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Summary

The severe inconvenience of the congestion caused by Operation Stack is an acknowledged problem and we welcome KCC’s attempts to address this.  However we disagree when KCC says that they must take a lead in providing a permanent solution since there are no other options available.  We believe that there are alternative options which deserve full exploration before taking such a detrimental and permanent step.  We do not believe that a massive lorry park in a rural community is the answer to the problems caused by Operation Stack.  

We believe that it would be more effective – and significantly more cost-effective – to maximise the efficiency with which we use the existing motorway network during its operation and minimise disruption to other traffic.  
Our recommendations include a full exploration of the opportunities presented by more extensive use of the QMB system already proposed for Phase 1 of Operation Stack before any action is taken to explore proposals for a massive HGV park.  The construction of a massive lorry park would be hugely damaging to Kent’s countryside, requiring the concreting over of half a square kilometre of green fields, and there would undoubtedly be extensive pressure for additional development around it, compounding the damage to the area.  We consider that such a lorry park may well prove to be an expensive and highly damaging ‘white elephant’.
We contend that there is considerable scope for improving the transport choices that are made nationally and internationally both in the short term and the long term.  KCC is an enthusiastic advocate of local foods; we would therefore expect more to be done to discourage food transport.  In the light of the increasing pressures of climate change and energy security, there is a pressing need to focus our attention on making the best use of all our available resources, and to foster smarter growth which respects our environmental limits rather than accommodate and indeed encourage the spiralling growth of road-based freight. 

1 Background

1.1 Kent’s Channel crossings bear the brunt of traffic travelling between the rest of Britain and mainland Europe because of the relatively short and convenient Dover-Calais crossing, whose capacity is supplemented by the presence of the Channel tunnel. 

1.2 Disruption to or closure of these crossings, whether caused by adverse weather conditions, by technical problems or by industrial action at either side, causes problems as vehicles wishing to cross the Channel continue to arrive in the county at a rate faster than the crossings can accommodate.

1.3 The inevitable congestion of the road network is of course the major problem arising from this disruption.  Lorry congestion is currently managed by implementing ‘Operation Stack’.  This is the codename used by Kent Police and the Port of Dover to refer to the action of closing the Dover-bound carriageway of the M20 and using it to queue freight traffic destined for France.  This lorry queue then rolls forward as the police direct vehicles through to the Channel Tunnel or ferries at Dover as space becomes available.  No special arrangements are made for private cars arriving to cross the Channel in this circumstance.

1.4 Operation Stack is implemented in phases, according to need. Phase 1 uses the Dover-bound M20 carriageway between junctions 10 and 11, and can accommodate up to 800 lorries.  When necessary, phase 2 extends this to the carriageway between junctions 8 and 9, with space for 3,300 lorries.  

2 The Problems Caused by Operation Stack

2.1 The implementation of Operation Stack inevitably causes a number of knock-on problems.  Traffic jams occur on the motorway, as the police stop all traffic heading towards Dover to sort out those lorries heading for the crossings, and the total closure of the Dover-bound carriageway directs all traffic on to the A20 and other local roads. 

2.2 The consequences of Operation Stack are not however limited solely to those of congestion.  Other significant problems include: 

· disruption to transport, causing inconvenience and loss of revenue to businesses and business travellers in and around the area;

· the considerable costs incurred by Kent Police in managing Operation Stack’s implementation and control;

· costs and penalties to transport operators while lorries and drivers stand idle;

· costs and wastage incurred through the spoilage of perishable goods;

· costs and environmental consequences (air pollution, CO2 emissions) of higher fuel use on congested alternative routes;

· costs and environmental consequences of keeping engines running to maintain temperatures in refrigerated vehicles;

· poor perceptual image of Kent as a county blighted by traffic problems in the minds of tourists and potential investors.

2.3 From 1996 up to the end of 2007, Operation Stack had been implemented on average 8 times a year, with the total number of days of operation each year averaging just over 12
.  However, in March 2008, Kent Police were forced to implement Operation Stack for its longest ever period – two weeks – as the result of reduced capacity due to industrial action by one of Dover’s ferry operators.  Public and political appetite for a solution to the misery of Operation Stack was at its highest.
3 KCC’s Solution

3.1 It was in this context that in March 2008 KCC announced its proposed solution to the problem of disruption at the Channel crossings; a permanent, purpose-built lorry park to cater for the occasional emergency needs of traffic prevented from crossing the Channel.

