Health Impact Assessment/Sustainability Appraisal:

Sherford and its Transport Strategy
1) Introduction and Summary of Assessment
This report develops the Spectrum method of Barton and Grant (in press, 2003) to review the health impact and sustainability of the Sherford Area Action Plan (AAP) and the outline planning application submitted by Redtree.  These have already been subject to several assessments, some of which are reviewed in Section 3.  

Section 4 will perform a high level assessment on the principal factors likely to impact on health – summarised in the table below.  Sections 5 and 6 will then focus in more detail on issues identified for concern, relating to transport and movement and wildlife habitats.  

Far-reaching claims about the transport benefits of new developments have become commonplace in recent years.  Each new development, it is claimed, will promote walking and cycling and reduce dependence on the private car.  The evidence, reviewed briefly below, suggests little correlation between declared aspirations and actual achievement.  The claims made for Sherford in this respect are typical of current U.K. practice.  Section 5 discusses some of the reasons why they should be treated with some caution.  Section 7 recommends a few of the changes required if Sherford is to break the mould and produce a development which fulfils the aspirations of its originators.

	Summary of Assessment* 

	Negotiable
	Carbon by Buildings
	Excellent
	Health, Social & Recreational

Facilities

	Problematic
	Carbon by Transport
	Good
	Accessibility

	Problematic
	Wildlife habitats
	Problematic
	Active Travel

	Good
	Land and Food
	Negotiable
	Air Quality & Noise

	Negotiable
	Water
	Good
	Quality of Built Environment

	Negotiable
	Materials
	Negotiable
	Access to Employment

	Negotiable
	Housing
	Good
	Involvement and Ongoing Management


* section 4 explains the methodology.

2) Objectives and Approach

This assessment takes as its starting point the WHO’s definition of health as “a state of complete physical, mental and social well-being and not merely the absence of disease or infirmity” (WHO 1947).  Although this definition has been criticised as too broad and impossible to operationalise (Saracci 1997), the holistic approach implied by it is well suited to the planning stage of a new development, where many decisions made will exert indirect influences too complex to measure.

As developed by Barton in a planning context (2005), incorporating environmental factors with longer-term indirect implications, this concept of health approaches the more anthropocentric definitions of ‘sustainability’.  Thus, this paper could be considered a sustainability appraisal with a health orientation.

Sherford is a proposed (sub)urban extension to Plymouth, of 5,500 dwellings, as described in attachment 1.  The analysis and recommendations are based on the published plans for Sherford.  Some of the aspects criticised below have been raised at the Examination in Public or Community Steering Group and are under review, to which this assessment is intended to contribute.

3) Other Assessments/Appraisals of Sherford

a) Sustainability Appraisal

The combined Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and Strategic Environmental Assessment was produced by Enfusion (2006) for South Hams District Council (SHDC) to support the Sherford Area Action Plan (AAP).  The SA is intended to describe a process rather than a one-off review.  It sets out 12 areas where that process has influenced the AAP; several of these relate to health as defined above.  Indeed the connections between sustainability and health are recognised throughout the SA.
The SA’s treatment of transport issues is rather cursory, however.  Whereas objective 14 on air quality (p.37) proposes to “reduce the number of trips made by private car”, elsewhere, it talks of reducing the need to travel – the limitations of this concept are discussed below (4c and attachment 2).
The SA fails to distinguish between necessary and sufficient conditions for modal shift.  For example, the sole sustainability target proposed for transport (p.58) relates to distances between bus stops, with no analysis of destinations served and how these might relate to patterns of inward and outward movement.  Similarly, it appears to equate “cycle routes” with “safe provision for walking and cycling”, ignoring the research evidence (e.g. Harland 1993, Wachtel, Lewiston 1994) that urban cycle routes as implemented in the UK (and North America, unlike some European countries) have failed to increase cycling, and may actually be more dangerous than cycling on the road.

b) Sustainability Framework

The Sustainability Framework (SF) was conducted by BRE (2006) to accompany the outline planning application.  Their methodology illustrates some of the shortcomings ascribed by Barton and Grant (in press) to the “tick box” approach, disguising the value judgements of the assessors with a weighted point-scoring system.
Just one of the SF’s 94 pages deals with “health and wellbeing”,  rating Sherford as “Best Practice” (highest of three levels) because of a single policy relating to local food growing.  There are few references to health elsewhere in the SF.

