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1. Background

In order to develop a transport network which is capable of and suitable for
supporting the south east Wales region in the 21° century the south east
Wales transport alliance (Sewta) have developed a regional transport plan
which supports its vision, which is:

fA modern, accessible, integrated and sustainable transport system for South
East Wales that
increases opportunity and promotes prosperity for all and protects the
environment; where walking, cycling, public
transport and sustainable freight provide real travelal t er nat i ves o

To achieve the objectives of the RTP participation and consultation processes
were undergone to ensure the support and cooperation of all parties involved
in the development and implementation of the strategies held therein. These
included the general public, stakeholders, partners, pressure groups and
voluntary, community and commercial organisations.

Sewta is a consortium of the ten local authorities in South East Wales
(Blaenau Gwent, Bridgend, Caerphilly, Cardiff, Merthyr Tydfil, Monmouthshire,
Newport, Rhondda Cynon Taf, Torfaen and Vale of Glamorgan).

Sewta operates through a Board of elected members (two from each
authority) with co-opted representatives of the partners (Confederation of
Passenger Transport, Network Rail, Bus Users UK, Arriva Trains Wales,
Passenger Focus and Sustrans).

The Board is supported by a Directorate made up of senior officers of the ten
constituent local authorities and nominees from the six partners. The
Economic Development and Transport Directorate of the Welsh Assembly
Government also has a place on the Directorate.

Technical work is carried out by a series of working groups, made up of
officers from the authorities.

In addition to the formalised structure, there are also a wide range of
stakeholders, including:

0 Users and beneficiaries
0 Service providers



o Those with governance responsibilities
o Those who influence public and technical opinion

The structure adopted by Sewta enables the effective engagement of all, and

allows for effective public participation. The structure is illustrated in Figure 1.

Figure 1 i How Sewta works with its Partners, Stakeholders and the
Public
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2. Participation T A Concept

Sewta works closely with all its partners and stakeholders to improve
transport for the community.

Sewta believes in undertaking meaningful engagement as part of the
development of the Regional Transport Plan (RTP), at both participative and
consultative levels, to ensure the community has the opportunity to directly
influence the policies and proposals contained therein, thus engendering the
ownership of the RTP by all.

The RTP participation process provided Sewta with direction for the RTP and
enabled sewta to distinguish strengths, weaknesses, opportunities and threats
within the region.



3. Participation to Date

It is not appropriate to use the same participative techniques with all groups.
As such, a range of public engagement mechanisms have been adopted to
ensure maximum public engagement is achieved.

The methods have altered as the Plan has developed from participative to
consultative processes. This is because experience has shown that the
general public are easier to engage once firm details are available to them;
whereas stakeholders, pressure groups and corporate, community and
voluntary organisations are more able to directly input into the development of
the strategy.

A summary of the participation to date follows. For convenience this has been
disaggregated into the following categories:

o Internal
o Partners & Stakeholders
o Other

Internal

Through the leadership of the RTP subgroup, all of Sewtads working
groups are consulted at each stage and contribute important elements to the

production of the RTP. These groups cover a broad range of modal,

administrative and financial transportation options and consist of
representatives of the Sewta central support unit, the ten local authorities and

partner organisations in order to ensure the incorporation of varied and vital

aspects of transportation within the Sewta region.

Partners & Stakeholders

To maximise the impact of the participation exercises, the input of the
partners and stakeholders frequently overlaps. Therefore, the input of both
groups has been considered collectively. A summary of the structured
participation of both groups is shown in Table 1. It should be noted, however,
that additional informal engagement has occurred throughout the
development of the draft RTP.

In addition, Sewta liaises closely with adjacent transport consortia as well as
other local regional groups (South East Wales Economic Forum i SEWEF,
Regional Planning Forum i SEWRPG and the Regional Housing Forum i
SEWRHF), to ensure effective cross-discipline input to the RTP.



Table 1 - Partner / Stakeholder Participation

Name Date Form Purpose Target Groups Number | Number of
consulted/ | responses/
invited attendees
Stakeholder May Detailed Issued with the invitations to the | Stakeholders, 247 25
Questionnaire 2006 guestionnaire Stakeholder Consultation Day to | Partners, Community
1) enable those who were & Town Councils,
unable to attend the event to Transport Operators,
have an input, and 2) allow Pressure Groups,
workshop attendees to formally | Business Forum,
submit their comments outside Other Interested
of the workshop environment. Parties
Local Authority May Detailed To identify transported related Local Authorities (all 10 10
Of fi cer s 62006 guestionnaire / | problems and issues from the transportation
Questionnaire data collection | local authorities perspective functions)
Member May Facilitated To enable Members to provide Council Members 50 44
Consultation Day | 2006 Interactive direction to the RTP and, as
Workshops representatives of the public,
enable them to provide an input
into the problems and
opportunities for regional
transport.
Partner Interviews | June Structured face- | To ascertain partner views on Partners 6 6
2006 to-face the direction and content of the
interviews RTP
Stakeholder July Facilitated Gain the opinions of a wide Stakeholders, 247 39
Consultation Day | 2006 Interactive range of stakeholders on their Partners, Community
Workshops vision, opportunities, themes, & Town Councils,

possible measures and the way

Transport Operators,




forward for transport in South
Wales

Pressure Groups,
Business Forum,
Other Interested
Parties.

Draft SEA Scoping | July Document To ascertain the views of Statutory Consultees 3 3
Report 2006 Consultation statutory bodies on the
Consultation proposed SEA process and
Scoping Report
Local Government | Sept Facilitated To ascertain the views of local Senior Local 51 40
Officers (multi- 2006 Interactive government officers to ensure Government Officers
disciplinary) Workshops the emerging document covers | (multi-disciplinary)
Consultation Day all aspects of local government.
Outline Regional Jan Document To obtain the comments of all Stakeholders, Unlimited 20
Transport Plan 2007 Consultation parties on the Outline Plan, to Partners, Community
Consultation enable their comments to & Town Councils,
influence the draft plan. Transport Operators,
Pressure Groups,
Business Forum,
Other Interested
Parties, The Public
Preliminary April Facilitated To develop the preliminary Local Authorities 15 14
Programme 2008 Group programme for inclusion in the
Consultation (Draft Discussion draft RTP

RTP)




Other

Sewta carried out opinion surveys in 2005. Respondents ranked different aspects of rail and
bus services as poor, average, good or excellent which assisted in the identification of current
levels of satisfaction with public transport.

In addition to the bespoke participation exercises undertaken by Sewta, extensive use has been
made of other public consultation exercises that have been carried out, both nationally and
locally by third parties, to provide background understanding for the development of the RTP.
For example, the National Passenger Survey, undertaken by Passenger Focus for all Arriva
Trains Wales services on a six monthly basis, provides a twice-yearly picture of rail u s e
satisfaction. This information provides a useful insight into the passenger experience; however,
third party information has always been considered within the context of which it is collated.

4. RTP Consultation
4.1 Consultation i A Concept

The RTP consultation was undergone as a regulatory process to involve the public and interest
groups in the matters which affected the transport in their region. The main goals of the
consultation were to improve the efficiency, transparency and public involvement in the policies
and schemes suggested within the RTP and involved notification through publicity and a two
way flow of information and opinion exchange during the RTP development period.

After the draft version of the RTP was correlated and published from the information gathered
from the participation sources described above a full consultation was launched to ensure full
cooperation and coordination of stakeholders, partners and the general public. The consultation
period spanned between 6" August 2008 and 10™ October 2008 and included consultation
which was undertaken through a variety of means.

e Electronic copies were made available to the public through the SEWTA and Local
authority websites (bilingual T Welsh and English)

e Copies of the RTP were made available for public distribution in libraries which were
promoted by posters displaying their presence

e Direct distribution of RTP in electronic and hard copied formats by SEWTA

e Presentations to stakeholders and partners

The process of consultation involved making available the consultation subject source
information, identifying consultees, establishing the means of dialogue, conducting that
dialogue, evaluating the views received and setting out conclusions, amending actions, giving
feedback to stakeholders and supporting ongoing consultation activities.

Websites
Bilingual electronic versions of the consultative draft RTP were made available to download on

the Sewta website (http://www.sewta.gov.uk/strategy.htm) and on constituent local authority
websites.

4.2 Libraries

r

(@}


http://www.sewta.gov.uk/strategy.htm

Copies of the RTP were made available for public viewing and public distribution in electronic
formats. Therefore, the general public were issued with firm details of the RTP context,
consultation forms for standard responses and were made aware of availability of these sources
through posters displayed at distinct locations. The libraries that participated in the consultation
process included:

Table 2: Participating libraries displaying consultation documents

Local Authorities No. of Libraries

Cardiff CC 21 and 7 leisure centres

Newport CC Newport Central Library (central distribution to other libraries in
Newport CBC)

Vale of Glamorgan 11 (incl. 2 mobile)

Blaenau Gwent 7 (incl. 1 mobile)

Bridgend 16

Torfaen 6 (incl. 2 mobile)

Merthyr Tydfil Central library (central distribution to other libraries in Merthyr
Tydfil CBC)

Rhondda Cynon Taff 29 libraries (incl. 4 mobile)

Monmouthshire 7 (incl. 1 mobile)

Caerphilly 20 (incl. 1 mobile)

4.3 Direct Distribution

Sewta directly distributed 277 copies of the draft RTP consultation document to councils,
members and other sources (organisations, general public, stakeholders/partners) and a further
730 copies were made available to the ten constituent SEWTA authorities for  circulation
around their respective counties and councils, taking into account councillors, businesses,
schools, interest groups and charitable organisations. Therefore, a total of 1007 copies of the
draft RTP consultation document were distributed throughout the SEWTA region.

4.4 Presentations

Presentations to clarify and summarise the RTP document and to establish direct contact with
participants were made available. These presentations were given at a number of locations, to a
number of stakeholders, interest groups and corporate, community and voluntary organisations.
These are displayed in Table 3:

Table 3: Presentations Given

Presentation To: Location
Voluntary Action Merthyr Tydfil Community Transport Forum Merthyr Tydfil
Cardiff Transport Focus Group Cardiff
WCVA Cardiff
Cardiff Environmental and Economic Scrutiny Committee Cardiff
Caerphilly Regeneration Scrutiny Committee Hengoed
Cardiff Internal Policy Group Cardiff
Bridgend CBC Bridgend
Newport CC Newport
WAG Treforest
Bridgend Environmental Partnership Bridgend
SHOUT Maesteg
Bridgend CBC Local Service Board Bridgend
Bridgend CBC Departmental Management Team Bridgend
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4.5 Responses Received

Responses were received through both email (26%) and letter (74%) correspondences by the
general public, members, stakeholders, pressure groups and organisations. A list of
respondents is displayed in Table 4 below:

Table 4. Respondents

Individual Respondents Other Respondents
Adams, Mark ClIr Abergavenny Town Council
Baker, Annette Age concern morgannwg
Barnes, Juliet Ancient Monuments Administration, Cadw
Barry, Mark Aquabus
Bevan, Robert ClIr Arriva Trains Wales
Chandler, Rich Bedwas, Trethomas & Machen Community Council
Charles, John Better Trains for Chepstow campaign
David, Wynne Brackla Community Council
Davies, Ceri Brecon Beacons National Park Authority
Davies, Dai MP Bridgend Communities First
Fawcett, Adrian Bridgend Town council
Gainsbury, Andrew British Waterways and Border counties
Griffiths, John AM Bryn y cwm community forum
Guppy, Linda ClIr Campaign for National Parks
Harris, James ClIr Capital Regional Tourism
Hutchings, E Cardiff Bus
Iranca-Davies, Huw Cardiff Cycling Campaign
Jenkins, Bethan AM CECA
Jenkins, Victoria Chepstow Town Council
Jones, Ron ClIr CILT
Law, Trish AM Clinical Futures
Margerison, Lynette Clive Betts Associates
Martin, Christine Communities First
Mawby, Brian Clir Countryside council for Wales
Murray, lan CPT cymru
Palmer, L CTA
Parker, AC CTC (Monmouthshire)
Pembridge, Fred Cynllo Kymry
Phillips, Sarah Cynon Valley Plaid Cymru
Potts, Tony ClIr Design Commission for Wales
Tasker, M. Farmer Union of Wales, Glamorgan Branch
Westley, Tina Friends of the Earth
Williams, Toni Gelligaer Community Council
Williams, Trystan Guide dogs for the blind association
Gwent NHS Trust
Gwent Wildlife Trust
Heddlu Gwent Police
Highways agency
Home Builders Federation Ltd
Homes Wales and Barrat South Wales
Inland waterways advisory council
Maesteg Community Council
Maesteg East Labour Team
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MAG Cymru
Merthyr Tydfil Community Transport Forum
Metrix
Mitchel Troy united community council
MOD
Monmouth & District Chamber of Trade and
Commerce
Monmouth sustainable Transport Group
Monmouthshire Environment Partnership Board
Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners
Newbridge Construction Limited
Newport Transport
National Grid
Passenger Focus
Penarth Town Council
Pencoed Town Council
PTI cymru
RAC foundation
Rail future
Ramblers Association Cardiff Group
RCT health social care and wellbeing partnership
RSPB
Safety Camera Partnership
Severn Tunnel Action Group
SEWEF
SHOUT
Silverline
South Wales Police
St Athan Community Council
Sustainable Transport Cymru
Sustrans
Transition Chepstow
Usk civic Society
WAG
Wales biodiversity partnership
Silverline
South Wales Police
St Athan Community Council
Sustainable Transport Cymru
Sustrans
Transition Chepstow
Usk civic Society
Welsh Assembly Government
Wales biodiversity partnership

As is displayed by the list of respondents to the RTP consultative draft a large number of
internal and external stakeholders have had involvement in the production of the RTP. The
internal stakeholders which have had their say include council planners, transport co-ordinators,
educational bodies, ecologists and economists. The external stakeholders which have had
involvement include health services, large employers and trade unions, community councils,
national agencies (CCW & CADW), voluntary organisations and neighbouring organisations

including the three other regional consortia in Wales.
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Overall 940 issues were raised by 132 respondents. The responses to the Draft RTP were
reviewed systematically and amendments were made to the RTP taking account the contents of
these responses.

4.6 Points Raised

The responses received from the consultation process are displayed in detail in appendix A
alongside sewta responses to specific comments. Sewta will seek to incorporate the
recommendations for consideration into the finalised version of the RTP for publication in March
20009.

5. Conclusion

To date, Sewta has undertaken appropriate and thorough participation and consultation
processes which have enabled all parties to directly input into the development of the RTP.
Sewta has welcomed participation from all interested parties to ensure that the finalised version
of the RTP is widely accredited and ensures the economic, environmental and social
sustainability and viability of the south east Wales region.

Sewta is in the process of further developing its participation strategy to maximise the impact of
its engagement with all parties as the RTP progresses towards adoption - and beyond.

Sewta will undertake further participation processes to ensure all stakeholders have significant
input into schemes and the development of policies and actions within their communities.
Further work is needed to develop the five year programme further in line with funding
opportunities which become available.
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Appendix A: Consultative Draft RTP Consultation
Comments and Sewta Responses to Consultation
Comments

1. Abergavenny Town Council Comments

These comments are from the Abergavenny Town Council on the above document. | hope you will be able to take
them into account.

1. The Town Council was concerned that there should be better car parking at the railway station. The train service
from Abergavenny is quite good, but in the absence of good parking many people who live in the surrounding rural
areas are discouraged from using it.

2. Better signage is needed to deter HGVs on through journeys from driving through the centre of town. We
recognise that it is a trunk road but there are routes to Hereford, Brecon, Pontypool and Ebbw Vale that do not
need the HGVs to go through the town causing obstruction in the narrow streets.

3. Bus connection from the railway station to the Town Centre is non-existent. There are a number of people living
in that area as well as visitors from the trains who could benefit from such a service. we are aware that it used to
exist but was stopped due to poor take-up, but good time-tabling and the greater emphasis on public transport now
should make it viable.

4. Better information for travellers at the bus station would help a great deal. At present it is very difficult to know
what is available.

Sewta Responses to Abergavenny Town Council Comments

lack of car parking at Abergavenny station is Identified in table 5.5

discouraging use of public transport

signage to deter HGV's from driving through Addressed in section 5.15 by freight
Abergavenny town centre, other routes available traffic benefiting by clearer signage in

the interests of through traffic

No bus connection from rail station to Abergavenny town | Bus access improvements ldentified in
centre, increased take up might make it viable table 5.5

Improvement of information at Abergavenny bus station Public transport information provision
addressed in sections 4.10 and 5.7
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2. Age Concern Morgannwg Comments
Response to SEWTA consultation document:

Since starting work for Age Concern Morgannwg i
Rhondda Cynon Taff, which are funded from the O
have met probably over a thousand people who consistently talk about Transport.

Wherever you go, whatever you do, whoever you meet, the main subject leads to transport.

With this in mind | met Professor Struart Cole from Transport UK and University of Glamorgan, who talked to us on
the Bwcabus Scheme which is planned for Carmarthen area. Briefly: the Bwcabus scheme is organised by smaller
buses picking up people at their request, at their homes, which then connects people with a bus to wherever their
destination, all organised via satellite/computer network.

n October
| der Peor

The seminar where Professor Stuart Cole gave his presentation was ambitious, but it was important we carried on

with the consultation exercise from people who attend the 50 plus Forums in RCT and beyond.

Although questionnaireshavebeen compl eted and coll ated, the people ge
that they canét expect anything better, that this is par

With this in mind, | have listened to over 1,000 people in RCT about the lack of communication with the bus

companies, the lack of cooperation from the Council,

the general feeling of isolation and social exclusion, and this will always be the case: has led me to think | have to

do something about this.

Recently, at the OPAG Ol der Peoplebs Advisory Group where
highlight issues, we had a speaker from the finance Department who talked to us about the budget for 2009/10.

There was money put aside for Highways but only a small amount from the RCT Council for Transport. The rest of

the funding is from the WAG. The funding to Community Transport Scheme is substantial but evidence suggests

that the service people received in 2006/7 was good but now in 2008 is very poor.

It has been said that communication isndét a problem, the
internet or phone Traveline. However, they tell me, onlyl% of older people have access to the internet. In addition |
amtoldthat Tr avel ine i s not as efficient as itsé claimed to b

When you look at Cardiff Bus which is controlled mainly by the Council, they serve their customers very well, there
is a timetable posted to each household on everything relating to travel in the Cardiff area, there are computer
signs in all the bus stops telling people how long they have to wait for the next bus; The RCT Council have
basically handed over responsibility and funding to the Bus Companies without taking responsibility themselves.

One woman told me she stands on the bus stop in Treherbert at 10am in hope that a bus will come along. How can
anyone rely on a bus if they were going to a place of work!

| have read the SEWTA report and they emphasise the social aspect of transport, but not enough is said about
people living in isolation, not being apart of their community and mostly the stress poor transport causes.

A whole area like Rhondda Cynon Taff with a population of over 250 thousand people, surely deserve a decent,
reliable, informed, transport system.

This is not the case at present.

USER COMMENTS

I. ACCESS

A. Easy/difficulty

1) Wife is disabledd hard for her to get on/off no easy loaderd large stepsd very limited buses.
2) Up to driver if he uses loader.

3) Steep pavement trips people up.

4) Chicane in roadd makes people trip/fall.

5) Bad combination of bus steps & high steps/pavement.

6) Many people have mobility/ physical problems in area, ¢
B. Causes

1) More people who live at the top of the valleys have mobility problems.

2) Steps,impati ent drivers, especially I ocal drivers O6Welsh N

3) Rude to the elderlyd need better customer care skills.

C. Wheelchairs

1) Man with no |
attitude from

2) No room for luggage.

3) Conflict between prams/wheelchairs. Limited room. Elderly and people with kids are discriminated against.
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4)
5)
6)

Noticesd priority for wheelchair users.
Bad weatherd busier buses.
No notice taken of complaints.

D. Difficulty with shopping

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

Candét | ift to luggage space.

No one gets up to give a seat.

Pramsinthewayd candét get on to bus/ wheelchair place.
Are drivers allowed to help lift? Passengers need to know.

Bring back conductors.

E. Worst Problems

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

Steps are too high on the old buses.

Difficult to access with heavy bags and no space for luggage.
Lack of provision for disabled.

Steps too high. My wife has difficulty getting on.

Poor access for people with mobility.

. Improvements Needed

Redesign the interior front space of buses.

Bus should have adjustable steps; that is ones that can be lowered by the driver.
More low steps on the buses.

Reallocate space for cargo in future redesign.

Using the newer buses.

Integration with cycle use.

II. BUS STOPS

A.

Easy or difficult

Difficultd no crossings, near, dangerous due to levels of traffic.

Easyd right opposite my house.

Down the valley stops harder to access.

Very difficult, live at top of hill with no stop near. Tend to use TraVol or connection bus but this is limited
particularly in evening.

Timetables
In some areas but not all.
Very few timetables but can be accessed at library.

Large print

Print too small to read.

Up to date

| dondét think so but | find it hard to read.

Condition of timetables, tatty looking.

. Timetable for each route?

Donot think so.

. Sheltersd do they have one?

There are shelters but many are vandalized.
Not at the top or Bute Street or Tynewydd, Ynyswen.
Intermittent.

. Sheltersd lit
None are |it but there arendét many | ate buses.
Street | ighting, thatds al/l

. Sheltersd state of repair

New shelters have been installed.
Certain areas are worse.
Different degreesd writing, smashed shelters.

Seats
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1) No seats.
2) Some have a bar you can lean on.

J. Difficulties or no seats

1) I have to stand so tend to lean on the wall or walk around to ease pain.
2) Problems standing for long periods and my legs ache.

3) Would not be able to stand due to arthritis.

4) | suffer pain in back after standing still for any time periods.

K. Seats on stops
1) Not enough seats where there are some.
2) It depends on the times and how often the buses arrive.

3) Big problem is the shelters arendt | ageguaderhe shelgrs atalln d

4) If there was a more regular service you may have more room under the shelters.

L. Waiting time

1) Try and wait wuntil I know when itdéds due so | donobt
2) Road works throwing out schedule of buses. Many delays

3) Can be waiting a long while.

4) Some buses are early and wait at top on Blaenrhondda. You can get buses stacked up waiting.

M. Shelters and seats
1) Dorset has all these.
e Clear time tables.
e Too many people candt read these.
e Electronic displays for next buses due.
e Lit during winter months.
2) Many elderly feel unsafe at stops at night time.
3) Many young people gathered at stop can be very intimidating.
4) More youth shelters to keep youngsters away.

N. Worst Difficulty

1) Lack of shelter and seats.

2) Poor timetables.

3) The thing that is most annoying is the vandalism that takes place,
leaving the elderly disadvantaged.

O. Improvements

1) Clearertimetables.

2) Put suitable seating or bars to lean on.

3) CCTV cameras in the area.

4) New shelters complete with seating + bus time informationd electronic or printed.

I. COMFORT AND SAFETY

A. Seats

1) Generally first on the train, it is running.
2) Coming back up fight for the seats.

3) No one volunteers seats, often standing.

4) Pain as | canét stand for | ong.

B. Difficulties

1) Pain, discomfort, thrown about when stopping quickly. Nothing to hold on to. Side seats very dangerous, can
fall/stumble.

2) Lack of things to hold on to, no seatbelts, nothing to stop you falling

3) Narrow seatsd up against seat in front.