3.2 The outline plans at this stage describe a permanent facility sufficient for some 3,000 HGVs which will be used only in the event of disruption to Channel crossings.  It will occupy some 32ha on land adjacent to the west-bound M20 between Junctions 11 and 10.  Dedicated slip roads will allow freight vehicles to leave the motorway and await an opportunity to cross to France and continue their journey. 

3.3 Additionally it is proposed that this park will provide a full-time facility for a further 500 HGVs at any one time, providing services for drivers needing rest breaks.  It is proposed that this facility will therefore also provide a solution to the problem of heavy goods vehicles parking up in inappropriate places around Kent's road network, particularly overnight. 

3.4 The proposed site is to the south of the M20 between J10 and J11 near the village of Sellindge.  The estimated cost of this facility has initially been stated to be some £40million.  KCC has suggested that this park should be funded through the imposition of a charge levied on non-UK lorries entering the UK at Dover. The potential sources of funding for such a scheme remain to be identified.

4 CPRE Kent’s Response 

4.1 CPRE Kent wholeheartedly agrees that the current implementation of Operation Stack is cumbersome and causes unacceptable disruption to those living and working in and around east Kent.  We agree with KCC in recognising that this needs to be tackled and welcome the news that KCC is already taking steps to remedy it.  However, we do not agree that a permanent, large-scale, built solution to a temporary and occasional problem can be an effective solution to the current problems.  

4.2 Taking in turn the problems caused by Operation Stack that we have identified in Section 2.2 above, we suggest that the proposed lorry park will do little or nothing to ease these problems:

· Disruption to transport: there will still be a need to delay all vehicles using the motorway in order that those HGVs bound for France can be safely separated and directed to the lorry park.  Other vehicles will be able to continue their way as best they can on the M20, but there will still be significant delay to all users of the coast-bound motorway.  Other vehicles may not be forced to divert on to the A20, but those that choose to use the A20 in order to avoid delays on the M20 will still contribute to significantly elevated traffic flow and consequent congestion on the A20.
· Costs of policing: these are unlikely to be reduced, if there will still be a requirement to ensure that French-bound HGVs are efficiently and safely separated from the rest of the traffic on the M20.  Indeed there is also the likelihood that substantial costs will be required for policing and security when the emergency lorry park is in use.  
· Costs of staffing and managing the lorry park: there remains the question of how, and when, the emergency lorry park will be staffed. Will security and management staff be retained permanently to ensure near-instant use of the emergency parking, or will temporary staff be called in when needed, thereby risking delays in implementation while HGVs continue to back up through Dover?
· Costs to transport operators: no improvement.
· Loss of perishable loads: no improvement.
· Fuel wastage/air pollution issues (including those for refrigerated loads): no improvement.  We are also aware of an additional problem specific to the site at Sellindge which will see a marked deterioration: the nearby converter station relies on air cooling systems for its efficient operation and relies on clean air intake in order to operate within its discharge consent.  A reduction in local air quality as a result of concentrated traffic movements may well jeopardise its operation. 
· Kent’s poor image as a county blighted by traffic: this will get significantly worse as the result of the urbanisation of half a square kilometre of open countryside, closely surrounded on three sides by the Kent Downs AONB, which would be highly visible both from the Downs and from the rest of the surrounding area. 
4.3 Additional problems specific to the lorry park that we have identified include these:

· Start-up delays: the proposed site is some 20 miles from Dover.  Even with the most efficient organisation, it will take some time between the stopping of the cross Channel services and the setting up of police and other services to direct lorries to the proposed park – perhaps more than an hour.  During this period several hundred or more lorries, depending on the time of day, will have arrived at Dover or will be travelling coast-bound between this lorry park and the port.  We understand that the procedure envisaged is to route them back up the London-bound carriageway of the M20 to Junction 10, then coast-bound again down to the park.  Apart from the extra mileage costs to the operators and congestion at J10, these lorries will also be mingling with new arrivals, creating difficult problems with prioritisation as vehicles are eventually released down to Dover.  
· Finite capacity: the emergency lorry park will cater for a proposed 3,000 vehicles.  However KCC’s own figures estimate that an average of 10,000 vehicles travel through Kent each day.  The recently released Channel State of Freight Report
  forecasts that ferry services in the Channel Corridor will grow their traffic by 85% between 2005 and 2030.  This raises the spectre, in cases of lengthy disruption to crossings, of the emergency HGV park rapidly becoming overwhelmed, in which case the ‘traditional’ Operation Stack would still need to be invoked and the county would be no better off – indeed, with Operation Stack in place and the unnecessary urbanisation of 70 ha of farmland in a rural community it would be very much worse.  Therefore, there is an urgent need for strong action to reduce demand just to stand still.
· Creeping development: there is the very real risk that such an expensive facility may attract additional and alternative uses, as a means of offsetting its capital and running costs, which would be wholly inappropriate to the rural location proposed.  This would make it even more likely that the facility would destroy the amenity of its surrounding communities.
· Overnight lorry parking: Overnight lorry parking does present a problem throughout Kent, and it is proposed that some 500 lorry spaces are additionally provided in this lorry park.  However this problem is by no means caused solely by vehicles waiting to cross the Channel; drivers are obliged to observe the legal limits for the number of hours they may use the road before taking a mandatory rest break.  The problems of unauthorised parking therefore can also arise from those making local deliveries or operating in the area.  It would appear to us that this problem would be much better tackled by creating several much smaller parks more appropriately located where the needs are greatest, rather than in isolated countryside 20 miles from Dover.
· Costs: at a cost initially estimated at £40 million, the lorry park would cost more than three times KCC’s total annual spend on improving its entire existing road network.  We do not believe that this represents value for money for Kent’s taxpayers.
· Planning concerns: We believe that the proposals to concrete over approximately half a square kilometre of green fields in a rural area – and for a projected need of only a few days each year – shows a cavalier disregard of Kent’s countryside.  It is contrary to all relevant KCC policies and diminishes one of Kent’s most valuable assets, its landscape.  Without a detailed planning application it is difficult adequately to address all of the relevant issues.  We have however considered the likely planning considerations of such a project; these are included in Annex 1 to this report.  
5 Alternatives to the Current Operation Stack

5.1 We suggest that the crucial requirement for the improved management of congestion caused by disruptions to Channel crossings is the rapid and effective implementation of a contra-flow system, designed to maximise the efficiency of use of the existing road infrastructure for both ‘stacked’ and ‘non-stacked’ traffic.
5.2 Indeed, this option is already in hand; KCC has already announced its intention to implement the Quickchange Moveable Barrier (QMB) system which will achieve this end.  Kent County Council currently plans to use the QMB for Phase 1 of Stack (between junctions 11 and 12) at an estimated capital cost of £5.25 million
 but at present does not currently intend to use it for other phases.
5.3 The QMB can be moved from the hard shoulder or central reservation to the middle of the London-bound carriageway to establish a contra-flow system which allows traffic to travel in both directions while the coast-bound M20 is used for parking lorries. The barrier is moved by a dedicated vehicle which can travel at speeds of up to about 10 mph. 

5.4 The benefit of the QMB is that it provides a rapid method of implementing a contra-flow which will smooth traffic flow and reduce congestion.  Its costs can be offset against the reduced delays to road users and reduced impact on businesses, as well as benefits to local air quality.

5.5 CPRE Kent believes that the QMB should be used both for Phases 1 and 2 of Stack. While it would incur an additional capital cost (estimated at £8.2 million for phase 2, making the total capital cost for both phases £13.5M)
, this still compares favourably with the estimated cost of a lorry park (for which a figure around £40 million has been quoted).  While the QMB handles Operation Stack, changes can be effected which address the fundamental causes of congestion in Kent. 

5.6 The initial use of the QMB on the London-bound carriageway only would enable various options for traffic management to be assessed, offering maximum flexibility for differing needs:

· Using the whole of the Dover-bound carriageway for parking and marshalling HGVs, with 2x2-lane contra-flow on the opposite carriageway;

· Allocating the hard shoulder and the inside lane of the Dover-bound carriageway for lorry parking with the second lane for marshalling and the outer lane segregated for non-stack traffic, with appropriate speed restrictions.

5.7 Meanwhile, strong action must be taken to reduce the relentless growth in road-based freight travelling through Kent, through robust demand management measures, promotion of local foods, and through the more efficient use of the existing rail infrastructure and alternative sea ports.

6 CPRE Kent’s Recommendations 

6.1 We recommend that no further work is undertaken to pursue a permanent lorry park until the options presented by the use of the QMB system have been fully tested and work started on alternative measures to reduce demand.