Transport is assessed against ten criteria, most of which are reasonable in themselves but suffer from the same shortcomings as the SA.  Thus access to bus stops is supplemented with a measure of service frequency, but again with no reference to destinations and patterns of movement.  Behind the 91% of the “maximum possible score” awarded to Sherford lie some lenient thresholds (possibly reflecting the low baseline presented by current UK practice).  A parking ratio of 1.5 accompanied by a travel plan and car club is awarded “Best Practice” for example despite evidence that considerably lower ratios may be needed to ensure the survival of a car club (Carplus 2006).  A development relying solely on conventional street-based buses can also score 100% despite evidence that bus rapid transit (Currie 2005) and particularly light rail (Henry 2006, Knowles 1996, Davison, Knowles 2006/5) generally achieve significantly greater modal shift.

Attachment 2 reviews the evidence on transport trends and suburban developments, which raises another fundamental issue for Sherford and this assessment.  If UK practice is taken as the benchmark, then the appraisals performed so far may have been benchmarking against failure.  

4) Overview of Factors Influencing Health
a) Methodology

The approach used here is based on the Spectrum approach developed by Barton (2004) and Barton and Grant (in press, 2003).  The table below attempts to refine their health-related framework a little.  In distinguishing between the ‘negotiable’ and ‘problematic’ levels it puts greater emphasis on the issue of control – a distinction which has not always been clearly made in the previous appraisals.  
	Excellent
	Likely to bring significant benefits compared to the ‘do nothing’ alternative.

	Good
	Likely to leave the overall situation no worse than the ‘do nothing’ alternative.

	Negotiable
	There are either: 
· some problems which cannot practically be overcome but are not likely to exert a serious impact on health, 

· significant problems which could be overcome by practicable changes largely within the control of the applicant and/or planning authority, or:

· some detailed decisions yet to be made, with potentially significant impacts on health.

	Problematic
	The criteria are not likely to be satisfactorily fulfilled without:

· major reassessment, or:

· changes largely outside the control of the applicant and/or planning authority.

	Unacceptable
	The criteria cannot be satisfied.


The criteria below are based on the 22 criteria used by Barton and Grant (in press) for the Houndwood site in Street, with some amalgamation, for brevity, and amendments as follows:
Under ‘Access and Movement’ the emphasis is on outcome – active travel – rather than viewing process or infrastructure (bus stops or cycle routes) as ends in themselves.  Under ‘Economic Capital’ ‘access to employment’ is proposed instead of “local job creation”.  Attachment 2 illustrates some of the complexities of this issue, and the dangers of equating ‘local employment’ with sustainable patterns of travel to work.

b) Overview

i) Global Ecology
	Carbon by Buildings:

Negotiable
	The proposals have been overtaken by events since the DCLG’s (2006) consultation on zero carbon building.  National targets are now likely to supersede those contained within the AAP, although its framework of wind turbines and micro-generation should be able to accommodate them.


	Carbon by Transport: Problematic
	In the context of the Climate Change Bill and the failings of current UK practice outlined in attachment 2, this should now be judged against more demanding criteria – discussed further in Section 5.


ii) Natural Capital
	Wildlife habitats:
Problematic
	Much effort has been put into identifying species and mitigating the effects of development but there will be some losses (e.g. badger setts).  Habitat fragmentation is recognised as an issue but the only unbroken corridor linking the undeveloped land to the West and East, (between Sherford and Elburton) are likely to be too narrow to provide for wildlife and intensive recreational use – discussed in section 6.


	Land and Food:
Good
	Sherford’s use of greenfield land is relatively efficient compared to recent UK practice and alternative locations considered.  The organic farm proposed within the community park will supply food for local consumption.


	Water:

Negotiable
	The Sherford Brook drains into the River Yealm SSSI.  Although the Environmental Statement (ES) proposes stringent mitigation measures, some impact during construction is probably inevitable (Redtree LLP 2006a 17.151 & 17.152).  The proposed drainage system addresses the flood risk to Sherford but the potential risk downstream at Brixton Torr, may need further work.


	Materials:

Negotiable
	The plan envisages using local materials where possible but detailed decisions have yet to be made.  


iii) Social
	Housing:

Negotiable
	The proportion of affordable housing (40% +) is relatively high.  There is a risk (as at Poundbury) that higher than usual design quality may paradoxically restrict the open market housing to the relatively wealthy, creating a two tier community.  The small proportion of flats in the Masterplan (13% of the open market housing – under review) could exacerbate this problem.


