transpor t Statistics Repor t. Mar itime Sta tistics 2008. DfT, Sept. 2009.
www.dft.go v.uk/adobepdf/162469/221412/221658/223721/4082361/mar itimes ta tistics2008.pdf
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park with up to 40 large distribution w arehouses. While 30 per cent of goods will lea ve London
Gateway by rail, via a new double-track rail connection, the remainder will travel by road up a
dualled A13 and then to junction 30 of the M25. Questions clearly arise. Ho w, for instance, will
developments such as this impact on an already congested M25 and its feeder routes?

As the Transpor t Commit tee not ed, the DfT has cr eated a fait accompli , ensur ing that
significant dev elopment in the immediat e fut ure will be in the Gr eater South East, no
mat ter the outcome of its full P orts Policy Review , whic h w as to form the basis of the P orts
NPS. As the Commit tee not ed, ‘the Government should be a w are that this has cr eated
suspicion in some quar ters about its commitment t o development in the other r egions’ .34

Many powerful voices and interests of course point to the ine vitability of new or expanded
ports in the South, whic h lies closer to the main shipping lanes. As a spokesman for one of the
largest shipping lines, Maersk, has said, ‘once you move north of a line which goes roughly
around Leeds you are sailing away from [the major] shipping routes ’.35

The DfT review process has encouraged ports to develop masterplans, and ABP Ports – which
runs Southampton, currently the second largest cont ainer port – has produced such a plan for
consultation. In this, it revives the concept of the Dibden B ay proposal, on the edge of the
New Forest National Park, rejected by the Government on environmental grounds after a
Public Inquiry held between November 2001 and December 2002. In its plan for the period
2009-30 ABP insists that within this time-span it will be necessar y for the port to e xpand and
enhance its role. At the length y Public Inquiry, objectors complained that Dibden Bay was
unsuitable because – alongside environmental reasons – 64 per cent of goods from the new
port facility would be bound for north of Birmingham, hence creating more congestion on an
already heavily congested motor way and trunk road network.

A national framework for ports must t ackle these issues. It also should be based on a rational
analysis of how the countr y’s network of ports could be maximised to benefit local mark ets
and the country as a whole. For example, goods transported through Teesport could reach key
markets in England quicker than equivalent goods from Southampton, and other South East
ports, because it does not suf fer the same congestion. Teesport already has planning
permission to double its cont ainer-handling facilities, potentially creating up to 2,000 extra jobs
in an area with one of countr y’s highest levels of w orklessness. But unlocking this potential
will require investment in connecting rail infrastr ucture to raise the height of bridges to allow
transportation of bigger containers.

With the P orts National P olicy Stat ement due t o be finalised dur ing 2010, it is vital – as
stat ed in the Connecting England repor t – for any por ts str ategy t o provide a t emplat e to
det ermine wher e growth is best accommodat ed, how por ts with spar e capacity can
complement those that ar e cong ested, and what the int eractions ar e with national
policy on r oads and r ail – again pointing t o the need f or a joined-up national tr anspor t
str ategy. The present sit uation, with the National Netw orks NPS not due out until ear ly
2010, means the P orts NPS can only be assessed in isolation, rather than in a joined-up
approach.
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For better or worse, Heathrow seems to determine British airports policy . Whether it is the case
for the new Terminal 5, which opened in March 2009, or the need for a third runway, approved
by the Government in January 2009 after misgivings among some Cabinet Ministers, and
opposed by the Conservative opposition, the airport has dominated the debate over airports’
contribution to the UK econom y.

Detractors believe that Heathrow’s location, 14 miles w est of Central London on the edge of
the M25 orbit al motorway, makes it unsuitable for further expansion, with road congestion
already heavy. London councils, along with the Ma yor of London, Boris Johnson, and his
predecessor, Ken Livingstone, also challenge the assumptions for a third runway on the
grounds that noise levels, emissions and transport links that are already at full capacity
undermine the case for further expansion.