6.2 Additionally we believe that there is much to be achieved by making more effort to reduce the volume of HGVs arriving during Operation Stack.  A national alert system should be implemented so that transport operators are notified as soon as Operation Stack is put into operation.  Information transmitted could include the anticipated duration as well as the cause of disruption.  This could allow operators to decide whether or not to delay their vehicle departures or arrange alternative routes.  No such system operates at this time, but it could play a significant part in reducing the burden on Kent’s road network and police service.  Existing motorway signs, such as those in use on the M25, are very misleading, especially for those unfamiliar with the area.  We have seen signs reporting “M20 J 10-11 Closed” when to be more meaningful and more useful it should read “Port of Dover Closed”.  Because these messages are also reproduced on the Highways Agency interactive map they would provide an easy means for drivers or their managers to decide whether to continue, or indeed begin, their journey.  
6.3 We must accept that the county is currently trying to accommodate more freight traffic than it can handle, and that the problem is relentlessly worsening.  Kent, a county which has traditionally been highly valued for the quality of life and environment that it offers, risks becoming little more than a corridor for the passage of heavy goods vehicles.  Under the current arrangements, whenever there is disruption to Channel crossings, Kent will inevitably – albeit temporarily – have to accommodate delayed HGVs, whether those lorries are parked on the motorway or on huge parking lots.  

6.4 Secondly, we can reduce the amount of freight coming into the country via any type of transport.  Much of the freight traffic passing through Dover is transporting food.  One-quarter of the miles travelled by HGVs in the UK are used in the transport of food.  By sourcing more of our food and drink locally, or at least from within the United Kingdom, we can make an enormous positive difference to the need for internationally transported goods, reducing ‘food miles’ and carbon emissions.  Although this may well be influenced by factors such as rising oil prices, it will not only be a matter of personal choice but will require action by government to promote this change.  Any reduction in sales for producers overseas will be matched by an increase in trade for British producers.  

6.5 CPRE Kent believes that we will only be able to ameliorate these congestion problems significantly if we address the underlying issue of unsustainable growth in road freight volumes.

6.6 Road freight volumes through Kent can be reduced in the long term in two ways. First, more of our freight needs to travel by rail and sea.  Much of the freight travelling along Kent’s roads is heading for remote parts of the country close to large sea ports – so transporting more freight by sea would increase environmental efficiency and provide an economic boost to other ports.  There is also a pressing need to make rail freight more attractive.  Both of these measures would require central government intervention.  Yet both these measures need to be taken, as our road network is demonstrably struggling to handle current – let alone future – volumes of lorry traffic.  KCC's proposed charge on lorries using Dover would help to reinforce the demand management message as well as making rail more viable.  

7 Conclusions

Disruption to the Channel crossings occurs as the result of events outside the control of KCC or other local authorities and Operation Stack, or an equivalent, will continue to be needed for the foreseeable future.  The existing motorway undoubtedly provides the best lorry queuing facilities in this situation; it is already in place, it is adequately constructed and parking on it can be infinitely extendable to cope with the very variable requirements of freight traffic delayed at the Channel crossings.  It has served this function well.  The solution must be to find a way to overcome the inconvenience caused by the total closure of the motorway in one direction.

8 Annex 1: 
Assessment of Planning Considerations

While acknowledging that there is no detailed plan available, we have nevertheless attempted to address the planning issues that are likely to be relevant to such a proposal.

8.1 How do these proposals comply with policies that seek to protect and enhance the countryside, and safeguard agricultural land? The proposals will result in the permanent and irreversible industrialisation of 50-70 ha of good quality agricultural land. 
(Regard must be given to PPS1 & PPS7, SE Plan Policy C3, KMSP policies SP1, EP9 & EN1, and Ashford Core Strategy Policy CS7.) 
8.2 Landscape Impacts: The site is close to, and clearly visible from, the Kent Downs AONB which surrounds it on three sides.  It will be visually very intrusive for those walkers and tourists enjoying the North Downs Way. It also adjoins a Special Landscape Area 
(Regard must be given to PPS7, SE Plan Policy C3, KMSP policies EN3, EN5, and Ashford Core Strategy Policy CS7) .
8.3 Risk of flooding: Part of the site is in a flood risk area, possibly high risk zone 3, and extensive hard standing will result in potentially significant surface run-off during episodes of high rainfall. This is particularly significant given the site's proximity to the Sellindge power converter station which is a major contributor to the UK's power needs. 
(Regard must be given to PPS25, SE Plan Policy NRM3, KMSP Policy NR10, Ashford l Core Strategy Policy CS19).
8.4 If it should indeed prove that a lorry park is the answer, is this the right site? Freight congestion in Kent is an issue that has regional, national and international causes and consequences. More particularly it is a problem that needs a strategic plan-led response to allow all options to be properly considered and consulted upon. 
(Regard needs to be given to PPS1 on the plan-led approach and PPS11 & PPS12 in regard to the content of RSS and LDF respectively.  Additionally, PPS7 (para. 29) says that “Development plans should include policies that identify any major areas of agricultural land that are planned for development.”  The submitted SE Plan acknowledges the issue but presents no specific solution, other than though the Implementation Plan which makes reference to the use of the Quickchange Movable Barrier, which is included as a scheme of national/inter-regional/regional significance.  The issue was not discussed in any detail at the SE Plan examination.  Neither the KMSP 2006 nor the Ashford Core Strategy makes any reference to the issue.) 
8.5 What potential impact on biodiversity might result from this lorry park? Ancient woodland adjoins the proposed site. 
(Regard must be given to PPS9, SE Plan policies NRM 4 & NRM5, KMSP policies EN3, EN8, Ashford Core Strategy Policy CS11.) 
8.6 Pollution risk: air, light, noise, water and ground pollution are all potential threats that must be addressed.
(Regard must be given to PPS23, PPG24, SE Plan policies MRM1, NRM7 & NRM8, KMSP policies NR5 & NR8 and the Environmental Noise Directive EU 49/2002) 
8.7 Tranquillity: tranquillity is the quality of calm experienced in an area with natural features and activities which is free from man-made features ad activities.  Clearly the existing tranquillity of the wider area would be destroyed by a lorry park.  Kent's existing areas of tranquillity are an ever-decreasing resource on which residents' quality of life depends and are an important contributor to the tourist economy.