	Health, Social & Recreational

Facilities:

Excellent
	Plans incorporate most facilities, including health facilities, expected in a medium-sized town, and should help address some needs of surrounding areas.  Green spaces within the built area are small but well designed.


iv) Access and Movement
	Accessibility:

Good
	From a spatial perspective Sherford has been well designed around the principle of walkable neighbourhoods.


	Active Travel: Problematic
	The other measures contained in the AAP and Masterplan fall short of their declared aspirations to create an environment conducive to cycling and walking – discussed in Section 5.


v) Local Environment
	Air Quality & Noise:

Negotiable
	Redtree’s modelling suggests regulatory requirements should be met but there remain some reasons for concern – discussed in 4b and c.


	Quality of Built Environment:

Good
	Issues of crime and safety, protection of local heritage and quality of the public realm are all addressed within the Masterplan.


vi) Economic Capital
	Access to Employment:

Negotiable
	The plan envisages a jobs/housing balance but the wider transport implications (inward and outward) have not been fully addressed – discussed further below.


vii) Processes
	Involvement and Ongoing Management:

Good
	The Community Steering Group is planned to form the initial basis of the Community Trust, which will assume many of the ongoing management responsibilities, with some revenue streams.


5) Transport and Movement

a) Transport, Movement and Health

The relationship between transport, movement and health is well documented (e.g. Edwards, Tsouros 2006).  Rising car use and declining use of other modes contribute to morbidity and mortality principally through obesity and air pollution (RCEP 2007).  Conversely, research suggests a causal link between exercise and mental health (Glenister 1996).
Road transport accounts for 18% of UK greenhouse gas emissions, which are rising absolutely and proportionately (ONS 2006).  With the draft Climate Change Bill requiring reductions of 60% (across all sectors) by 2050, radical changes from current practice are likely to occur during the construction lifetime of Sherford.  The AAP and Masterplan both express aims to reduce car travel but analysis of the detail suggests the plans do not match the scale of the challenge.
b) Air Quality and Traffic

Road transport is the principal source of several pollutants which contribute to respiratory disorders, particularly amongst children.  Overall, they are estimated to reduce average UK life expectancy by eight months (RCEP 2007).
Redtree’s modelling (ES chapter 8) projects that regulatory limits will not be exceeded, but as the Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution points out, for some pollutants there are no known safe limits.  Widespread infringements are obstructing the renegotiation of EU thresholds “even though it is widely recognised that the current limits are above levels at which human health will be affected” (RCEP 2007 3.21).

Traffic flows are not the only factor influencing air quality but it is worth noting one Devon High Street with considerably lower traffic flows than those projected for Sherford, Cullompton (DCC 2002), is an Air Quality Management Area.

c) Noise
Most of the site falls within Noise Exposure Category B as defined in PPG 24.  A small part, close to the A38 will fall under NEC ‘C’ before mitigation measures, which may include a physical barrier or non-noise sensitive industrial or residential buildings.  From a health perspective, the latter, however well designed, should be considered a last resort.
Beyond those mitigation measures there is little the developers or authorities can do about noise from the A38 in the absence of more radical measures at national level.  Traffic through Sherford will however make a growing contribution to the problem as development progresses.  Volume and speed of traffic, particularly heavy traffic, will be important factors in this.

d) Employment
Employment location can influence people’s location choices and patterns of travel to work, but the relationship is more complex than sometimes supposed (Cervero, Duncan 2006, Plaut 2006, Titheridge, Hall 2006).  Whereas high degrees of containment can be achieved at a sub-regional level, the same is unlikely to apply at neighbourhood level.  Plymouth is the most self-contained settlement in Devon: 89.9% of working Plymouthians work in Plymouth (Halcrow Fox 2000 using 1991 data).  But analysis of ward level data from the 2001 census (table KS15P) shows average travel to work distances ranging from 10 km to 17 km with no clear differences between suburban wards and those around the city centre.  Studies of Poundbury and Caterham Barracks do not support the view that mixed use developments significantly alter this pattern (see attachment 2).