Putting aside arguments over whether Heathro w is the UK’s only true international ‘hub’ airport
and gateway to the w orld (northern councils and a large airport such as Manchester might
question that st atus), in truth w e are suffering from years of indecision over the siting of a new
international airport. Has patching up and expanding Heathrow, making do and mending as
best w e can, reached its limits? Should w e finally accept a cap on further development – apart
perhaps from rebuilding and modernising existing terminals – and consider other options?
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Might that mean e xpanding Stansted Airport in North Essex with a second runway, for
instance, while offering, say, Manchester Airport as a serious alternative for much of Britain,
with a spur to its rail st ation from the nearby West Coast Main Line, and an improved Trans-
Pennine rail link giving more effective access from the northern cities of Ne wcastle upon Tyne,
York and Leeds?

These are difficult choices – not least in the case of Stansted. In the face of opposition from
local councils, BAA’s case to lift the airport’s cap on passengers from the current 25 million a
year to 35 million – pushing aircraft movements up from 241,0 00 to 265,000 – was upheld by a
Planning Inspector in 2008 after a Public Inquiry. But BAA’s plans for a second runway, ‘called
in’ by the Department f or Communities and Local Government in July 2008, are now mired in
arguments over the ownership of St ansted. In March 2009 the Competition Commission told
BAA that it should sell both St ansted and Gatwick, as well as either Edinburgh or Glasgow
Airports, within t wo years (the sale of Gatwick was initiated by BAA itself in September 20 08,
and the sale was completed in December 2009). In May, BAA announced that it was applying
to the Competition Appeal Tribunal to review the findings on the grounds that the Commission
failed to take into account the adverse financial impact on its finances of selling Stansted, and
one of the t wo main Scottish airports, in the current economic climate. In December 20 09, the
Tribunal found in favour of the BAA, on the grounds of a conflict of interest in volving a member
of the Competition Commission decision-making panel, rather than f or reasons relating to the
business case.

Already, a timetable envisaged in the Air Transport White Paper Progress Report issued in 2006
is slipping badly. Then the Department f or Transport envisaged that BAA would submit a
planning application for a 3,000-metre runway during the second half of 2007, with the ne w
facility operational by 2015 at the earliest; plans for a third runway at Heathrow w ould follow
‘as soon as it is possible to meet the stringent en vironmental limits set out in the White
Paper’.36

What is lacking is a clear strategic vision of the future for Britain’s airport network and how they
should integrate with plans f or road and rail that could inform difficult decisions on airports.

Nearly four years ago, the Connecting England report 37 argued that much more effort w as
needed to encourage greater use of rail to replace short-haul air travel: ‘A priority here is to
reduce the dependency on internal flights, whic h only increase congestion at major
international airports, and to replace such flights with high-speed rail links...’ . The report
recommended that northern airports, particularly Manc hester (owed by the ten local authorities
in Greater Manchester, with Manc hester City Council having a 55 per cent stake), should be
given greater encouragement to expand, taking the pressure off Heathrow and Gatwick:
‘Growth away from London would help relieve congestion in the South East and would
potentially create more emplo yment in under-performing parts of England.’

Today, that argument has gained greater credibility. But whether it finds f avour in the
forthcoming Airports National Policy Statement remains to be seen. Will the NPS simply
become a progression of the Future of Air Transport White Paper published in 200338 and its
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Progress Report,39 issued a year before the credit crunch and the subsequent global financial
meltdown whic h sent airline revenues plunging as business traffic dried up?

The Progress Report promoted the case f or ‘much better use’ of existing airport capacity rather
than building new airports. But underlining the DfT’ s case for expanding South East airports,
notably Heathrow and Stansted, it pointed to high demand pressures in the region: ‘More than
half of current and forecast total UK demand for air travel is for airports in the South East. As
this is the most densely populated part of the UK, pressures on land use and the lik elihood of
development impacts on local communities are high. The White Paper concluded that, while
making best use of existing runways in the South East and supporting increased routes and
services in other regions could reduce pressure on the major South East airports, this w ould
fall short of a sustainable long-term solution if trends continued. The Government theref ore
supported the development of t wo new runways in the South East: at Stansted; and at
Heathrow if en vironmental conditions could be met.’ 40

Surprisingly, the Government pre-empted the planning process embodied in the Planning Act
2008 – which laid the foundations for National Policy Statements and the decision-making
Infrastructure Planning Commission – by approving BAA’s case for a third runway at Heathrow
in January 2009.