4) Train seats are okd problem with luggaged no roomd have to hold them. Racks not big enough.
5) Feel squashed up next to persond not enough leg room.

C. Shopping
1) Not enough room for shopping. Small luggage areas.
2) Redesign interior of front of bus. High proportion of wheelchairs, zimmers, pushchairs.

14
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3)
4)
5)
6)
7)

D.

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)

Buses designed to carry people and tolerate a little luggaged need room for both.
Cyclist on traind no room for bikes.

Need more bike room to encourage cycling.

Seat to doord if crowdedd narrow aislesd tend to hit people.

Depends how full buses are. Easy to on/of if bus is quiet.

Drivers
Some good quality drivers.
6 Me c h ani coabrakeygrimdinganpisies.

Speeding, dondt feel safe.
Donét wait for people to sit down before starting.
Donétd pul | 0icars parked gt husstopst o p s

E. How safe?

1)

2)
3)

O. k. in general. dDdounkd, thad dpehaviouw, poori lamguage, entimidated. Feel sorry for
drivers.

Many feel uncomfortable. Use car in the night.

Irregular buses at night. Very few older people at night. Restricts evening activities. Poor timing of last buses.

F. Worst Problems

1)

3)

Intimidation from young people.

Have no problems with comfort.

| feel safe and comfortable on trains and buses during day time.

Speeding. Buses inconvenient in the evening and the fear of bad behaviour.

No problem. Do not travel in the evening.

Poorly designed buses, e.g.; adequate provision for luggage pushchairs, wheelchairs shopping.

. Improvements

1) Better design for people and things.

IV. COMMUNITY TRANSPORT SCHEMES

No one present had actually used a Community Transport Scheme, but had opinions of Community Transport
Schemes, included.

A. Questions and comments

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)

7
8)
9)

One goes every Thursday or is it once per month?

| think there is a threat of closing it down.

I wonder how much it is publicized. | am not quite sure of the scheme.

| attended a series of meetings in Pontypridd, to ask if we needed community transport.

If people are unaware, could we use the Cwmni Communities First office for information?

What is the community transport with the surgery in Tynewydd? | have seen notices up, if you need a ride,

they have transport.

| take my husband, who has Al zheimerds, because we
If | ever got to a point where | needed help, could | rely on neighbours? | would go to the library for information.
Is Travol the only Community Transport Scheme in this area?

10) We have asked the Travol to come to talk to our day group, but they never came.
11) With our community group, we have difficulty finding services.

B. Worst problems

1)
2)
3)
4)

More information regarding contact.

Mini bus hire for groups might be useful. If it exists, then let it be known.
More information should be circulated to homes.

Community Transport in the area to be publicized more.

V. ROUTES, CONVENIENCE AND CO-ORDINATION

A. Convenience

1)

Ponty (Weds evening) 8.am busd arrive an hour early.
1.36 or 3.360 Easy to miss bus/train long wait for next bus.
Better timed, need more frequent on Sunday & evenings.
Only hourly after 7.00 pm.
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5)
6)

No late buses.

route.

2 changes to Cardiff.

8) 2 hours to Caerphilly from Treherbert.
9 Wife handicapped.
10) 10.50pm train from Cardiffd last train.

7

Donoét

11) Full of young people from Treforest/Ponty. Intimidate other passengersd fight on trainsd every Friday night.

Cardiffd bus to Pandy, change to Cardiff, goes around villages. Or down to Porth then bus to Cardiffd quicker

use travel muc h.

2/3 coaches per train. Young girl was frightened to get hurt.

12) AMy wi fe scared stiffo.

13) 4 men on train, one had a pint glass. Security told him off and apologised to us for withessing violence.

Security have to be careful when dealing with violence.
14) ANo al cohol on traino si

gns

on stations

15) Takes a lot of time and left in cold when changing trains/buses.

B. Reliability

Time pretty good especially outside of the rush hour
No bus to the railway station any more (Rail Link?)
Need better connections.

No bus from Treherbert, Blaen Rhondda/Blaencwm
Would like bus to run 5 minutes either way

Every 15 minutes at the moment

Can live with 5/10 minutes late. If early, have even more of a wait

Cost of bus too high-- £3 minutes for a few miles. Trains better value--£3-5 for a lot more miles
Weekendd Saturday(days) need either same or more frequent to weekdays.

10) Sundaysd Morning, hardly any transport. No bus routes till after lunch.

11) Trains only run 2 hourly on Sunday.
12) PMOBuses dondt do full
13) Eveningd Every hourd not frequent enough.

14) Dondét wuse buses on

C. Worst Problems

1) Trains too infrequent on Sundays

2) Lack of co-ordination between train & bus services.
3) Routes not convenient to Cardiff or Porthcawl, etc.
4)
5) Length of time horrendous
D.
1)
2)
3)

Solutions

Zero pollution

Real time interactived (integrated system)
Customised public transport

l ength

Saturday

of nor mal

evening.

To get to Cardiff by bus you have to go to Tonypandy or Pontypridd & Change.

Sewta Responses to Age Concern Morgannwg Comments

CT should improve to standards in 2006 with substantial
funding to support services

Enhancement programme addressed in
section 4.9

Information communication is not a problem with
timetables, the internet and Traveline, however only 1%
of older people have the internet and Traveline should be
more efficient

Public transport information provision
addressed in sections 4.10 and 5.7.
See also policy AEP1.

RCT should take more responsibility over funding issues
rather than passing them directly to bus companies

Funding issues are addressed in
section 7.1 and 7.2. Local authorities
regulatory and administrative duties
related to buses addressed in section
4.7

Not enough is said in the RTP concerning people living in
isolation and the stress that public transport causes them

To be further developed through action
AEAL.

Elderly people are discriminated against on buses,
wheelchairs should have priorities for limited space, and
no notice is taken of complaints

To be further developed through action
AEAL.
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Improvements are needed in the interior front space of
buses, adjustable steps, low steps, reallocation of cargo
in future design, newer buses on routes and integration
with cycle use is needed

To be further developed through action
AEAL.

Timetables should be available at every public transport
location with large print, kept up to date and a timetable
should be available for every route

High quality standards for public
transport information is addressed in
section 4.10 (lIP3, 11A2, IIA5) and 5.7

clean, maintained, well lit bus shelters with seats should
be available at every bus stop with electronic or printed
information

Addressed in section 4.8 BUP3 and
BUA3

CCTV should be installed around bus stops as elderly do
not feel secure especially in the evening

Security issues addressed in section
4.8 BUA3

Better design of buses and trains is needed to
accommodate people and their things such as shopping,
bicycles and fold down seating should be available for
elderly

Rolling stock improvements addressed
in section 4.7 RAA1 and improvement
to the quality of buses addressed in
section 4.8 BUA2

For CT more contact information is needed as it is
unclear where or how this operates, minibus hire for
groups may be useful but don't know if it exists,
information should be circulated to homes, CT should be
publicised

Improved information addressed in
section 4.10 IIA5

More frequent trains on Sundays

Service improvements addressed in
section 4.7

Lack of coordination between train and bus services

Integration between services addressed
in section 4.10

Routes not convenient to Cardiff (via Tonypandy or
Pontypridd) or Porthcawl from RCT and journey times are
too long

Service Improvements and further
extensions addressed by RAP1 and
RAA1
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3. Ancient Monuments Administration, CADW Comments

Dear Sirs
DRAFT REGIONAL TRANSPORT PLAN CONSULTATION

| refer to your letter of 15 August, addressed to Mrs Judith Alfrey, seeking Cadw's comments on the draft plan. |
apologise for the delay in responding and for missing your deadline.

Cadw has few comments to offer, if you are still prepared to accept them. However, we do have some concerns at
the fact that there is little reference to the historic environment. To help correct this, we would suggest that the
objectives shown in Section 5 on page 9 and in Section 10 on page 48, "To reduce the impact of the transport
system on the natural and built environment." is amended to read as "To reduce the impact of the transport system
on the natural, built and historic environment."

Given the high level of the document, possibly the key type of historic asset that should inform the plan is the
historic landscapes on the CCW/Cadw Register of Landscapes of Historic Interest in Wales. There appears to be
no reference to these in the document, but it is important that the transport plan should be informed by the register,
particularly where projects are of some size and likely to have more than a very localised impact. If you would like
further information on this issue please let me know.

Sewta Responses to Ancient Monuments Administration, CADW Comments

little reference to the historic environment, Objective on Objective amended to read include
pg 9 & pg 48 should be changed from "To reduce the historic environment

impact of the transport system on the natural and built
environment" to reduce the impact of the transport
system on the natural, built and historic environment"

Important that the transport plan consults with Work with various stakeholders and
CCW/Cadw register especially when a project will have a | partners is addressed throughout RTP
regional impact
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4. Aquabus Comments

We have a pilot scheme running commercially and we are in talks with
Cardiff Harbour Authority with regard to a subsidised commuter

service. We are currently looking for funding.

Sewta Responses to Aquabus Comments

Seeking funding for and in talks with Cardiff Harbour

Authority for a subsidised commuter route in Cardiff Bay

To be addressed
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5. Arriva Trains Wales Comments

CONSULTATION RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT Sewta REGIONAL TRANSPORT PLAN (RTP)

The following is Arriva ThesdliantsfeatWesl obtheORTR io sonfar rag iarelagtes ton
passenger rail transportation. We have here sought to highlight more the principles of what we believe the RTP
should convey as a strategic document as it relates to passenger rail services.

Sewta is aware of our obligations within the existing Franchise Agreement for the provision and development of
passenger rail services in Wales and that Sewta also understands our contractual relationship with both Welsh
Assembly Government and Department for Transport, in particular the funding arrangements which allow train
services to operate according to the specification contained within the Passenger Service Requirement. Any
expansion to the current suite of train services may be considered on a commercial basis by ATW or provided for
by third party funding in a non-commercial context.

Our comments relate to the specific items as they concern passenger rail services and as per the clause numbers
and strategy statements used as under:

5. The Preferred Strategy
5.6.3 Promotion of Further Improvements to the Rail System

Investment in rail services and facilities will require significant funding particularly for
capital investment programmes for infrastructure enhancements. The amount of ongoing
funding for the maintenance of these enhancements will require careful consideration and
assessment and we would expect to be consulted on the likelihood of any financial
liabilities arising from the implementation of projects and schemes before they are granted
approval and, of course, in tandem with Welsh Assembly Government.

We welcome both the desire to reduce journey times and to improve line speeds and
reliability, including the quality of trains. The former will require major infrastructure
investment as will the latter with ongoing revenue funding. Further train service aspirations
have been identified in other plans such as the Wales Route Utilisation Strategy and more
work is required to ensure that timetable development is prudently based on what the
demand forecast is likely to be.

In so far as new line openings and station developments are concerned, it is well worth
taking account of the existing stations and whether their further development might be a
more cost-effective option. It also therefore essential that car parking at stations gains
more emphasis within the RTP to make best use of existing train service capacity and
facilities.

Further developments at existing stations will be welcomed, particularly the access to and
within the stations themselves. ATW has identified all the current shortcomings for access
for all of its stations and would be keen to work with all stakeholders to deliver
improvements for persons with reduced mobility.

5.9 Integration

Any integration point must be designed so that the transfer from one mode to another is
seamless. Any impediment to passenger flows will not be attractive to an existing user of
public transport and will be self-defeating if the objective is to encourage public transport
and reduce car use. Capacity on all forms of passenger transport would need to
adequately assessed and surveyed so that the potential numbers of passengers can be
accommodated.

5.9.6 | The consideration of the use of Smartcards (or similar technology) is one which Welsh
Assembly Government has also recently focussed attention on. It is essential that the
technology employed is fit for purpose, adaptable for future needs and has high
compatibility with all transportation ticketing and gating systems. The processes and
issues for revenue attribution amongst all parties will need extremely careful thought and
planning.
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In conclusion, | trust that the foregoing provides you with useful feedback but please do not hesitate in contacting

me further should you require any clarification.