The Masterplan provides for a projected 7,395 jobs within Sherford.  There has been little analysis of where these employees will come from and how they might travel to work.  Similarly employment opportunities for Sherford residents will be distributed around a number of hubs across the sub-region; only a minority will be located in the city centre.  

e) Public Transport
The public transport strategy for Sherford concentrates almost exclusively on a single route to the city centre.  It is not clear from the plans whether it will even serve the railway station (north of the centre).  A gravity model using workplace destinations and population from the 2001 Census (DTA 2007 prepared for the promoters of an alternative site, but likely to produce very similar results) showed the city centre as destination for only 17% of work and 7% of non-work trips (this may understate the shopping element).  
Despite some fairly optimistic assumptions (47% share of city centre journeys plus significant bus-to-bus changing) the Transport Assessment (Redtree LLP 2006c Appendix E) projects a total share for public transport of just 10% (Plymouth average: 12.3% for travel to work only – 2001 Census).

The bus, even in areas covered by Bus Quality Partnerships, is still largely viewed by potential users as the mode of last resort (Davison 2005).  There is also evidence that bus users (more than users of other modes) are particularly resistant to journeys involving a change of vehicle (Booz Allen & Hamilton 1999).  Generally speaking, the only people likely to make two-bus journeys are those for whom the car is not an available option.  It follows therefore that only direct destinations can help contribute to modal shift.

The other significant destinations (and originations) for Sherford are diverse; the most significant outward destinations are likely to be Plympton/Langage and Northern Plymouth, including Derriford Hospital, which employs around 35,000 people.  For inward travel, the residential areas of Plymouth and Ivybridge are likely to be most important. The city centre route will be of little use for inward travel, as it serves very few residential areas.  
Although it does not generally match the performance of trams or light rail, segregated bus rapid transit is generally more effective than conventional street-based buses in achieving modal shift (Currie 2005).  The city centre route will in the short to medium term be served by conventional buses.  A segregated route along a disused railway line is planned for the medium-term.  Plymouth’s Local Transport Plan identifies this for longer-term upgrade to light rapid transit.  

The segregated route may enable other bus and coach services heading East along the A38 to pass through and serve Sherford, but there is no firm timescale for this and funding has not yet been secured.

Unlike some other cities of a similar size (e.g. Brighton) Plymouth also has no night buses – another issue as yet unaddressed for Sherford.
Providing adequate bus services to and from other destinations will require cooperation between bus providers and the three local authorities; the forthcoming Road Transport Bill may increase their ability to address these issues.  Developer subsidy, agreed in principle for the city centre route, may need to be used more widely in the early years.
f) Cycling
Unlike the coherent continuous networks in countries such as Germany and the Netherlands, evidence from the UK suggests the growing network of cycle routes here has failed to promote increases in cycling (Ogilvie, Egan et al. 2004, Harland 1993).  Two principal reasons for this are poor design and discontinuity (Jones 2001).

The Masterplan (p.187) shows an impressive network of cycle routes in and around Sherford but closer analysis reveals several flaws typical of practice in the UK.
Where speeds and volume of traffic permit, the road is generally the best place for cycling (DfT 2007).  Segregated facilities should provide convenient alternatives to main roads or dangerous junctions.  Traffic-free routes to surrounding countryside can also help promote leisure cycling amongst children and inexperienced adults.

Whereas most of Sherford should be suitable for cycling, three external links are of critical importance:

1. To the City Centre avoiding unsegregated main roads

2. To the South Hams countryside and coast, via Yealmpton, avoiding the A379

3. To Langage and Ivybridge safely crossing Deep Lane junction

At present, neither 1 nor 2 are possible, and uncertainty surrounds 3.  The “National Cycle Network” shown in pink on the Masterplan (p.187) is unsegregated eastbound along the main road with over 1300 vehicle movements an hour .  Although the plans do not show this level of detail, discussions with Redtree and Devon County Council have confirmed that under current plans the main street through the built area would be served by a mixture of unsegregated road interspersed with discontinuous cycle lanes or paths.

The A379 towards the city centre has an intermittent mixture of shared bus lanes cycle lanes and pavement paths, with some potentially dangerous design faults:

[image: image1.jpg]



A379 junction with Finegans Way – no clear priority; no separate signal for cyclists

The “urban edge route” connects with an existing East-West cycle route unfinished in both directions.  The County Council is working on this but faced with landowner resistance nothing has been secured as yet.