A degree of caution over the DfT’s assumptions about growth in the South East and
Heathrow’s overall national status is called for. John Twigg , Planning and Infrastructure Director
at Manchester Airports Group (MAG) – which owns East Midlands, Bournemouth and
Humberside Airports as well as Manchester – told the TCPA in an interview that the issue of
whether Heathro w w as largely a South East airport or a national airport that happened to be
located in the South East needed unravelling.

While supporters of Heathro w maint ain that it is a ‘hub’ f or the UK as a whole, in truth many
people outside the Greater South East regard Paris Charles De Gaulle and Amsterdam’s
Schiphol as a more convenient ‘hub’ than Heathro w. Passengers in the North often see
Manchester as a more convenient airport than Heathrow f or some international destinations,
notably parts of North America and the Middle East. Again, in North East England daily
scheduled services to Dubai from Newcastle Airport have opened up the Middle East and
Australasia – bypassing Heathrow again. Bristol Airport also runs direct flights to muc h of
mainland Europe, as well as to New York and Orlando. Airport preferences, in short, are far
more dispersed than some imagine.

A radical r e-appr aisal of UK air por t policy is needed if the f orthcoming National P olicy
Stat ement on Airpor ts is t o have credibility .This should g o w ell be yond the Whit e Paper
of 2003 and the Air Transpor t Whit e Paper Progress Report thr ee years lat er, taking int o
account the global economic do wnt urn, the unr elenting cong estion of London and the
Greater South East, the impor tance of str engthening local and sub-r egional economies,
and – essentially – ho w air por ts policy will int eract with in vestment plans f or new
national r oad and r ail (both high speed and con ventional) – and indeed new expanded
por ts facilities.
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Manchester is a city with a sharp awareness of the crucial role that effective transport plays in
maintaining a city’s commercial potential. From the Victorian Manchester Ship Canal to the
rapid growth of Manc hester Airport – overseen in both cases by the local authorities of the day
– Manchester has planned its connectivit y with economic gro wth in mind.

Modern Manchester has fostered a new economic base, embracing the kno wledge econom y,
finance, media and technology sectors to replace the activities that brought about the w orld’s
first industrial cit y. The Manchester cit y-region has developed a renewed sense of confidence
and a clear vision of its future. Enhanced transport connectivity is central to this vision; and last
year saw the culmination of w ork and debate to shape a strategy of local investment and
governance to keep the cit y, and its wider cit y-region, at the forefront of competition b y
ensuring access to the breadth and depth of skills that are the crucial source of modern
competitiv e advantage.

anne x 1: case study – 

manchester city-r eg ion

Manches ter has led the w ay in de veloping the r egenera tion r ole of light rail schemes
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The city-region benefits from k ey elements of a transport system that already puts it ahead of
many of its UK competitors. Manc hester Airport is the UK’s prime international air gateway
outside the South East, currently handling around 22 million trips per year and now looking to
secure operations to the emerging economies of the F ar East in particular.

It has a robust core strategic highway network, boosted in recent years with the completion of
the M60 orbit al motorway. However, there remains a need for investment to meet fut ure
demands on the east-west M62 and north-south M6 cor ridors in particular, alongside the need
to support the gro wth points of the R egional Centre and Manchester Airport.

On public transport, Manchester has led the w ay in developing the regeneration role of light
rail (‘tram’) schemes, with the de velopment of the hugely popular Metrolink sy stem. Despite
central government delay over investment in the early 20 00s, a new next phase of investment
in the system is under w ay, and more will f ollow in the coming decade.

Elsewhere, the cit y-region’s heavy rail system has experienced a renaissance as commuters
have returned to local train lines in response to the explosion of new emplo yment
opportunities in the Regional Centre over the past decade or more. Even the local commuter
bus network has benefitted from strong partnership w orking between local authorities and
major bus companies, which has secured new levels of bus travel on key routes.

However, there is a clear local understanding that the cit y-region must go much further to build
upon these core transport net works and secure the levels of connectivit y that future economic
success will demand. The Manchester International Economic Review (MIER) report published
in April 2009 – described by the Financial Times (7 April 2009) as ‘the most det ailed
examination of a city economy in the UK’ – paints a picture of a modern cit y that has done
much to position itself in the modern global econom y; and as the best-placed UK city outside
London to increase its long-term growth rate. L ooking to the fut ure, the challenge that the
report lays down is f or the cit y-region to punch its full w eight by aligning activity in five key
areas to maximum effect: skills, housing, planning, governance, and transport.