8.8 Explosion hazards: Further consideration must also be given to the potential for malicious or accidental damage to the Sellindge converter station.  The proximity of nationally important power distribution infrastructure to a lorry park could open the prospect of an attractive terrorist target.
8.9 How does the lorry park help the strategic objective of making more use of rail for moving freight and contribute to tackling climate change by lowering emissions? The submitted SE Plan (policy EKA5) addresses the issue of growth in freight and passenger traffic through Dover but recognises the need for this growth to be effected through better rail connections, not through spiralling growth in road-based traffic. 
(Regard also needs to be given to PPS1 supplement & PPG13, SE Plan policies CC2 & T12, KMSP policies TP2, TP13, TP20, TP22 & TP23 and DfT's Sustainable Transport Strategy).
8.10 
How does the lorry park help meet the objectives of the Regional Transport Strategy? The RTS has five goals:
· Maximising the overall competitiveness and productivity of the national economy, so as to achieve a sustained high level of GDP growth;

· Reducing transport's emissions of CO2 and other greenhouse gases, with the desired outcome of avoiding dangerous climate change;

· Contributing to better health and longer life-expectancy through reducing the risk of death, injury or illness arising from transport, and promoting travel modes that are beneficial to health;

· Improving quality of life for transport users and non- transport users, including through a healthy natural environment, with the desired outcome of improved well-being for all.

· Promoting greater equality of transport opportunity for all citizens, with the desired outcome of achieving a fairer society.

We believe that the plans to accommodate the lorries delayed while there is disruption to Channel crossings do not meet any of these objectives.  There is, we fully acknowledge, significant merit in attempting to regularise the unauthorised casual lorry parking that affects the county; however we do not believe that the best way to achieve this is through the sterilisation of 70ha of open countryside in such an intrusive manner.
8.11  How would the lorry park contribute to the objective of securing Sustainable Development? We contend that the continued increase in road-based freight traffic through Dover is not, and can not be, sustainable. Providing the means to accommodate the increasing numbers of vehicles needing to wait to cross the Channel will do nothing to address the real need, which is to encourage more sustainable transport patterns. 
(Regard needs to be given to PPS1, SE Plan Policy CC1, KMSP Policy SP1, Ashford Core Strategy Policy CS1.)
9 Annex 2: 
Operation Stack Statistics

	Year
	Number of times Operation Stack was implemented in each year
	Total number of days of implementation of Operation Stack in each year

	1996
	5
	22

	1997
	10
	16

	1998
	8
	14

	1999
	7
	7

	2000
	12
	14

	2001
	5
	8

	2002
	3
	3

	2003
	4
	4

	2004
	8
	8

	2005
	22
	31

	2006
	5
	10

	2007
	6
	8

	Total 
	95
	145


� Annex 2 to this report contains a summary of data provided by KCC


� �HYPERLINK "http://www.channelcorridor.org/docs/ccp-sof-report.pdf" �http://www.channelcorridor.org/docs/ccp-sof-report.pdf�


� Operation Stack M20 Contraflow Junctions 11 to 12 and 8 to 9 Use of Quickchange Moveable Barrier System Technical Feasibility Study” InterRoute, March 2006


� Ibid.
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