Some form of signal-controlled (or bridge) solution will be necessary if the Deep Lane junction is not to form a barrier to potential cyclists.  Cycle flows against the direction of traffic without such protection are associated with particularly high accident rates (Wachtel, Lewiston 1994) and must be avoided.
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	Deep Lane Junction


It has been suggested that Sherford’s secondary school be federated with Ivybridge Community College, which operates a total cycling ban on largely spurious road safety grounds (roads in Ivybridge are hardly more dangerous than in London boroughs which encourage cycling to school).  The benefits of cycling for life expectancy in any case substantially outweigh the road safety risks (Rutter 2002). Clearly such a situation must be avoided in Sherford.
g) Parking, Travel Plan and Carfree Area
The proposed Community Trust will have responsibility to promote sustainable travel, with workplace and residential travel plans and a car club.  DfT guidance informed by case studies explains that parking ratios are “critical” to the success or failure of travel plans and car clubs (and public transport).  The optimal parking ratio to support a car club is 0.8 or less (DfT 2005 p.23).  The overall guideline parking ratio for Sherford is 1.5 (Masterplan p.204).  
There is evidence from other low car developments (e.g. Poole Harbour) that restricted parking can be a particular negative factor for some buyers of larger houses.  This is a concern for the developers.  There is a potential win-win option here.  As recommended by English Partnerships (2006) average parking ratios should be applied in a discriminating way.  If 1.5 is the overall average, reducing ratios in the centre of Sherford could allow for more parking in the suburban fringes where most of the larger houses will be located.  Clearly if parking ratios are to be reduced to the levels recommended by the DfT guidance, then this will need to be accompanied by a controlled parking zone, which could allow for a mixture of time-limited, paying and residents’ parking.
The needs of businesses within the core would also need to be considered, bearing in mind that free parking for employees would undermine any attempts to promote sustainable patterns of inward travel.

The Masterplan commits to investigate the feasibility of a carfree area, which would contribute to modal shift, health and sustainability objectives.  To what extent Sherford will enable or prevent people from living without cars will depend on the other issues raised in this section.

6) Wildlife Habitats

Much of the analysis and most of the debate on this subject at the recent Examination in Public have focussed on the presence of several species of bats both within the proposed site and on the Saltram estate to the West.  Mitigation measures have been built into the Masterplan.  Natural England have given their general support for the AAP but the detailed analysis by their experts in this field has yet to be completed.
Plymouth and Southwest Cooperative Society, the proposers of an alternative scheme, commissioned a report from a bat expert (Stebbings 2007) which raises some serious concerns about the likely impact of the AAP proposals on bat populations, and biodiversity more generally.  Although this report was clearly influenced by the aspirations of Stebbing’s clients (particularly in respect of their alternative) this does not alter the fundamental problem raised: that Sherford as currently proposed would isolate bats and other species by enclosing a substantial area of countryside within the built area.  The green corridors proposed are too narrow to allow for connectivity, particularly as the main corridor between Elburton and Sherford is to be intensively used for recreation.  At least one wider corridor, managed to permit feeding by bats and other species will be necessary both to protect existing populations and to allow for migrations and other changes likely to result from climate change.
As the land adjoining the A38 is likely to be of little use for recreational (or agricultural) purposes, the most appropriate location for such a corridor would be to the South, between Sherford and Elburton.  Under the current plan this is no more than around 100m at its narrowest point.  The urban form has been designed in this way to facilitate pedestrian access from Elburton to Sherford. But Sherford Road, which will abut the corridor, is a low density car-dependent residential area, with limited connectivity and hence relatively few properties in walking distance of the facilities (e.g. the Sports Centre) planned for Sherford.  If the recommendations in this report are followed, the transport context in Sherford should promote a significant shift towards sustainable modes.  Few of these factors (parking constraints, public transport improvements etc) will have any direct impact on the existing properties in Elburton, however, so it is unrealistic to expect a dramatic change in behaviour amongst residents there.

Widening the corridor at that point is likely therefore to result in a very limited reduction in walking against the potentially very significant gains in terms of wildlife connectivity.
7) Conclusions and Recommendations
Sherford may perform reasonably well against UK standards on health and sustainability.  The question posed by this paper is whether those standards are relevant today.  As the RICS (Brook Lyndhurst 2006) found, the targets in the Climate Change Bill will require change far more radical than anything contemplated by governments or planning authorities so far.  The recommendations which follow suggest a minimum basis on which Sherford might take a first step in that direction:

1. Targets should be set for overall modal share.  40% of journeys by car (or 35% single occupancy) would be fairly challenging by UK standards, though modest compared to European best practice.