The MIER report clearly articulates that the challenge for Manchester, as its seeks to maximise
the benefits of agglomeration economies, will be to manage the potential negativ e costs of
pressure on scarce resources (such as road and public transport capacity) that success will
bring. In doing so, its conclusions are simple and straightforward: resources should be
prioritised in delivering schemes that can secure a step-change in connectivity to those areas
of greatest economic significance if it is to ‘provide the largest economic payoff’ .

These independent conclusions echo those of the local authorities that are now bringing
innovative and socially entrepreneurial approaches to local investment together with ne w
systems of local governance to secure a bold transport response to the challenges ahead.

In May 2009, the Association of Greater Manchester Authorities (AGMA) established the
Greater Manchester Transport Fund: a long-term funding strategy, combining local and regional
capital allocations alongside significant levels of prudential borrowing to be undert aken by
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Greater Manchester Integrated Transport Authorit y. In total, the Fund will provide a local
commitment of £1 .5 billion to support the deliv ery of new tram lines, modern commuter bus
routes, improved local rail facilities, and a significant uplift in park-and-ride options.

The schemes that have been prioritised for Transport Fund spending have been carefully
selected for their contribution to the economic gro wth agenda. In particular, the cit y-region has
sought out investment projects that maximise impact on commuting , business-to-business
activity, and access to consumer markets. In addition, a keen focus has been given to
improving access from deprived communities, so as to address inner-urban problems of
worklessness and to ensure that local citizens benefit from fut ure levels of local prosperity.

This approach has gone beyond conventional transport appraisal, which does not directly
capture impacts on output and jobs, nor impacts on the cit y-region’s competitiv e position. In
doing so, the cit y-region has also positioned itself to respond to emerging Government policy,
as articulated by the DfT’s Delivering a Sustainable Transport System (DaSTS), and the findings
of both the Eddington and Stern Reviews.

In parallel, the AGMA has also been at the forefront of the st atutory city-region agenda. In
2009 the Government confirmed that the AGMA’s comprehensive vision of strategic civic
governance at the city-region level would be carried forward as a national pilot. This approach,
based upon a City-Region Board and thematic commissions f or all major economic policy
areas, including transport, also demands new levels of influence over the national agencies,
which shape the elements of the transport sy stem that the local Transport Fund cannot reach.

In particular, the authorities have set out a clear prospectus designed to ensure that the
investment activities of the Highw ays Agency, Network Rail and the train operating companies
are harnessed and channelled towards supporting the cit y-region’s economic priorities.

Central to this is the Manchester rail hub: the rail network in and around Central Manchester,
which will not be able to meet the demands of national, regional and local growth without
significant investment. This major infrastructure challenge has been the subject of a
comprehensive strategic study. The city-region negotiations are seen as crucial in ensuring that
more such schemes of national significance are delivered to support the gro wth of the
country’s major economies outside the South East.

Manchester’s approach to transport provides a clear case study of how the UK can benefit
from the cit y-region model. The city-region has set clearly defined economic objectives and has
reached similar clarity on what is needed from its transport net works to sustain these
objectives. By being prepared to lead the way with real local commitments to in vestment,
supported by mature models of cit y-region governance, Greater Manchester has also put itself
in the best possible position to secure national commitments to its transport agenda.

This approach to growth through connectivit y looks set to continue the renaissance of modern
Manchester in the decades to come.



Case Study – Cor nw all 37

Cornwall is a rural and maritime county in the w esternmost part of the South West region of
England. It is the second largest county in this region, at 3,559 square kilometres. Its
geographical position makes it one of the most remote, peripheral and isolated parts of Brit ain:
46 per cent of residents liv e in small communities of less than 3,0 00 people. The thinly spread
settlement pat tern means that it is dif ficult to pro vide frequent public transport, and access to
key services is challenging.

Cornwall is undergoing significant change. It has one of the fastest-growing populations in the
country and has seen considerable economic growth in recent y ears, stimulated by the EU
Objective One programme. In 2007, Cornwall qualified for further assistance through the EU
Convergence programme. This comprises a programme of key strategic investments with the
aim of transforming Cornwall’s economy to become more kno wledge based and higher
performing.

