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Introduction

1. The Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) welcomes the opportunity to comment on the draft Guidance for port master plans. CPRE has existed since 1926 and seeks to promote the beauty, tranquillity and diversity of rural England by encouraging the sustainable use of land and other natural resources in town and country.  CPRE has over 60,000 supporters and has branches in every county in England.  
2. The movement of freight has significant environmental impacts which we seek to reduce. CPRE has campaigned actively for many years against damaging new ports and road infrastructure and the detrimental effect of lorries on many rural roads. 
Overview

“a)  whether you agree that major ports should be recommended to produce master plans;”

3. We agree that major ports should produce documents setting out their planning framework, given the major impact that ports have on the environment and society as a whole.

“b)  what comments, if any, you have on the draft guidance document;”
4. Our detailed comments are set out below.  In brief, we stress the need for port plans to consider different economic scenarios due to the uncertainty surrounding oil price forecasts and in addition the need to reduce existing environmental impacts.

“c)  specifically, whether you approve of the term "master plan" itself in the ports context or would prefer some other term, perhaps more reflective of the collaborative and consultative nature of the exercise.”

5. We would prefer another term to be used as ‘master plan’ implies a top-down process and does not encourage public participation.  Something along the lines of a “port planning framework” would be more appropriate in our view.

Comments on the draft Guidance 

Dealing with uncertainty

6. The increases in the price of oil over the last year or so were not widely predicted and have been heralded as marking the end of cheap oil.  One short-term result of the increases has been for many ship operators to slow down their fleet by as much as a fifth although further changes are likely over time.  While much planning is based on using past trends to predict the future, this example shows the need to consider differing future scenarios so as to manage uncertainty.

7. Shipping is currently dependent on oil as fuel and so is likely to be affected not just by increases in the price of oil but also by measures taken to constrain carbon use, including possible inclusion within the European Union’s Emission Trading System.

8. Some research has suggested that there will be significant macro-economic effects, in particular for low-value high bulk goods such as steel, as noted in the draft paper on International Maritime Freight by Keith Buchan of MTRU recently published at http://www.transportclimate.org/documents/International%20shipping3.pdf
9. CPRE believes that port plans should embrace at least three different scenarios of oil prices – to include charges relating to emissions – for fifteen and thirty years in the future.  These would need to be significantly higher than BERR’s May 2008 forecasts to be credible: for example, the “high high” forecast for 2020 was for oil to reach $150 per barrel despite the price having already reached that level in 2008.

10. The implications of such prices should be considered for the activity undertaken at each port.  Most ports would be likely to see an end in the growth of long distance shipping, though it has been suggested that some north eastern ports are likely to see an increase in some forms of freight as it would be come cheaper to use them rather than ports in the south east for freight aimed at the north.  In terms of inland access, further increases of energy prices would make inland access by road far less competitive and so increases in domestic shipping whether going around the coast or on internal waterways plus rail use ought to be considered in long term planning.
Inland access

11. Given that the impacts caused by road freight accessing ports frequently give rise to the greatest public concern relating to port operations, the failure of the draft Guidance to consider these in the sections on social, economic and environmental impacts is a matter of concern to CPRE.  

12. We believe the final Guidance should include suggestions of a hierarchy for access – water, rail and road in that order – and the designation of routes for road freight for ports to consider including in their own plans.
13. Section 62 of the Environment Act 1995 places a general duty on relevant authorities to have regard to the purposes of National Parks when coming to decisions or carrying out their activities relating to or affecting land within the Parks. Councils affected by port development or port traffic therefore have to take account of these purposes, however remote the Park appears, in preparing their plans.  This is particularly relevant to inland access.
Environmental impacts

14. CPRE welcomes the fact that the draft Guidance suggests that port plans set out ways to mitigate the impact of existing operations, much of which will have been planned at a time when environmental standards were far lower and fewer environmentally sensitive areas were designated.  Further reducing light pollution and odours are not mentioned at all as possible impacts, although these impacts can often be quite severe.  While the Guidance notes that not every type of impact is listed, it would be helpful to add these two.  

15. The need for ports to contribute to decarbonisation of the economy ought to be covered in the final Guidance.  Given the requirements of carbon budgets in the Climate Change Bill and the possibility of shipping being included within the EU ETS, this is not simply an environmental issue but one that should be central to the profitability of ports.

16. The content of port plans should be based on consideration of environmental capacity and prudent use of all natural resources, as required by the UK Sustainable Development Strategy Defra (2005), PPS1 Delivering Sustainable Development (para 19) and Prosperous Places: Taking Forward the Review of Sub National Economic Development and Regeneration the Sub-national Review, not on demands predicted in 2006 (para 34).
17. The final Guidance should also encourage ports to use sustainable means to generate their own electricity, whether for their own operation needs, “cold ironing” of ships and, where applicable, for the local sections of electrified railways transporting freight to and from the port.

18. A requirement to implement a rigorous Environmental Management System such as ISO 14001, which requires continual reduction of impacts, should be a part of the final Guidance.  There is a need to make explicit reference to the need for a master plan to be consistent with relevant European and national legislative requirements in respect of matters relating to the environment and natural habitats.
Interface with planning system

19. We are concerned about the lack of integration between the planning system and the draft Guidance for port plans.  The final Guidance should make explicit reference to the role of the development plan (the Regional Spatial Strategy and Local Development Framework) in forming the statutory framework within which proposals should be brought forward for consideration.
20. CPRE has expressed significant concerns about the proposed Planning Bill which need not be repeated here.  However, we are concerned about the interface between and timing of the proposed National Policy Statements on National Networks (covering rail and trunk roads) and the proposed National Policy Statement on Ports.  The draft of the former is due in 2010, while the draft of the latter is due in 2009.  The interface between this infrastructure is likely to be crucial rather than merely ‘relevant’, as suggested in the draft Guidance (para 46), to any port planning and so there is a risk that the cart is being put before the horse.
Monitoring and enforcement
21. Our experiences of Airport Master Plans have shown that implementation of the relevant guidance has been of very varying quality and timescales have often not been met. There is therefore a need for an independent assessment of compliance by port authorities with an adequate means of enforcement where improvement after assessment still fails to meet the requirements.
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