2. Modal share and air quality along Sherford’s main street should be subject to ongoing monitoring with contingency plans such as traffic calming or ‘gating’ to reduce traffic flows if necessary.

3. A network of bus services linking Sherford to Derriford and other principal destinations (such as that shown in figure 2.1 of Plymouth’s Local Transport Plan) should be established in the short-term using developer subsidy if necessary. 

4. If commercial operators cannot be persuaded to provide a night service, this should be a responsibility of the Community Trust.

5. Consideration should be given to bundled incentives where house buyers or renters are offered a free travel pass on moving to Sherford.

6. A timetable should be established for the opening of the segregated busway with incentives if necessary for existing services to divert via Sherford.

7. The core of Sherford (Masterplan figure 151) should be designated a controlled parking zone with residential ratios no higher than 0.8 (which could allow for ratios higher than the average of 1.5 in the rest of Sherford).

8. A carfree area should be established within this zone.

9. A continuous network of cycle routes, addressing the problems raised above, should connect Sherford to the Laira Bridge, Langage and Yealmpton.

10. Targets for cycling and walking should be set for Sherford’s schools.

11. Industrial buildings and/or a physical barrier should be used to mitigate noise along the A38.  Noise insensitive housing should be considered only as a last resort.  No housing should be built in areas likely to fall in Noise Exposure Category ‘C’.

12. The green corridor between Sherford and Elburton should be significantly widened (following consultation with Natural England) and managed both for recreation and as a wildlife corridor.

8) Footnote on the Author and the Report
The author of this assessment has been a member of the Sherford Community Steering Group representing SHARD (South Hams Against Rural Destruction) since its inception in 2004.  Since 2005 he has been following a PhD at the University of the West of England.  This report (in a slightly shorter form) was originally written as an assignment for the Healthy Cities module at U.W.E.  Following discussions with the developers Redtree and Sara Gibbs, the author of Devon County Council’s forthcoming Health Impact Assessment, it is also intended to inform the ongoing process of planning for Sherford.  

© Steve Melia, May 2007
 Attachment 1

Background to the Sherford Development

Sherford is a planned urban extension to the East of Plymouth.  As illustrated on attachment 4 (from Redtree LLP 2006b), it is projected to accommodate a population of around 12,000 in 5,500 dwellings by 2026 (with potential for further growth to the West after that).  It is intended to complement the much larger scale (24,500 dwelling) redevelopment of Plymouth, but also to achieve a higher degree of self-containment than typical suburban developments of the recent past.

The Masterplan follows New Urbanist principles of mixed use walkable neighbourhoods with streets laid out in ‘traditional’ block form, permeable in each direction for both pedestrians and vehicles.  The main street will run through two neighbourhood centres (to the North and South) and a town centre (between the two), where it will form a traditional high street.  The express bus service will run along this road, from the planned park and ride at the Deep Lane junction, stopping in each of the neighbourhood and town centres.  

The average net residential density is planned to be around 45 dwellings per hectare.  Both densities and dwelling heights will be higher towards the neighbourhood centres and lower towards the fringes, where more of the larger and more expensive houses will be located.  The whole development will be ‘tenure blind’ with different categories of affordable housing mixed across the site, although with a higher concentration towards the neighbourhood centres.

The A38 which runs to the North of the site is a 6 lane trunk road.  At present, only narrow lanes link the Deep Lane junction to the A379 and the Laira Bridge, which leads to the city centre.  Sherford’s main street will therefore open a new link towards the city centre which is likely to attract a considerable volume of through traffic.  The initial modelling suggests up to 790 inward movements per hour during the AM peak.

The current plans for Sherford evolved from the Devon County Structure Plan (DCC 1996) which proposed a “new community” “separate from but well-related to” Plymouth, within the neighbouring rural authority of South Hams.  As the focus of national and regional policy shifted towards development of ‘Principal Urban Areas’, the words “separate from” were removed from the following structure plan (DCC 2004).  The current draft of the Regional Spatial Strategy (SWRA 2006) identified Sherford more explicitly as an “urban extension to Plymouth.”  As shown on attachment 3 it straddles the local authority boundary, with the first phases lying almost entirely within South Hams.  Whereas Plymouth is a unitary authority, in South Hams, the district council is the planning authority and Devon County Council is responsible for transport, education etc.  The three authorities have worked closely together on the plans for Sherford but the cross-border division of responsibilities does still cause some inevitable complications.