Forecasts indicate that by 2026 there could be up to another 100,000 residents in Cornwall,
requiring an additional 50,000 houses. A net growth of emplo yment in Cornwall’s main towns
of more than 31,000 jobs between 2006 and 2026 is also projected, a growth of 22 per cent
over the existing number of jobs.

Cornwall’s main urban areas have a strong influence in terms of access f or work, education,
health care and shopping. There is increasing congestion on spinal road routes and around the
main urban centres, and there is increasing seasonal congestion. Cornwall has a fairly self-
contained labour market. There are strong reciprocal commuter flo ws bet ween Truro,
Camborne/Pool/Redruth and Falmouth/Penryn, with 29 per cent of tra vel-to-work trips to Truro
originating in Falmouth/Penryn and Camborne/Pool/Redruth.

There are significant future housing, education and employment allocations in the main urban
centres.

Str ategic tr anspor t connections – air

Newquay Cornwall Airport has grown significantly o ver recent years, with an increase in
passenger numbers of 91 per cent bet ween 2003/04 and 2008/09. There are currently eight
airlines using the airport, flying to 20 destinations, including Glasgow, Edinburgh, Belfast
International, Newcastle, Leeds/Bradford, Manchester, Birmingham, London Stansted, London
City, London Gatwick, Dublin, Düsseldorf, Zürich, Grenoble and Bristol.

In 2008 Newquay Cornwall Airport w as one of the fastest-growing regional airports in the UK,
bringing in more than £50 million income a year to the Cornish economy. This could increase to
£120 million within the cur rent terminal f acilities if passenger numbers increase to 700,000 per
annum as predicted.

In August 2008 36 per cent of business passengers said the Airport w as either essential or
very important to their business operation. In February 2009 this increased to 46.8 per cent of
business passengers.

anne x 2: case study –  
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Str ategic tr anspor t connections – r oad

The A30 is Cornwall’s main spinal route and link to the rest of the UK. The recent dualling
between Bodmin and Indian Queens has relieved a major bottleneck; however, a further
stretch between Temple and Higher Carblake is also in need of improvement to reduce
congestion across Bodmin Moor and increase the reliabilit y of journey times. In terms of
Cornwall’s links to the rest of the countr y, particularly the South East, access is hampered by
constraints on the A30/A303 corridor and the mostly single carriageway through Devon and
Dorset along the A35. These constraints mean that journey times to L ondon and the South
East by road are in excess of five hours.

Str ategic tr anspor t connections – r ail

The rail infrastructure serving Cornwall – the county which gave rail to the rest of the w orld –
does not meet modern needs and is subst andard in terms of capacity, freight clearance, dual-
tracking and line speeds. Cornwall’s rail infrastructure has suffered years of under-investment,
and despite two recent upgrades – the dualling of the main line between Probus and
Burngullow and the new passing loop on the Maritime line – there is still muc h scope for
improvement. Although the main line from Ex eter through to Penzance is predominantly
double-tracked, several long single-track sections remain, and top speeds range from only
40 mph to 75 mph. This limits the le vel of service achievable, increases costs, and reduces
Cornwall’s credibility as a location for business and investment. The effects of subst andard rail
facilities are evident when comparing journe y times to L ondon:
l From Bristol: 1 hour 45 minutes
l From Manchester: 2 hours 20 minutes
l From Edinburgh: 4 hours 30 minutes
l From Brussels: 2 hours
l From Truro: 4 hours 40 minutes

The line betw een Prob us and Bur ngullo w has been r ecently dualled – b ut 
there is still m uch scope f or impr ovement to Cor nwall’ s rail connections
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Journey times to L ondon via the Great Western Main Line are also affected by the coastal
track between Dawlish and Teignmouth as increasingly frequent storm surges damage the
track and cause significant delays. Previous studies suggest that the South West’s economy
could be seriously affected if part of the line w as washed away and the region was cut off.

Challeng es

Economic growth resulting from the EU Objectiv e One programme has compounded the
existing challenges of population growth, r urality and connectivity, by increasing the demand
for travel, with resulting road congestion. There is an expectation that present bot tlenecks and
infrastructure constraints will be o vercome to enable economic growth during the EU
Convergence period and beyond. However, the distance and reliability of journey times of both
internal and external trips limit productivit y, competitiv eness and accessibility to markets, and
are a deterrent to inward investment.