Sewta Responses to Arriva Trains Wales Comments

Investment in rail services and facilities will require
significant investment particularly for capital investment
programmes for infrastructure enhancements, the
amount of funding for maintenance of these programmes
will need careful consideration and assessment and
consultations with ATW would have to be undergone
concerning financial liabilities before approval could be
granted

Funding opportunities for rail addressed
in section 5.5 and section 7

To reduce journey times, increase line speeds and
reliability and improve the quality of trains major
investment will be needed with ongoing revenue funding

Ongoing revenue funding and capital
funding opportunities are addressed in
section 7.1 and 7.2

More work is required to ensure that timetable
development is based on the forecast demand

Improvements to timetable information
addressed in section 5.7 and enhanced
frequency improvements addressed in
section 5.5.

further development of existing stations may be a more
cost effective option than the opening of all new stations,
therefore it is also necessary to emphasise more on car
parking provision in the RTP and access to and within
stations to make better use of existing facilities

Development of existing stations
addressed in section 5.5 and enhanced
parking facilities at stations addressed
in section 5.7.

Integration points must be designed to ensure seamless
transfer between modes to reduce car use and capacity
on all public transport needs to be assessed so that

potential numbers of passengers can be accommodated

Interchanges as addressed in section
4.10 will be developed at the 14 key
settlements and at other appropriate
locations with seamless integration
between services sought

Essential that smartcard technology is fit for purpose,
adaptable for future needs and has high compatibility with
all transportation ticketing and gating systems and the
revenue distribution will need meticulous thought and
planning

Integrated ticketing and smartcard
proposals are addressed in section 4.10
IIP2, 11A4 and 5.6.3
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6. Baker, Annette Comments
Thank you for your presentations at the workshop regarding the SEWTA plan. They were very helpful.

| understand that SEWTA is not responsible for the building of a new road across the Gwent Levels, but is
supporting the idea.

| would like to add my voice to the chorus of dissent and would be grateful if you could forward this to the
appropriate person if necessary:

1)  Building this road would mean many more human lives being affected by road noise and pollution, quite apart
from loss of delicate habitat which, with climate change already spinning out of control, we cannot afford.

2) Jane Davidson came to the Green Fair in Llanidloes at the weekend and established Wales as having firm
green credentials. How can Wales then fly in the face of these ideals?

3) The South Wales economy would not be destroyed if this road was not built. Propaganda such as this is
quite scandalous. South Wales has huge potential to develop its local economy.

4)  We should be trying to move large delivery vehicles off our roads and replacing them with smaller hybrid or
electric vehicles.

5) Small towns could be connected to the cities by electric buses, railways could be enhanced and emissions
lowered if our money was spent wisely.

There are of course many other reasons for not destroying this wild and beautiful place but the people with the plan
seem intent on steamrollering it through. Please try to stop them, for all our sakes.

Sewta Responses to Baker, Annette Comments

Move large delivery vehicles off our roads and replace Modal shift from road freight to rail/sea

them with smaller hybrid/electric vehicles movements is addressed in section
4.15

Small towns should be connected to cities through Improved efficient transport links

electric buses and railways which could be enhanced and | between key settlements and their

generate a reduction in emissions hinterlands is addressed in priority 4

and section 4.4 PLP1 with the
improvement of the quality of buses and
railways addressed in section 4.8 BUA2
and 4.7 RAA1
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7. Barnes, Juliet Comments
I have some comments to make on the proposed Regional Transport Plan.

| applaud generally the aims to make regional transport co-ordinated and sustainable, and agree that the preferred
strategy provides a reasonable all round start to tackling our changing transport needs. However | would like to
make the following points.

e | believe that dependence on the car should be deterred and efforts to do this should be a priority.
Alternatives to driving, whilst being encouraged, still have some drawbacks which may be addressed in
some of the ways outlined in the strategy but which still need to be looked at from different points of view.
At present speaking from my own local Pontypool perspective, train services on the Hereford-Pontypool-
Cardiff service are too infrequent, many trains not stopping at Pontypool at all, necessitating a drive to
Cwmbran station. Pontypool station also is not even in the town, but about 2 miles out, requiring another
drive to the station. Measures like Shuttle buses to and from stations could encourage more public
transport use.

e Any bus service developed must provide frequent services, | do not think that people in this age will
tolerate waiting more than 10-15 minutes for any bus. Also while services linking small communities should
be developed, the faster services with fewer stops such as the X20 and X24 are a positive move.

e While we may wish to use cars less, it has to be said that bus journeys on the same routes cost more than
equivalent petrol costs even taking into account rising petrol prices, and this is not an incentive for people
to leave their cars at home. Unless fares are subsidised and the cost of bus/rail travel made more
competitive, people will be put off from using public transport on a cost basis.

o Any strategy will be useless unless local and national planners take heed of it when building new housing,
superstores, shopping and work areas. The tendency to build big retail parks only accessible by car has
been a blight in this area and has caused many of the problems we now experience. Local authority
planners in particular fail to see the bigger picture when building, or what is amusingly called 'regenerating'.

e Small valley towns are suffering on an economic level as the drift of commercial services continues to
centres such as Newport Cwmbran and Cardiff. | think it is sad that we need to drive or get a bus because
it is impossible to buy fresh vegetables, a book or a ball of wool in your own town. These problems are
compounded in more rural areas and by the closure of local post offices. Any strategy should take into
account the value of a local community's needs. Local communities should be directly involved in decisions
about their transport provision on a national level as well.

e As far as possible freight should be moved by rail, the heavy goods lobby should not be allowed to bully us
into relying on huge Lorries. The rail network should be expanded and investment provided accordingly.

e The provision of extra road networks south of Newport should not be supported in my view, the money
saved should be invested in better public transport solutions. Similarly, we should not improve access to
Cardiff airport or expand this, air travel has been a cheap luxury for a long time which we can no longer
sustain.

e The increased provision of safe cycle routes is to be encouraged.

Sewta Responses to Barnes, Juliet Comments

Hereford-Pontypool-Cardiff services too infrequent with Frequency enhancements addressed in

many trains not stopping at Pontypool section 5.5.

Accessibility of Cwmbran and Pontypool (2 miles out) Cwmbran and Pontypool bus

stations, shuttle bus service suggested interchange schemes addressed in
section 5.7.

Bus services developed should have frequent services Addressed in section 4.8 BUA2 and

(20-15 min) aspiration of high quality standards for
all services

bus services which link small communities and express Express services are addressed

services should be developed (9.3) through the implementation of bus
priority measures on the main routes
(BUA1) and bus services that link small
communities are addressed by
improvement of accessibility (BUA3)

Public transport too expensive Addressed in section 5.7 through the
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support for integrated ticketing.

Public transport issues should be incorporated into
development plans

Incorporation of public transport in
development plans addressed in
section 4.4 PLP3 & 4 and PLA2 & 3.

Local communities should have their say in public
transport and their values should be taken into account

Addressed by Priority 6 through the
reduction of the affect the transport
system has on local communities

rail freight should be promoted with extension of rail
network and supporting investment

Addressed by section 4.7 RAP2

No improved access to Cardiff airport due to
unsustainable nature of air travel

Sustainable access to Cardiff airport is
supported in section 4.15.

Increased provision of safe cycle routes

See section 5.3
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8. Barry, Mark Comments
Below i my comments to date on the SEWTA Transport strategy
Rail

Passenger Forecasts
| am concerned that major infrastructure plans are constrained by conservative passenger growth estimates. Rail
is the only real option to the car and it is a stated priority of the WAG to encourage higher public transport usage.

Key infrastructure Improvements

Concerned that the most critical piece of infrastructure enhancement ( that being the £30M extra span over
Newport Rd for Queen St station) i identified by SEWTA, independent consultants and the Assembly committee on
railways in 2006 i is not included in the Wales RUS !

Additional Stations

One of the major sources of traffic in Cardiff is the Heath Hospital Site. Surely many car journeys from the valleys
to this area could be made redundant if a station was provided on the Rhymney valley line at Roath/Wedal Road?
In the absence of a light rail system in the Greater Cardiff (I assume the Study commissioned by Cardiff CC in this
regard has in effect been written off?) there must be scope to open new stations on many of the lines into Cardiff
(e.g. on the Barry line near the sports village, on the GWR in Splott, what about using some of the existing
industrial lines to connect the proposed Roath Basin development).

Cardiff Central

When compared to the major cities of the UK, Cardiff Central is a very poor relation in terms of layout and facilities.
By NRs own figures it is one of the busier station outside London. However when compared to the likes of
Birmingham, Manchester, Newcastle, etc it seems undercapitalized. | run a business and | have to say Cardiff
Central make a very poor impression with visiting investors (as does the service from First Great Western for that
matter)

Capital Spend in Wales Vs Rest of UK

I have tried a number of routes to get an answer to a simple question. Please can you help. How much are
Network Rail proposing to spend on all outlined capital improvements in the Wales RUS over the period in
question (to 2018 ?)and how does this compare to the equivalent spend for the UK as a whole. | think it would
help to have transparency in these figures. | also think we should publish the equivalent figures for 2000 to the
present. | believe Wales is under represented in capital spend which has resulted in the corresponding limited
proposals. Can we not afford one rail span over a road in Cardiff (When throughout the UK we see new/improved
stations: Manchester, Birmingham, St Pancras, etc; new lines: HS1, Bathgate, Cross Ralil, etc at the cost of £Bns!!)

GWR Line to London

The GW line has not seen any serious investment since the HST was introduced in the mid 1970s (unlike the other
major routes in the UK) and today journey times to London are slower than 30 years ago (It is now quicker to get to
London from Manchester than from Cardiff i and Manchester is 60 miles further from London!) on a service from
First Great Western that is acknowledged as the worst in the UK!. Plans for a much improved service and a faster
link to London and beyond must be a priority

Should not SEWTA be involved with groups like Greengauge and their public interest group to support the
development of new high speed lines from London to Cardiff?

Light Rail

Cardiff CC did undertake an Engi neering Feasibility into a Light Rai/l
into the public domain!) | understand the costs for a comprehensive systems were at prohibitive levels of >£400M.
However given the obvious issue of traffic growth and congestion surely this scheme must be reviewed as part of

SEWTA strategy with WAG, DfT, private funding being sought (after all the DfT are funding a number of similar

light rail schemes in England )

Road

The plans for a new M4 around Newport terminating on the current M4 at Castleton will mean that all additional
traffic generated and carried by both M4s around Newport will pour down Eastern Avenue into Cardiff. This route
is already congested and will surely grind to a halt. A more sensible alignment for the new M4 would see a spur
run south of Cardiff to join up with the PDR near Rover Way and then onto the current roundabout where the PDR
currently terminates in Cardiff Bay??

25



If, as expected, the Severn Barrage is built it would be short sighted not to maximise the value of that investment
and include both road (motorway standard) and rail links (to replace the increasingly damp Severn Tunnel). This
will have a dramatic impact on transport infrastructure geography in the Cardiff/Vale area and require appropriate

interconnecting development.

Sewta Responses to Barry, Mark Comments

Concerned that major rail infrastructure plans are
constrained by conservative passenger growth estimates

Sewta rail infrastructure plans set out in section
5.5.

concern that most critical piece of rail infrastructure
development, £30m extra span for queen street is not
included in Wales RUS

Queen street improvements included in RTP

M4 alignment

While Sewta does not support the provision of
substantial extra capacity to the national
motorway system, where there are congestion,
safety or maintenance issues these will need to
be addressed to improve the efficiency of the
trunk road network of South East Wales

scope to open new stations such as on the Rhymney
valley line at Roath/Wedal road to serve heath hospital
site, Barry line to serve the international sports village,
on GWR in Splott, improving connections using existing
industrial lines to the proposed Roath basin development

Sewta will review its rail strategy during 2009/10.