The outline masterplan was developed through an ‘Enquiry by Design’ charrette led by the Prince’s Foundation.  Community involvement was limited at first but following public protests six community groups were eventually admitted to the process.  They subsequently joined the Community Steering Group, which has had some ongoing input to the plans.  Not all the groups accepted the outcome however.  In 2006, the groups representing Plympton (see attachment 3) left the Steering Group and made common cause with a developer promoting an alternative site, which would stretch further South and East into open countryside.

Redtree, the developers who control all the land identified on attachment 3, have submitted an unusually detailed outline planning application in parallel to the Local Development Framework Area Action Plan (AAP –  SHDC 2006) which has recently been subject to an examination in public.  Much of that examination was taken up by consideration of the alternative site.  The Inspector’s report is expected to be published in June 2007.

This assessment draws on several of the documents supporting both the AAP and the Redtree application, assuming (as expected by most observers) that the Inspector will reject the alternative site proposal.

Attachment 2

Transport and Urban Extensions – UK and Europe
Much has been written about the process of developing urban extensions, often by parties with a financial or political interest in promoting a particular development, or an ideological commitment to some aspect of the concept, such as the Town and Country Planning Association (2007), who see urban extensions as a first step towards their ‘beads of a string’ vision for future development.  Transport objectives are generally recognised as central to the design of urban extensions but much less evidence is available on transport outcomes, particularly of developments begun since the 2001 census.  What evidence is available suggests that claims about the transport benefits of recent changes in planning and design (‘reducing the need to travel by car’) should be treated with some caution.

Overall Transport Trends

With 88% of journeys (by distance) covered by car, the UK has the second highest level of car dependency in Western Europe – only Norway is higher (CfIT 2007).   Although rail use has been rising, despite numerous initiatives and Government rhetoric, local bus use and cycling have both continued to decline outside London (DfT 2004).

Including non-motorised modes, the National Travel Survey (DfT 2006) showed the following distribution of trips for the UK:

	Car
	64.3%

	Public Transport
	8.6%

	Walking
	23.5%

	Cycling
	1.4%

	Other
	2.4%


The reasons for these trends and international differences are complex, but two points emerge of particular relevance to this analysis:

· It is sometimes assumed that variations between the UK and other European countries are due to inherent cultural differences, whereas in many cases the changes are relatively recent, linked to public policy and vary considerably between cities and regions within the same country.  This is particularly the case with respect to cycling (Maddox 2001, Pucher, Dijkstra 2003).

· If the objective is to reduce journeys or modal share by car, then benchmarking against UK practice may be benchmarking against failure.

Transport in English Suburbs

Car dependence is almost universal in suburbs across England and Wales.  The 2001 census provides information by ward on travel to work only.  Compared to journeys for other purposes, journeys to work tend to show a lower rate of travel by car (61% for England), because a significant proportion of people (9.2%) work mainly from home.

Analysis of the areas where car use was lowest shows some clear patterns.  In 435 wards – just under 5% of England and Wales – fewer than 40% of working adults travelled to work by car.  More than three quarters of these were in London, mainly inner London.  The remaining 86 were made up of:

· Central or inner areas of cities an larger towns (60)

· Rural areas where many people walk to work (16)

· Centres of 2 southeastern commuter towns: Hove & Sevenoaks

· One garrison town and one seaside resort, where many people walk to work

Of the remaining 7 which could be characterised as ‘suburban’, all were in areas with strong university influences: in Oxford, Cambridge, York, where cycling is important and Keele, where walking is more important.

Rail commuting towards London and cycling in a few university towns, seemed to represent the only exceptions to the general pattern of travel by car across suburban England in 2001.  Of the new generation of mixed use urban extensions developed since then, some research evidence is available on two:

Poundbury – the Inspiration for Sherford

Poundbury, the urban extension to Dorchester, was the first major development in the UK to be explicitly influenced by New Urbanist design principles, including the permeable grid street layout.  The Prince’s Foundation referred frequently to Poundbury during the Enquiry by Design process (as does the Masterplan), implying that it had been successful in reducing dependence on the private car.  