The economic value of infrastructure schemes is difficult to quantify because, although there
are many positive economic outcomes, the y are often hard to isolate in terms of , for example,
jobs created. This factor has in the past limited the at tractiveness of funding transport projects,
and securing contributions for transport schemes in Cornwall that support major economic
developments has proved a challenge.

A recent study which assessed the link between road transport and the economy of Cornwall
highlighted the f act that congestion, and subsequently journey times, are set to increase at a
steady rate. The report also emphasised the significance of congestion in constraining
economic growth. The study concluded that without adequate infrastr ucture in place, the cost
of rising congestion could significantly constrain the count y’s economic growth aspirations. It
warned of considerable congestion on the road network by 2026 if a ‘do nothing’ approach to
transport is taken, the GDP effects of whic h could be in the region of £300 million annually.
Furthermore, the subsequent journe y time increases are likely to act as a deterrent to inward
investment, thereb y inhibiting growth.

The choices we have in the w ay we travel can be limited in a rural county, especially for those
without access to a car or public transport. Basic needs like work or shopping become very
difficult to access. This can exclude people from social activities and opportunities that most of
us take for granted. Two out of fiv e job-seekers say that lack of transport is a barrier to getting
a job.

Peripher ality

If Cornwall is to grow a revitalised economy, further rail improvements will be cr ucial to
drawing inward investment, f ocusing investment into e xisting towns and urban areas, helping
to break the link between economic growth and road congestion, and improving accessibility
to employment, ser vices and education for all.
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The yellow buses criss-crossing Kent have become almost as familiar to regular travellers as
the hop fields and fruit farms dotting the self-proclaimed ‘Garden of England’. As well as
providing school transport for thousands of pupils, the same operator also delivers regular
services around Maidstone and Ashford while underpinning a large park-and-ride scheme in
Canterbury.

The bus fleet, branded Kent Top Travel, is one of the most visible public images of municipal
enterprise in a county determined to push the boundaries of local government into ne w
territory – exploiting, where necessary, the powers of promoting social, economic and
environmental well-being in the 2000 Local Government Act.

That hard-headed business ethos has helped Kent to launch a series of other companies
through a profitable, separate commercial services division – a free-standing enterprise
borrowing on the open mark et without an y call on council finances and local taxpayers.

Kent County Council’s excursion into bus operations w as driven by necessity when t wo
transport operators in Kent increased charges for school transport by ‘25-35 per cent’,
according to Nick Chard, the Council’s Cabinet Member f or Environment, Highw ays and Waste,
who f ormerly held the finance portf olio: ‘When cont acts came up we went to the mark et place 
and set up our own company.’ Significantly, it is now the third-largest operator in Kent, with a
100-vehicle fleet, half of whic h is directly owned and the remainder leased; in 2007, the County
Council was named ‘transport authorit y of the year’ at the UK bus awards in recognition of its
pioneering approach.

anne x 3: case study – 
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Kent has one of the highes t levels of in vestment in b uses outside London
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That approach has meant that, since 2001, bus usage in the county has risen by 40 per cent
through a range of initiatives. Undertaken in co-operation with private operators where
necessary, it also underlines how municipal enterprise can strengthen local connections.

In Dartford and Gravesend, for instance, a system of ‘F astrack’ buses, running on dedicated
core express routes, have attracted approaching 4 million passengers since introduction in
2006 – leading to a 19 per cent shift from car to bus travel. The system will ultimately connect
nearly all the major developments in much of the Kent Thameside growth area.

Elsewhere, the Count y Council pioneered a ‘Kent freedom pass’ – launched in 2007 as the first
of its kind in the countr y – giving unlimited travel to 11-16 year olds in Canterbury, Tunbridge
Wells and Tonbridge for a one-off £50 payment. There are plans to extend this around the
county. Paul Carter, Leader of the County Council, describes the scheme as a ‘radical attempt
to do something positiv e about congestion while, at the same time, opening up tra vel
possibilities for young people’.

Nick Chard says that good public transport connections are vit al in a county which has a string
of local centres, rather than one dominant centre of population. Until the Council’ s transport
initiatives, Kent had to make do and mend, with generally good commuter links to L ondon but
poor internal connections to ser ve the local economy. ‘We have been very successful in using
our influence, while being e xtremely clear about what w e want to do, backed up by a strong
business case,’ insists Chard. ‘But there ’s an awful lot more w e can do around the ‘smart card’
[freedom pass] – all sorts of transport opportunities are opening up.’