Cardiff Central undercapitalized in relation to the
throughput, makes poor impression on visiting investors

Cardiff Central access improvements scheme
identified in section 5.7.

Belief that Wales is under represented and that
transparency of capital investment by Network Rail

NASR, CASR and RUS address network rail
investment intentions and are addressed in
section 5.5

faster, quality link from Cardiff to London should be
priority, Sewta should work with groups like green gauge
and public interest groups to support new High speed
lines to London

High speed lines to London addressed in section
4.15

Light rail scheme should be reviewed (Cardiff CC
engineering feasibility study) as part of sewta strategy
with funding being sought from WAG, DfT and private
investors

Sewta will review its rail strategy during 2009/10.

If seven barrage is built should capitalize and build
motorway on it with interconnecting links

No support for substantial extra capacity on
motorway network.
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9. Bedwas, Trethomas and Machen Community Council Comments
See Appendix B for Comments

Sewta Responses to Bedwas, Trethomas and Machen Community Council Comments

Rhymney Line should be upgraded to ensure that rail can | See section 5.5. for Rhymney line
provide transport for future developments in the area and | frequency enhancement
so that the area avoids major traffic problems
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10. Better Trains for Chepstow Campaign Comments

Better Trains for Chepstow Campaign.
SEWTA Regional Transport Plan. Consultative Draft. July 2008.
We have studied your draft report and make the following comments:-

1. Chepstow Line Stopping Services

The policies outlined in your paper are most encouraging and we note that the proposals, if implemented, would
increase the ArrivaTW Cardiff to Cheltenham services at Chepstow (Lydney,Caldicot and STJ) to a regular hourly
stopping service in 2010, increasing to half hourly service in 2014.

A regular hourly stopping service at Chepstow is a top priority and we support your ambition of achieving this in
2010, hopefully in time for the extra business anticipated with the Ryder Cup event.

Wecannote mphasi se enough, the fact that the present haphazs:
intervals is not just an inconvenience but a positive disincentive for passengers. The present timetable at Chepstow
(Lydney and Caldicot) does not conformtot he est abl-f abed peaetbekn and is | ess f

neighbouring services. The service gaps make journeying by train from Chepstow a lottery and it is not unusual to
have to wait up to two hours for a train to return home from Cheltenham, Gloucester or Newport.

2. Chepstow to Bristol Services.

Your report (5.15.5) makes a general comment about improving service across borders and to Bristol but there is
no specific reference to restoring the services lost to Chepstow (Caldicot, Lydney and Severn Tunnel Junction)
when FGW took over the franchise for the Cardiff i Portsmouth line in December 2006.

FGW by removing STJ station stops have increased journey times from Chepstow to Bristol from 51 minutesto 1 hr
25 minutes because waiting time at STJ is increased from 17 minutes to an intolerable 47 minutes. STJ station has
no toilets or facilities.

Removing these stops during the day has also made it necessary for Chepstow passengers bound for Portsmouth
to change trains at Newport (10 miles further). Adding one hour each way on journeys to and from Portsmouth.

Eliminating these stops has brought no benefit to the Cardiff i Portsmouth passengers as the journey times are the
same as when the trains stopped at STJ.

We know the DfT were responsible for letting this contract to FGW but it is perverse that whilst SEWTA and WAG are
seeking to fund investments and struggling to obtain funds that the DfT have worsened our services for no obvious
advantage.

BT4C recently conducted a passenger survey at Chepstow which revealed that only 2% of local journeys from
Chepstow were to Bristol (our nearest city). This loss of service is a serious concern for the people and businesses in
Chepstow. It was the primary concern when we presented our survey findings to Chepstow Chamber of Commerce
and Tourism.

If SEWTA and WAG are unable to persuade FGW and the DfT to reinstate these connections at STJ, which would
cost nothing, we propose that SEWTA should develop alternative proposals to improve train services to and from
Bristol. We feel sure that the Bristol authorities would want to support any proposals for improved services between
the towns.

3. Chepstow. Cardiff i Birmingham/Nottingham Services.

| could not find any reference in your transport plan to improve through services from Chepstow to Birmingham and
Nottingham.

SEWTA in their letter to Arriva CrossCountry Ltd dated 22" November 2007 supported stops at Chepstow and we

would like to see this initiative progressed.

BT4C are still pressing Tom HARRIS for a response to our request that he look again at getting Arriva XC to serve

Chepstow.

There is no reason why these trains cannot stop and serve Chepstow. There is plenty of spare time in the
schedules, it could be done immediately, and cost nothing to implement.

We know the DfT were responsible for letting this contract to Arriva XC Ltd but it must make sense to implement
improvements that cost nothing and make better use of the existing services.
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4, DfT Franchise Contracts.

The last two franchise contracts awarded by the DfT have both failed to specify that trains must stop at the Welsh
border stations of Chepstow and Severn Tunnel Junction. In both cases it has been left to local campaign groups
(BT4C and STAG) to negotiate direct with the train operating companies to try to persuade them to stop and serve
the community.

There is evidently a need for closer cooperation and scrutiny of DfT contracts to make sure that contracts are
drafted to enhance and improve our services where possible, not make them worse. The DfT appears to have
objectives that donét include | ocal services this side ¢

Our consultations and exchanges with the train operating companies show that once they are in possession of a

contract they are very reluctant to vary it. Meeting PPM (Passenger Performance Measure) targets is a greater

concern to them than carrying passengers.

I have tried to be brief but please donét hesitate to | e
mentioned.

Sewta Responses to Better Trains for Chepstow Campaign Comments

No specific reference to reinstate services lost to Support for improved and increased
Chepstow on the Cardiff to Portsmouth line, if this is not cross border connections including links
reinstated better connections between Bristol and Severn | to Bristol through the severn tunnel

tunnel junction should be implemented addressed in section 4.15

No mention of improvement of services from Chepstow to | Support for improved and increased
Birmingham/Nottingham (sewta letter to Arriva cross cross border connections including links
country Itd 22/11/08 supported stops at Chepstow) to Birmingham and the north addressed

in section 4.15

need for closer cooperation and scrutiny of DfT contracts | Rail infrastructure is developed by

to enhance and improve services, don't include local Network rail in conjunction with DfT and
services in Wales WAG as addressed in section 4.7, with
Sewta promoting further improvements
and ensuring the infrastructure is in line
with sustainability measures
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11. Bevan, Robert Cllr and Adams, Mark Clir Comments
SEWTA REGIONAL TRANSPORT PLAN, Consultative draft.

Having read the draft plan we are writing to voice our concern about the non i inclusion of the extension Rhondda
Fach Relief Road to Maerdy and ultimately to the Rhigos mountain road which links to the A465 at Hirwuan.

The first stage from Porth to Pontygwaith has already proven to be a great asset to the Rhondda. The benefits the
community have received are many. These range from greatly reduced travel to work time to land being opened up
for development. It cannot be emphasised enough the difference this section has already made to the Rhondda
and the Rhondda Fach in particular.

The next phase from Pontygwaith to Rhigos is the most critical in terms of;

1) Opening up access to land for development

2) Providing an alternative viable route to the employment opportunities in the Heads of the Valleys, Port
Talbot and Swansea

3) Tourism is being developed in the Heads of the Valleys area. In Rhondda Cynon Taff there is a
growing demand to open out the Upper Cynon Valley and Upper Rhondda Valleys for outdoor activity
based tourism. The Dare Country Park being a flagship facility within the wider region of South East
Wales. The road would open access to hundreds of acres of land for outdoor pursuits and it would
open up the opportunity for water based activities at the two Maerdy Reservoirs.

4) The Upper Rhondda Fach also suffers from air pollution which is above acceptable levels. Pollution
levels in the village of Tylorstown are currently being monitored and results have indicated that the
primary cause is level of traffic that has to use the narrow congested Victorian highway network in the
community. Pollution monitoring has now been extended to Ferndale, which is the commercial centre
for the Upper Rhondda Fach

5) The Rhondda Fach lost its railway passengerser vi ce i n the early 19606
usage is solely dependent on the bus services. The bus services have to compete with the private car
owner. The reality is that people opt for car usage and are deterred by poor quality buses, erratic
performance and increased journey times.

6) The economic climate in the upper Rhondda Fach is chronic to say the least. Job losses have hit this
area far greater than any other comparable area of South Wales. Opportunity does exist in the
potential of the former Maerdy Colliery site where some 50 plus acres could be available and also the
site of the former Chubb Fire Factory (please note that the authority won an appeal against a housing
development, the principle reason for this was that the council wanted to retain the land for
employment purposes). There is also the potential of creating employment by utilising the two Maerdy

reservoirs for a hydro electro generating scheme,

reducing CO2 emissions.

7) A feasibility study has been undertaken which identifies the route of this road, it provides a variety
options together with some estimated costings for each option. This information is held by Rhondda
Cynon Taff CBC.

The development of the Rhondda highway infrastructure is light years behind that of the other South Wales
Valleys, and as a result major investment and employment opportunities have been lost.

We conclude by re iterating our concerns about the non inclusion of this scheme in the SEWTA Draft Plan 2008
and as such we are now requesting that project be included and that a commitment be given to ensure the
economic and social viability of the area.
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Sewta Responses to Bevan, Robert Clir and Adams, Mark Cllr Comments

Concern of the lack of inclusion of the extension of the
Rhondda Fach relief road to Maerdy and to the Rhigos
mountain road would open up access to land for
development, provide an alternative route to employment
opportunities, open access to outdoor tourist activities,
reduce pollution concerns in upper Rhondda Fach, would
support economic regeneration and a feasibility study has
already been undergone which is held by RCT CBC

Sewta proposes make-better-use
programme for improvements of
regional roads network

Upper Rhondda Fach has poor quality buses, erratic
performance and long journey times which deter people
from public transport and drive people into their cars

Frequency, reliability and quality
improvements addressed in section 4.8
BUAZ2 a reduction in overall journey
times are sought by BUA1
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12. Brackla Community Council Comments

Dear Sir

I write on behalf of Brackla Community Council to make the following comments on the above consultation:
Brackla Community Council hopes that the plans for Brackla, in particular the proposed train station will be
received favourably when the review is considered. We are keen to have this work completed.

Thank you

Sewta Responses to Brackla Community Council Comments

| Keen to have Brackla trains station completed | Addressed in section 5.5
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13. Brecon Beacons National Park Authority Comments

Thank you for sending us a copy of the consultative draft Regional Transport Plan and | apologise for the late
response. We have reviewed the RTP and have found nothing that we believe would impact negatively on the
national park. Additionally we are very pleased with the work being done towards a sustainable transport network
in South East Wales and would greatly appreciate being kept appraised of any further development regarding the
RTP.

Sewta Responses to Brecon Beacons National Park Authority Comments

Nothing in plan to impact negatively on national park, but | Addressed in section 4.15
Brecon Beacons National Park Authority would like to
kept informed of future developments
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14. Bridgend Communities First Comments
Comments on the Sewta RTP Consultation

The Bridgend Communities First Partnerships broadly welcome the RTP. A coordinated, region-wide approach to
meeting the challenges of transportation in South East Wales is to be encouraged and, in particular, the
commitment to improving provision for walking and cycling is something that all communities can surely benefit
from.

However, as the RTP presents a broad, strategic view of transport development in South East Wales, the Bridgend
Communities First Partnerships are interested to see more detailed proposals for specific, local-level changes. It is
only when details emerge of the impact of the RTP on, for example, cross-valley bus routes, that the Partnerships
can offer a more detailed local perspective. The Chairs of the Bridgend Communities First Partnerships have raised
the following specific concerns: the lack of adequate public transport services in the Wesley Street/Lloyd
Street/Pleasant View area of Caerau; the unreliable and insufficient bus services between Evanstown and
Bridgend; and the very limited weekday bus service being provided to the upper part of the Llangeinor Ward
(Braichycymmer).