In common with typical UK practice no specific targets were set for modal share at Poundbury, but a declared objective was “to encourage people to walk rather than take their car” (Duchy of Cornwall 2006), largely through neighbourhood design.

The evidence available so far suggests this objective has not been met.  Researchers from Oxford Brookes University (Watson, Bentley et al. 2004) surveyed Poundbury after completion of its first phase and found:

· 15.5% of Poundbury’s working population worked in Poundbury

· The proportion of people driving to work (64.5%) was higher in Poundbury than in England, Dorchester or the (mainly rural) district of West Dorset

· Only 21.4% of households’ regular shopping budget was spent in Poundbury

· 77.2% of residents made their shopping journeys by car or van

The authors maintain “this does not mean those efforts have been wasted.  Poundbury’s attempts to create a mixed-use development at least make it more possible for residents to reduce their amounts of car travel, even if little of this potential is currently realised in practice.”

West Dorset Borough Council believe the above situation has not changed significantly since 2004 (personal communication, planning department January 2007).  They are currently reviewing the development and its public transport provision, which remains inadequate.

In other respects, the study found fairly high levels of overall satisfaction with Poundbury though interestingly it revealed that residents showed “a very marked aversion to ‘through streets’ as contrasted with culs de sac” – in the context of road safety.  The siting of commercial premises served by heavy lorries within the mainly residential areas was a factor in this, from which West Dorset Borough Council have drawn lessons for the future.

Caterham Barracks

Some evidence on transport outcomes is available on one of the recent urban extensions cited in the TCPA study mentioned above (Kennell 2004).   Although part of Surrey, Caterham is effectively an outer London suburb with a culture of commuting by rail.  One objective of the study was to ascertain whether the mixed use redevelopment of the former barracks (348 dwellings with a variety of commercial uses) would promote more local employment.  In fact just 16% of respondents worked in Caterham, 43% in Central London and 41% elsewhere – a typical pattern of diversity which caused the author to question the prevailing assumptions about local employment.  She may have erred, however, in assuming this pattern reflected residents’ preferences – the decisions of employers and availability of non-local candidates may be more important factors.

Largely because of this pattern of non-local employment, more people travelled to work by public transport (43%), than by car (36%).  Most of the former were commuting by rail; a good bus service carried 41% of them to the station (a point of relevance to Sherford).  The study did not attempt to measure overall modal share, and the sample size of 115 would suggest caution in interpreting the results, but it seemed that travel for other purposes was much more car based (77% of trips to the local shopping centre, for example).

Best Practice from Germany – Freiburg-Vauban

Freiburg is a city in Southwest Germany, slightly smaller than Plymouth (population 213,000).  Vauban was a 38 Ha former army base on the edge of the city.  It was redeveloped as a mixed use (but mainly residential) development of 2,000 dwellings, beginning in 1998 and is currently nearing completion.    

An early survey (Scheurer 2001) found the following transport modal shares (UK NTS 1996/8 by way of comparison):


[image: image4]
* Note: this survey was carried out before the extension of the trams to Vauban.  The share of public transport has increased since then but cycling remains the principal means of transport for most trips (personal observation, summer 2006).  

A later survey  (Nobis 2003 – still before the tram arrived) found that 75% of the working population cycled to work.  Most households (55%) did have a car, but overall car ownership, at 150 per 1000 was very low, partly due to large household sizes with unusually high numbers of children for an edge of city neighbourhood.

The proportion of jobs created within the district (target 600) was relatively small, although there are other employment areas nearby, and the city centre is within cycling distance for most people.

Freiburg as a city benefits from a culture of environmental sustainability, although this is relatively recent, dating from the 1970s, and it seems that policy may have influenced culture as much as vice versa.  The principal elements specific to the development which appear to have contributed to the success of Vauban in reducing car use are:

· High net densities of up to 90 units per hectare

· “Car free” residential areas, where cars are only allowed at walking pace to pick up or deliver.  Children playing have absolute priority in these areas.

· 30 km/h speed limit and limited parking on the two access roads

· A broad central boulevard served by a tram line with 3 stops (frequency every 7 or 8 minutes for most of the day)

· Cycle-friendly design, with cycle parking for all residential units.
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