With ‘Qualit y Bus Partnerships’ between the County Council and bus operators in all the main
towns, Kent now boasts one of the highest le vels of investment in buses outside L ondon.
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Rout e Map t o implementation

In January 2009 the Government published its ‘Infrastr ucture Planning Commission
Implement ation Route Map’, which indicated that around 15 Statutory Instruments (SIs) and
guidance documents w ould be published to provide the necessary detail to implement the
Planning Act 2008. In July 2009 the Government published an updated Route Map.

The Route Map also indicated that the IPC would be able to offer advice to applicants for DCOs
from 1 October 20 09, and that it was the Government’s intention to ‘switc h on’ the new system
(i.e. require applicants for NSIPs to make applications for DCOs) on a phased basis, sector by
sector, with the energy and transport sectors being the first to be switc hed on (1 March 2010),
and ending with the w ater supply sector (April 2012). The Route Map makes it clear that the
IPC will be able to receive applications irrespective of whether the rele vant NPS has been
designated. However, until the relevant NPS is designated, the IPC will not be the decision-
making body, but will e xamine the application and make a recommendation to the Secret ary of
State, who will then ha ve a maximum of three months in whic h to make a decision.

NSIPs – acceptance and examination b y the IPC

The IPC is a body composed of experts of ‘considerable st anding and experience’. It will
decide applications in accordance with the relevant NPS; an application will either be
considered by a panel of three to five Commissioners or by a single Commissioner. During the
examination process there will be a presumption that writ ten and not oral representations will
be made. Hearings will only be held on specific issues when the e xaminer considers that they
are required for proper examination and/or fairness. Hearings will also be held where the
proposed DCO would include authority for compulsory acquisition or where an interested part y
has requested to be heard at an ‘open-floor hearing’. Hearings will not include cross-
examination automatically and will thus be inquisitorial rather than adversarial in nature. The
examination process is generally to be completed within six months of the preliminar y
meeting , which marks the commencement of the e xamination process, and a decision should
be given within a further three months. This should be a considerable improvement on the
speed of current decision-making. However, there is a concern that it is optimistic to e xpect
preparation of writ ten evidence, rebuttals/responses and clarifications, parallel negotiations of
objections and all hearings to take place within a six-month period.

If the IPC decides to approve the NSIP then it will make a DCO. This may contain powers
regarding compulsory acquisition of land, stopping up of highw ays, and amendment, repeal or
revocation of local Acts of Parliament. The DCO will t ake the place of (i.e. remove the need and
ability to apply for) a raft of consents, including planning consent, listed building consent and
conservation area consent, among others. In addition a DCO will take the place of Harbour
Revision Orders, Harbour Empowerment Orders, Transport and Works Act Orders and orders
made under section 4(1) of the Gas Act 1965. In respect of cert ain other requirements (for
example consent under section 34 of the Coast Protection Act 1949), a DCO can deem the
grant of consents and licences. As a result the procedure culminating in the grant of a DCO
represents an almost completely unified consents regime.

anne x 4: implementa tion
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The  TCPA-Appoint ed Hether ingt on Commission on the F utur e Development Needs and
Prior ities of England set out the f ollo wing r ecommendations in its Final Repor t,
Connecting England – A Framew ork for Regional Dev elopment , published in Ma y 2006:

A Development F ramew ork for England

The Commission recommends a drawing up Development Framework for England(DFE)that would:
l create a shared national infrastructure framework – of ports, flows and networks, including

education and skills networks, on which all regions depend;
l manage the inter-regional impacts of ‘local’ decisions and region-proof government

investment decisions;
l enable confident decision-making based on evidence at national, regional and local levels;
l demonstrate joined-up government spending and investment;
l ensure best value from the current level of government expenditure, reduce duplication, and

show how investments made in dif ferent sectors can reinforce each other;
l avoid the enormous time dela ys and costs in delivering major projects that arise because of

the lack of an agreed national framework and priorities; and
l demonstrate how local and sectoral programmes of action add up to the required scales

and directions of change sought by national policies for economic growth, social justice and
the environment.