The Bridgend Communities First Partnerships appreciate that this level of detail is outside the terms of reference of

the RTP consultation document in its current form and look forward to being involved in the next stages of the
consultation process.

Sewta Responses to Bridgend Communities First Comments

More detailed proposals for specific local level changes To be developed

Lack of adequate bus services in the Wesley street/lloyd Improvement to bus services addressed in section
street/pleasant view area of Caerau 4.8

Unreliable and insufficient bus services between Frequency, reliability and quality improvements to
Evanstown and Bridgend and limited service provided to bus services addressed in section 4.8 BUA2
the upper part of Llangeinor Ward
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15. Bridgend Town Council Comments

See Appendix B for Comments

Sewta Responses to Bridgend Town Council Comments

Improved information should be available to a wider
proportion of the public with regular publicity of
timetables and transport maps with more freely
available links

Improved information provision addressed in section
4.10 1IP3, IIA5 and section 5.6.2

Bus shelters should include real time arrival
indicators

Section 4.10 addresses the need to exploit advantages
of technology such as real time information

Bus shelters should be regularly serviced, cleaned
and seats, bins and timetables should be provided

Addressed in BUA2 and aspirations of high quality
standards for all services

Well used areas should have sufficient weather
proof shelter

Consistent high quality waiting facilities at interchanges
addressed in section 4.10 11A2 and shelters at bus
stops are addressed in section 4.8 BUP3

Improved Sunday and evening services on bus
routes

Improved frequencies addressed in BUA2 and section
4.8

More long distance express bus services

Express bus services addressed in section 4.8 through
priority measures

More P&R schemes for access to and from town
centres

Several Park and Ride schemes proposed in the 5YP

Sewta should consult more with town and
community councils who have the vital local
knowledge

Work with various stakeholders and partners is
addressed throughout
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16. British Waterways and Border Counties Comments

Draft Regional Transport Plan Consultation: South East Wales.

Just a quick e-mail to support policies LP5 and WCL in particular. Both of these policies could assist in funding
towpath improvements.

Sewta Responses to British Waterways and Border Counties Comments

Support for Policies LP5 and WC1 as both of these Acknowledged
policies could assist in funding towpath improvements
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17. Bryn y Cwm Community Forum Comments

OBSERVATI ONS OF MONMOUTHNE&EWMREWVENIBYRFORUM ON SEWTA DRAFT
REGIONAL TRANSPORT PLAN

September 2008

The Bryn y Cwm Community Forum is an independent body formed in 2003 and facilitated by Monmouthshire
County Council in the spirit of participative democracy. Membership is open to representatives of organisations
active in the Abergavenny area of the county.

BACKGROUND

In 2006 a Forum subgroup prepared a report, subsequently adopted by the full Forum, on the transport needs of
the Abergavenny area. The report was intended as a contribution to the Community Strategy process, but assists
t he F orespoms@ t the consultation on the Regional Transport Plan for SE Wales.

In 2007 a Transport Working Group was formed of Forum members and County Council Area Committee members
to consider the issues raised, f ocamengthese mwiorities lweee mateens u mé s r
relating to Abergavenny Rail Station that we consider have regional significance.

GENERAL COMMENTS

The overall approach of the South East Wales Transport Alliance (SEWTA) plan is welcomed, particularly its

emphasisoni nvesting in public transport, walking and cycl i ng
where it will make better use of the existing system. However, central and local government policies have been

proclaiming the need for sustainable integrated transport for at least ten years with only modest investment aimed

to achieve this. Monmouthshire seems to have been particularly unsuccessful in obtaining Transport Grants.

SEWTA recognises that its aspirations will mean a 50% increase in transport capital spending. It is acknowledged
that this increase is unlikely to come from the Welsh Assembly Government, and European Structural Funds,
Section 106 Planning Obligations, and Road User Charging are cited as the main additional sources. The plan
provides no indication of how Road User Charging would be applied, but admits it is unlikely within five years.
Monmouthshire is eligible only for the modest EU Competitiveness Programme, and is unlikely to generate large
sums from S.106 for transport improvements.

It is therefore unsurprising that neither t he-teuhrCapital pl ar
Programme include specific proposals that will benefit Monmouthshire, apart from welcome improved train service
frequencies and the remodelling of Severn Tunnel Junction.

However, the plan has numerous policies that could benefit the county if some expenditure can be programmed.

These include: walking and cycling infrastructure improvement, smarter choices measures such as personal and

site travel plans, rail station improvements, bus service improvements, community transport and interchange and

information improvements including park and ride. The Forum would like to see a draft transport plan for

Monmouthshire that makes realistic proposals in these policy areas. We would particularly welcome improvements

to the quality and frequency of local bus services, the further development of demand-responsive and integrated

community transport, safe routes for walking and cycling, 20 mphr esi denti al areas and O6shar

BRYN-Y-CWM AREA COMMENTS

So far as the regional plan is concerned, we wish to concentrate on the problems at Abergavenny Rail Station.

Abergavenny (and Chepstow) are among the 14 towns identified in the Wales Spatial Plan and the draft transport

plan as key settlements which should be linked to Cardiff or Newport by frequent high capacity public transport,

and between each other and their hinterlands. Policy PL3 of the draft plan commits SEWTA to develop these key
settlements as o6transport hubsé, and the plan states t he
integrated transporté.crucial if public transport is to
means of achieving this.

The difficulties with Abergavenny Rail Station fulfilling that interchange role have been evident for many years and
a scheme for dealing with the problems was prepared in 2002. This would have enabled bus access to the rail
station from the town centre and the bus station and somewhat improved the car parking situation. However, the
need for compulsory purchase and other factors appear to have prevented progress.
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The Forum and the joint Working Group with the County Council have been re-examining the situation. It seems
likely that disability access problems between the station platforms may be solved in 2010, but the draft Long-term
Capital Programme confirms that there is no present intention to address the interchange problems in a substantial
way. There may be some scope for making better use of the parking space that is available, though on-street
provision is controversial.

Good interchange opportunities, together with improved public transport services, are a key to encouraging modal
shift. Improvements to the rail services at Abergavenny are planned, but will be of limited local benefit to this key
settlement as long as bus access and park and ride facilities are totally inadequate.

The Forum therefore asks Monmouthshire County Council, SEWTA and the Welsh Assembly Government to
support the inclusion of at least a Feasibility Study for an Abergavenny Rail Station Interchange Project in the Five
Year Programme, and the project itself in the Long-term Capital Programme.

Footnote: When adopting this report several Forum members provided anecdotal evidence of the growing
importance of Abergavenny Rail Station as a railhead for a wide area of north Monmouthshire and southern Powys,
particularly for commuting to Cardiff and Newport. However, passengers are much frustrated by the difficulties of
parking near the station or reaching it by public transport.

Sewta Responses to Bryn y Cwm Community Forum Comments

No specific proposals for Monmouthshire due to funding Interchange and walking and cycling
issues schemes are addressed in 5YP
heavily supports encouragement of sustainable modes Safer routes for Walking and Cycling
but forum would like to see draft transport plan which including vehicle speed reduction
addresses the provision of sustainable policies in measures addressed in section 4.5.
Monmouthshire particularly improvements to the quality Improved frequency of bus services
and frequency of local bus services, the further addressed in section 4.6 and further
development of demand-responsive and integrated development of CT is addressed in
community transport, safe routes for walking and cycling, | section 4.9.

20 mph residential areas a

Inclusion of Abergavenny Interchange project in 5 year See section 5.7.

programme
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18. Campaign for National Parks Comments
Dear consultation team
Draft Regional Transport Plan for South East Wales

The Campaign for National Parks (CNP) welcomes the publication of the draft RTP for South East Wales and the
opportunity to comment. CNP is the national charity which campaigns to protect and promote National Parks for
the benefit and quiet enjoyment of all. National Parks have two statutory purposes:l

e To conserve and enhance the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of the National Parks; and
e To promote opportunities for the public understanding and enjoyment of the special qualities of the Parks.

A wide range of public bodies, including local authorities and local transport authorities, must take the two purposes
into consideration when making decisions that could affect the National Parks.?

Clearly, transport policy and provision is relevant to both National Park purposes i it has the potential to help
conserve and enhance these special areas while providing access to and around them for as many and wide a
range of people as possible, in sustainable ways. The Brecon Beacons National Park partly lies within the ambit of
the RTP for South East Wales.

Comments

CNP broadly welcomes the spirit of the draft RTP, in particular that it reflects the important links between planning

policy, reducing the need to travel and sustainable transport provision; attempts to focus on more sustainable

modes such as public transport, cycling and walking togetherwi t h 6 smarter choicesd and o
awareness-raising initiatives; and promotes car share and park and ride policies in an effort to reduce overall car

use.

However, we also have serious concerns about what the RTP does not address.

Our key concern is that the draft RTP makes no reference at all to the Brecon Beacons National Park, despite
listing several other special areas of particular environmental importance (para 2.9).

Therefore we believe it does not take into account the particular transport pressures and issues that the Park faces,
let alone consider how regional transport policy might contribute to addressing them. While some of the transport
issues for the Park are common to many rural areas (for example the viability of public transport services where
populations are sparsely spread), others, such as those that arise with large influxes of visitor traffic, need
particular consideration if they are to be properly tackled.

The Brecon Beacons National Park contains some of the most stunning landscapes in Wales and attracts millions
of visitors annually, the vast majority of whom travel by private car.® This entails a huge volume of traffic, often in
seasonal influxes, which threatens many of the special qualities that draw both residents and visitors to National
Parks in the first place. Air and water pollution levels rise; habitats and landscape character are threatened by
vehicle encroachment; tranquillity is broken by traffic noise; and the wider impacts of transport emissions and their
contribution to climate change are already being seen globally in changing ecosystems, migration patterns and
other critical aspects of species and habitat survival for which National Parks are valued.

Yet access to the National Park must be encouraged i not only to promote public understanding and enjoyment of

its special qualities but also to optimise wider benefits in the interests of people living in the region as a whole,

including the physical and mental health benefits associated with outdoor recreation and economic benefits
associated with the Parkds role as a tourist destinatior

1 As set out in section 5 of the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949, as amended by section 61 of the Environment Act 1995.
2 Section 11A(2) of the 1949 Act as amended by section 62(2) of the Environment Act 1995 requires all public decision-making bodies
erforming any function in relation to, or so as to affect, land in a National Park to have regard to National Park purposes.

Each year Brecon Beacons National Park is visited by 3.8 million people who spend around 4.2 million days there -
http://www.breconbeacons.org/the-authority/working-in-partnership/tourism-industry.
* The Valuing Our Environment Partnership, led by the National Trust Wales, commissioned research in 2001 which showed that the
environment of the three National Parks of Wales supported nearly 12,000 jobs; produced total income of £177m; and generated £205m GDP.
The report breaks these figures down on a Park-by-Park basis and identifies a number of other benefits beyond the National Park boundaries,
concluding that the three Parks together make a significant contribution to their regional economies as well as at national level (Valuing our
Environment: Economic Impact of the National Parks of Wales, 2001).
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In this context, setting the framework for sustainable access to the Brecon Beacons National Park and specifically
recognising its needs in the draft RTP is critical. The Wales Transport Strategy, with which the draft RTP must
conform, makes clear across all three categories of outcome that it seeks to achieve - social, economic and
environmental i that attention must be given to sustainable access to leisure facilities and visitor attractions.