The development of a Development Framework for England according to the multi-level model
set out in this report is the principal recommendation of the Commission. In addition the
Commission recommends the f ollowing st and-alone actions to ensure the successful and
sustainable development of the countr y. The Commission believes these actions must be
addressed whether a DFE comes into being or not.

Key Recommendations

l Univ ersity r esearch: The Department of Trade and Industry’s Science and Innovation
Strategy should consider the wider economic role of univ ersities in promoting the
competitiv eness of England alongside the accepted priority of funding by excellence and
opportunity. This would be significant in releasing untapped potential in universities in the
North, the Midlands and the South West, particularly at a time when the Government is
encouraging the growth of urban centres with more de volved governance.

l Region-pr oofing: Planning decisions on nationally significant research facilities should be
region-proofed as part of a public process to ensure that their regional development
implications are highlighted and the benefits to regional development objectiv es are
optimised. Such an approach could be developed through a planning policy statement (PPS)
on major education and research facilities. The approach, if successful, could be widened to
apply to any major development of tr uly national significance.

l Homes and jobs: A direct policy link should be forged in all development plans between
the numbers of homes and the numbers of jobs f or which plans make provision. This does
not require a direct numerical match between the two but an argued rationale explaining
why more homes than jobs, or vice versa, are to be provided.

anne x 5: r ecommenda tions
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l Airpor ts: Northern airports, particularly Manchester (already the third biggest in the UK),
should be given greater encouragement to expand, to take the pressure off Heathrow and
Gatwick. Growth away from London would to help relieve congestion in the South East and
would potentially create more emplo yment in under-performing parts of England.

l Ports: A ports strategy should be developed to provide a framework for determining how
much further growth should be accommodated at southern ports (suc h as Felixstowe and
Southampton) and to encourage the accommodation of growth at northern ports with spare
capacity, such as Liverpool, Teesport and Hull.

l Local government and the r egions: Government, in the interests of equit y, should give major
unitary authorities, such as in Greater Manchester, West Yorkshire and the West Midlands,
the same transport powers (and ultimately the same planning and regional development
powers) as the Greater London Authorit y (GLA). These powers should also be transferred to
directly-elected local government where ver significant regional-scale authorities are created.

l Rail: Government must commit itself to either ne w or vastly improved north-south and
trans-Pennine rail routes, improve journey times to the f ar South West, and implement
Crossrail urgently as major contributions to ‘connecting England’.

l Sustainable communities and housing: In the context of ongoing planning reform and the
welcome introduction of the Sust ainable Communities programme, the Government should
appoint a review to f ocus upon increasing housing supply in the subsidised sector – principally
that delivered by Registered Social Landlords, but extending to cover the contribution that
could be made by local authorities, self-builders and others. This review should also consider
the contribution of social housing to the creation of sust ainable communities.

l Relocation: The Lyons Review recommendation that 20,0 00 Civil Service posts be
relocated to areas in need of investment and regeneration (with a significant majorit y to be
to located in the North and f ar South West) should be fulfilled. Also, local government
should be encouraged to examine the business and communit y case for collectively locating
some of their functions in regeneration areas. The Commission also recommends that Civil
Service relocations be reviewed and extended beyond the 20,000 target.

l Stat utory oblig ation: A statutory duty should be placed upon UK Government instit utions to
promote development in regions and sub-regions with below average levels of national income.

l Constit utional saf eguar ds: In any future significant constit utional reforms, legislators
should be mindful of the need to giv e local and (where it already exists) regional
government a stronger voice within the democratic process.

l Participat ory planning pr ocess: There should be a multi-level process for establishing a
DFE, initially working up from existing regional strategies (as shown in the model det ailed in
this report). Further w ork on participatory and process matters should be carried out by
interested bodies. Ultimately , to have weight, a DFE must be exposed to some f orm of
Parliamentary scrutiny and adopted by national government.

l Crit eria-based pr ojects assessment: A strict, criteria-based approach should be used to
assess and determine the right projects and policies that w ould be expressed and prioritised
through a DFE (as shown in the Regional Development Agencies’ Surface Infrastructure of
National Economic Importance report referred to in these pages).

The Commissioners w ould expect a DFE to address as many of these recommendations as
are relevant to an England-wide agenda for setting development needs and priorities.
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