Going forward, we would expect to see an explanation of how SEWTA has addressed the particular transport and
access issues relating to the National Park in the draft RTP, as well as how it has taken National Park purposes
into account, in accordance with its statutory duty. The National Park is a significant national and regional asset
and it is incumbent on all public bodies whose functions have a potential impact on the Park to ensure that it is
protected.

Thank you for taking our concerns about the draft RTP into consideration. Please do not hesitate to contact us
should you require any further information or have any questions.

We look forward to seeing the outcome of this consultation.
Yours sincerely

Sewta Responses to Campaign for National Parks Comments

2.9 no reference to Brecon Beacon National Park Tourism and National parks addressed
therefore regional transport policy does not address in section 4.15

particular transport issues faced by the park such as
large influxes of visitor traffic and the effects these can
have on the park itself. Therefore want to see the national
parks taken into account.
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19. Capital Regional Tourism Comments

Capital Region Tourism
Uwch Ranbarth Twristiaeth

DRAFT Response to SEWTA Regional Transport Plan
Introduction

Capital Region Tourism (CRT) is one of 4 Regional Tourism Partnerships in Wales and its area of operation is co-

terminous with that of SEWTA. CRT is the lead body for tourism in the region and receives resources and

responsibilities from Visit Wales (Welsh Assembly Government) for the development and marketing of tourism. All

SE Wales Local Authorities, together with a correspondir
Board of Management. CRTG®&s ndimplemenptherrqgionsléourisns strategy. Al rewsedl op a
version of that strategy was adopted in August 2008 following extensive consultation. A summary is attached at

Appendix 1.

Strategic Background

The Wales Spatial Plan for South East Wales is now explicitly supportive of the further development of tourism in
the region 7 here are just some of the references relevant to transport provision:

60Only if South East Wales works as a networked city regi
provide the quality of life for all appropriate for the 21st century and be able to compete with comparable areas in
the UK and the European Union for investment and growth...

Alively cityregiont hat provides a fibuzzdo in culture, touri sm, s ho,
andl ei sur eé.

Concepts such as the Valleys Regional Park - extending across the South

Wales Valleys - will promote the heritage and tourism of the Area

Effective external transport Iinks are vital to the Arec
Substantial investment is already being made in the M4. The Welsh Assembly

Government, in conjunction with the Department for Transport and the rail industry, is assessing short, medium and
long-term options for investment to improve rail journey times and service standards to London and Heathrow.
Such investments will also improve east - west links generally to Bristol and

Bath. Transport links to the Swansea Bay and Bristol areas are also important to generating a wider economic
cluster and agglomeration effect.

Improvements to the A465 Heads of the Valleys road will facilitate better access to West Wales, to the Brecon
Beacons National Park, and improve links to Central Wales and to the West Midlands.

Cardiff International Airport makes an important contribution to providing the essential economic and tourism links
that give the Capital region international visibility. There is a need to ensure good road and public transport access
to the airport. The future role and function of the airport will be a key consideration for both the Capital region and

the rest of Walesd economy.

The Capital region accounts for a third of all tourism revenue to Wales. The

Heads of the Valleys programme will support development of the economy of the mid and upper valleys, including

the sustainable tourism and leisure sector, which has the potential to contribute to a much greater extent than is

currently the case. Visit Wales and Capital Region Tourism are leading work to link key settlements to tourism

hotspots such as Tintern, Caerleon, the Blaenavon World Heritage site and the Glamorgan Heritage Coast. In

addition, canals and waterways support and generate tourism. Landscapes such as the Usk and Wye valleys have

an important role to play in developing sustainable tour

The regional tourism strategy makes the following transport related statements:

6Most trips to Wales and within Wales are made by car . F
levels, air pollution and CO2 emissions. It would also help reduce congestion and disruption to local people. A

greater proportion of tourist trips by public transport is highly desirable and continues to be a goal. Tourists can

contribute to the viability of local transport services, especially in sparsely populated areas. Rising fuel prices and

road tax now makes public transport more attractive - providing it meets the needs of visitors, is co-ordinated, good

quality, affordable, and information is abundant, relevant and timely.

41



There is a comprehensive network of white-on-brown signs to tourist destinations and attractions across the region,
in line with the Traffic Sign Regulations. But much of the network was done around 10 years ago. New destinations
have emerged, some places have closed, some signs are missing, some are in poor condition and some localities
are suffering from signage clutter as more signs are added to the network. This is an aspect that requires attention
and a co-ordinated regional approach.

Visitor orientation within the Valleys is poor for first time visitors - a lot of similar valleys, running in parallel, similar

in scale and feel. There are no obvious clues to the

There are other places where orientation is very important - between Cardiff City Centre and Cardiff Bay, and
between Cardiff Airport, Cardiff and the rest of the region.

Cardiff International Airport is a major tourism asset - a gateway to Wales, the region and Cardiff. There are targets
to double the annual passenger number to 4.5 million people by 2015. The key growth markets will be inbound
short breaks from other UK and European cities, people visiting friends and relatives who live and work in the
region, plus business and conference activity. This will require incremental development of the airport terminal,
road improvements to the M4 and corresponding growth in the infrastructure (hotels, etc). Success will depend on
developing new inbound routes and opening up new markets - which should be part of the Cardiff and Wales
international marketing strategy.

The cruise market is growing strongly and this is a major opportunity for Cardiff to act as a regional gateway. But it
does pose visitor management challenges of coping with large volumes of visitors in a short period of time. 6

The strategy identifies the following recommendations which CRT is seeking to follow up in its activity plans:

o Develop closer strategic relationships between the tourism sector and transport operators and planners to
ensure tourism is better understood and higher on their agendas

e Encourage tourism businesses to make visitors more aware of transport options and actively promote
sustainable transport options

o Develop new air routes to Cardiff International Airport
Comments
CRT and the South East Wales Tourism Forum received presentations and provided input during the development
of the RTP. CRT was asked, specifically, to provide information and analysis relating to transport issues and
tourism for the outline RTP, because of concerns that the initial planning had not taken this important sector into

account, bearing in mind that, across the UK, 41% of all trips are for leisure purposes.

It is, therefore, all the more disappointing to find that, despite the explicit requirement in the Wales Transport

Strategy of &éi mproving access to key visitor attracti

the region which has been growing at 6.5% pa, is worth some £1.5bn pa, generates 29m visits (of which 25m are
day visits), employs over 27,000 and is, of course, entirely predicated on additional and discretionary travel. It
seems perverse in the |ight of this that one of the
sectors of the economy, tourism offers one of the best opportunities for achieving modal shift and spreading
demand across the day, week and year. Visitors can help underpin and extend public transport provision (e.qg.
Beacons Bus) and develop customer service standards, in terms of timetabling, frequency, branding, marketing,
information, training and service quality from which local residents also benefit. Visitors to SE Wales are already far
more likely to use public transport options to and within the region than visitors to other parts of Wales.

It is also vital that public transport is far more responsive to the needs of those working in the industry and those
travelling from within or outside the region to attend major events especially at weekends and late at night.
Tourism-related peaks do not seem to figure currently when services are being planned.

While there are mixed views in the industry as to the extent that future road-charging will impact on tourism, our
inability, in 2008, to offer a card payment option on the current crossings from England makes Wales appear
perversely archaic, inefficient, amateurish and visitor-unfriendly. (We appreciate that the bridges are controlled
elsewhere but the perception is that Wales is responsible). One can only hope that any move to road charging in
the future offers far more convenient payment options.

i mtu

0N S

expl

Similar issues apply to the policy of O6correct change o

alternative i how does any first-time user know what to expect?
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From a tourism perspectv e we woul d be happy to work with partners or
encourage public transport use by visitors along the lines of the previous Flexipass.

Tourism is no respecter of administrative boundaries and, in line with the Spatia | Pl anbs acknowl edge
regionds need for |links into South West England, South E

planning links through to our neighbouring regions and across operators. We are currently working on a cross
border éslow tourismdé projects based on Offads Dyke
concessions not being valid in England and vice versa. This anomaly needs to be resolved. We support fully the
South East Wal es Ec onghmjeed lirkowithuboriien ared déathroi. o r  h i

and h

CRT is currently working with the Heads of the Valleys to deliver a comprehensive and integrated approach to
White on Brown visitor signing which involves common standards and procedures across 5 highway authorities.
We would welcome support in rolling this initiative out across the whole region.

In terms of delivery we do not consider the aspirations stated in the Spatial Plan for an integrated city region of
European status can ever be realised without a unified public transport system delivered by a regional transport

executive with adequate powers, responsibilities and resources.

Conclusions

We trust the above comments will be helpful in finalising the Regional Transport Plan and look forward to working

alongside SEWTA to optimise transport provision for tourism.

Sewta Responses to Capital Region Tourism Comments

No reference to the visitor economy in the region, 29m
visitors per annum visit the region and provides good
opportunities for achieving modal shift, extend public
transport (Brecon Bus) and develop customer service
standards through timetabling, frequency, branding,
marketing, information, training and service quality with
benefits to the local communities

Visitor and tourism economy addressed
in section 4.15

Essential for public transport to be responsive for people
working in the tourism industry and people travelling from
within or outside the region to attend major events

Addressed by section 4.15 TOP1

Mixed views about RUC, inability to pay by card for
severn bridge makes Wales appear archaic, inefficient,
amateurish and visitor unfriendly, therefore if RUC is
introduced payment methods must be convenient

Demand management schemes
addressed in section 4.12 and 7.1 as a
plausible opportunity for additional
funding

Exact fares policies on bus services is inconvenient for
visitors, would like to see smartcards implemented along
the lines of the previous flexi pass

Support for smartcard technology
addressed in section 4.8

Need for improved links to south east and south west
England and beyond to support tourism, support for
SEWEF's call for high speed links

Improved external connections to the
rest of Wales and the UK by improved
rail links addressed in section 4.15.

CRT working to support white on brown visitor signing
and would welcome support for roll out of initiative

Sewta will work with tourism and visitor
organisations to encourage the
development and marketing of
sustainable forms of access to tourism
sites addressed in section 4.15

Do not believe status of integrated city region of
European status can be achieved without regional
transport executive with adequate powers,
responsibilities and resources

Delivery of a networked city region is
addressed in section 4.3 with
development of good links between the
14 key settlements and their hinterlands
and improved accessibility to the 3
identified strategic opportunity areas
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20. Cardiff Bus Comments
Draft Regional Transport Plan Consultation

Cardiff Bus is a member of the bus and coach industry trade body, the Confederation of Passenger Transport
Cymru (CPT Cymru), and fully supports the submission made by that organisation.

Cardiff Bus would in addition like to emphasise the following points:-
e We have concerns over funding arrangements, both in terms of quantum and the allocation between:-
o Rail versus alternative sustainable forms of transport including bus, cycling and walking.
0 Between Cardiff as a Capital City and the rest of the region.

e We share concerns that this is a vision document with inadequate attention to deliverable outcomes. In
particular, there is little comment on how bus priority measures, and other measures in support of
sustainable transport solutions, are to be delivered, given local opposition to the reallocation and
management of road space.

e Whilst containing positive generalisations, we would have welcomed specific references to the extension of
park and ride schemes in Cardiff (beyond those planned for Leckwith and Llanrumney Reserve) to a new
bus/ rail interchange at the heart of the city centre
agenda.

In conclusion, as a policy document there is much that Cardiff Bus welcomes and supports. As a delivery
document however, we find little evidence of how SEWTA believes it can turn generalisations into funded,
deliverable and measureable outcomes.

We would welcome the opportunity to discuss our response in more detail, either directly, or through our trade
organisation, CPT Cymru.

Sewta Responses to Cardiff Bus Comments

Concerns about funding arrangement in terms of Further prioritisation of the 5YP is
quantum and the allocation between rail vs. alternative needed through annual progress
forms of sustainable transport including bus and W&C reports as addressed in section 6
and between Cardiff and the rest of SE Wales

Inadequate attention is paid to deliverable outcomes, in Deliverability of bus priority measures
particular how bus priority measures are to be delivered addressed in section 5.6

Extension to P&R schemes in Cardiff beyond those Cardiff Central Rail/Bus interchange
planned at Leckwith and Llanrumney reserve to a new redevelopment and several P+R
bus/rail interchange in Cardiff city centre and for a schemes addressed in the 5YP.
coordinated response to the smarter choices agenda
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21. Cardiff Cycling Campaign Comments

Cardiff Cycling Campaignédés response to the South East

(consultation draft), July 2008

Cardiff Cycling Campaign is a voluntary organisation with around 250 members, that has campaigned in the
interests of cyclists in Cardiff and the surrounding areas over the last 20+ years. The Campaign is a member of
CycleNation, the federation of UK cycle campaigns, working with other cycling and environmental organisations.
We seek to influence local, regional, and national policies and practices that affect cycling as a mode of transport
and as a contributor to improvements in social conditions, health, leisure & sport, and education & learning.

1) Introduction
The Walking & Cycling Strategy (Welsh Assembly Government) states that:

iwWal king and cycling have a critical rol e t o tphspoyt i n
network and reducing the amount of travel in the region. Both modes are therefore essential components of the

RTP and maximising their contribution towards regional

A specific objective of the Strategy is that:

We

h e

t

iBy 2011 to be on target to treble the number of cycling

We note the planning agenda and framework of the Welsh Transport Strategy & Wales Spatial Plan (2008 update
consultation), and recognise the difficulty that preparation of the WTS and its SEA was defective in the treatment of

UK / EU <climate change obligations. The reality is that

Welsh Assembly Government policy (and UK commitment) to reduce CO2, which requires reducing and reversing
traffic growth, and is inadequate on CO2. The Outline South East Wales Regional Transport Plan (Feb 2007)

stated that #fAthe requirement to reduce traf fitshoulgmnobowt h,

cater for increasing levels of traffic, this Plan does not make the requirement explicit.

We recognise, but do not condone the circumstances, that local transport authorities are and have been at different
levels of readiness and competence, especially with regard to modal change and proposals for non-motorised
transport modes.

2) The issues and challenges
1. Social

We welcome the emphasis on accessibility, particularly for people who are less mobile with special travel needs,
and those living in the most deprived areas. We welcome also the identification of transport safety as a key
component of responses to the social issues and challenges. Measures to reduce traffic speed, such as wide
adoption of 20mph zones, should be included in the preferred strategy and programme, particularly with regard to
residential streets / areas.

2. Economic

The clear interrelation between transport and land use, and capacity of the RTP to inform and influence land
development decisions and conditions, needs to be emphasised. The growth in dependence on private vehicle use
is partly a consequence of zoning and designing developments to favour vehicular access, as well as economic
policies / price conditions favouring private transport. This, it is recognised, has been to the detriment of travel on
foot or by cycle.

Poor highway conditions (including footpaths and cycleways) have been adversely affected by a laissez-faire
treatment of utilities, who have had relatively unfettered roadworks access but insufficient enforcement of the
restitution of road surfaces. This has adversely affected conditions for pedestrians and cyclists particularly.
Opportunities to move towards more sustainable patterns of travel T not just in work-related travel i need to be
developed within a framework of fair and equitable economic transport assessments, which we believe Wel-TAG
does not provide.

3. Environmental
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We welcome the emphasis placed on the major challenge of preventing climate change, and the contribution
transport policies must make to this objective. In this regard, there should be no assumptions made about the
capacity of this Plan to deliver this objective, but a requirement to carry through the SEA into programme
measures.

The SEA should establish progress (lack of) so far and required initiatives and funding i then the RTP should
choose between options for meeting the objective. There should be explicit commitment to reduction in the level of
air pollutants and especially to the elimination of requirement for all air quality management areas within the life of
the five-year programme.

3) The policy context

The Wales Spatial Plan vision for South East Wales builds upon the position and economic importance of the
Capital Region, but there needs to be clear differentiation between the strategic road, rail, sea, and air transport
and the requirements of local and dynamic communities, especially in the 14 identified population centres. Key
generators of traffic are mainly local and regional, and need to be prioritised in the RTP, and these settlements
need to work well both in their connections and internally.

We welcome the commitment in the Regional Transport Plan to integrating local transport, to give travellers
improved interchange between transport modes, which should emphasise access to public transport by walking or
cycling.

4) Our vision, priorities and objectives

We support the RTP vision and direction, but donét think
priorities, as stated below.

5) The preferred strategy

Given that, in our view,WellTAG does not provide a 61l evel playing field
modes, balanced between the stated options. The terms of assessment need to be put value on demand restraint,

whilst prioritising accessibility choices and lifestyles, promoting public transport, cycling, and walking. The balance

needs also to focus on climate and objectives and the improvement of environmental quality.

We welcome the desire for close integration of the RTP with the Wales Spatial Plan, between transport planning

and | and use planning. However, the identified 6Strategi
Athan military training academy) should be subject to regular review to ensure each development within the SOAs
contributes to sustainability commitments. As Wales Environmental Link comments, it is not clear how the WSP

incorporates environmental objectives through its area working groups.

Walking and cycling policies

We agree with and support the walking and cycling policies. Provision for pedestrians is especially important in the
pattern of new developments, ensuring direct routes and, where possible, priority over vehicle traffic movements.
Care should be taken not to equate cycling infrastructure with dedicated cycle paths, or access to the National
Cycle Network, except where these contribute to transport objectives.

Wal king and cycling infrastructure needs toidireetsandbj ect t
highways which are designed to be safe and attractive for walking and cycling. This will be supplemented by quality

off-road walking and cycling facilities, particularly where these are at least as direct and convenient as the nearest

on-road alternative, or where they are attractive for recreational walking and cycling.

The value of local cycling journeys is in the choices cyclists can make about their route, as shown in a recent

survey by Somerset County Council of effective and ineffective routes in Taunton. 6 St r at egi ¢cd needs t
terms of capacity to influence modal change, especially for shorter journeys. It should be recognised that further

work is required to improve design and engineering quality, particularly in the reallocation of road space, and that

local authorities should work together to achieve this.

Smarter choices policies
We support increased emphasis on smarter travel choices and use of revenue funding. As well as the promotion

employer travel plans, operators of major retail and leisure facilities should be required, through development
control and marketing arrangements, to promote the sustainable transport agenda.
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Rail policies

New railway stations should be considered for improved commuter access to key settlements. There should be
better provision of cycle parking at rail stations.

Train Operating Companies should be encouraged to improve facilities for cycle carriage, if possible by enforced
franchise conditions.

Bus policies

We support the intention to improve the quality of bus services and the improvement of ticketing and information.
Community transport policies

We agree the proposed continuing support for community transport operators and improvement of the sector.
Integration, interchange, and information policies

We recognise that there are vital decisions to be made in relation to servicing main retail and entertainment
centres, such as in Cardiff, where the bus station needs to be located close to the city centre and the railway
station, providing also best possible access to sports stadia. These facilities need to be promoted to travellers to
Cardiff.

Highway policies

We agree that the emphasis of the RTP must be on protecting what we have and re-focussing policies away from
private transport, particularly by discouraging single occupancy.

Road user charging policies

It is stated in the Plan that any resources from road user charging will not be available during the period of the
programme, but it is said that me adiave tleasthemindeds topnodgressin pat e
developing the options and understanding about how road charging can influence travel behaviour, as well as how

the funds (after operating the charging scheme) could be used effectively to progress the Plan. These opportunities

need to be promoted as positive reasons for supporting road user charging.

Road safety policies

We think that the current Road Safety Grant and Safe Routes to Communities programmes should continue to be
funded and that SEWTA should have a co-ordinating role for the local authorities to ensure consistency of
approach. Schemes should be subject to safety audit and review, with particular attention to vulnerable road users
and people with disabilities.

Car parking policies

We understand that planning policies aims to tighten the availability of both public parking provision and that
provided in private developments. There should not be allowance of increasing central car parking spaces, such as
in Cardiffdéds retail devel opments.

Freight policies

Emphasis should be on developing database information on freight movements that adversely affect efficient use of
local roads, especially through residential areas, and on air quality considerations. Measures should be developed
to encourage rail freight in substitution of road freight. The previous Transport for London plans for management
and restriction of emissions from heavy vehicles should be the way forward for areas of high particulate pollution
from diesel engines.

External connections

We do not believe that the proposal to construct the M4 connection south of Newport has been fully evaluated
against strategic objectives, and this requires an evaluation against sustainability and climate change criteria. The
value of public transport solutions should be demonstrated as an alternative. It appears that there is a danger of
increasing the capacity of the national motorway system for essentially local journeys, and that ways of reducing
the number and length of car journeys, and promoting other modes, should be prioritised instead.
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We acknowledge that the promotion of air travel is at Welsh Assembly Government level, yet the RTP needs to
recognise that the solution at regional level should not be to meet increasing numbers of journeys to and from
Cardiff Wales Airport, but to develop proper rail access.

6) Implementing the RTP

We note that there is a legacy of transport programmes (through the Transport Grant process), particularly related
to Welsh Assembly Government highway schemes, that are proposed to be included in the five year programme.
We urge that all projects are subject to robust consideration against RTP criteria and contributions.

Similarly, as noted above, there is delay by local authorities in bringing forward new projects, especially in walking
and cycling schemes that need to be developed as part of
put into co-ordinating these efforts for early inclusion in the programme.

7) The five-year programme

We hope that future funding is sufficient for the capital programme over the next five years allows SEWTA to
implement its preliminary five year programme, taking into account responses to this consultation document and
prioritisation of measures that we deliver the necessary changes in regional transport policies.

8) Finance and delivery

We support the intention to implement the preferred RTP strategy, with the potential for additional sources of

funding being actively pursued. It is important, however, that the funds from Planning Obligations and Road User
Charging, and Revenue Funding,ar e designed to prioritise walking and cy
measures.

We recognise that a charging scheme is likely to be based on a charge to enter Cardiff, or central Cardiff, similar in
principle (if not in size) to that proposed for Greater Manchester and that, even where the benefits of this income
stream is available before charges are applied, this is politically-sensitive and by no means certain.
9) The long-term capital programme

e Walking and cycling
We referred, above, to the emphasis of the proposed cycling / walking schemes on dedicated cycling routes,
particularly related to extensions of or links to the National Cycle Network. Without criticising any of the proposed
schemes directly (and accepting that some projects have capacity to assist modal change), we would prefer local
authorities to prepare projects for funding that will not take cyclists off main and direct radial routes but will re-
allocate space to them as needed.
Wedre disappointedtthatt tththd sRTSR afjeees giove i ndication of
to be peopleds preferred means of travel for shorter | ol

proposed capital programme is a major defect, and this needs to be addressed by the Welsh Assembly
Government / Welsh European Funding Office.

e Rail
We welcome proposals for a number of new stations, and for station improvements and integration measures.

e Bus
We note that a number of urban bus priority lanes are also useable by cyclists, and we believe this access should
be maintained, with provision of sufficient overtaking space at bus stops and allowance for cyclists in traffic light
controlled junctions.

e Integration, interchange, and information

We would welcome greater detail on the proposed interchange and integration schemes that have been
incorporated into the RTP 5-year investment programme.

e Roads
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We note that you anticipate that available funding will not allow delivery of the committed highway schemes, the
previously funded but uncommitted schemes, and the proposed 15 major highway schemes, and a programme of
6making better us elfetime of the RT® sapitaliprogramme. The lecal authorities are clinging to
their inherited schemes for accommodating traffic growth; these are not justified in the new regional strategy and
should not be included.

We would argue for assessment of each proposal against strategy objectives i how each can contribute to the new
priorities of alternative modes of travel, rather than old definitions of economic benefit. As such, they need to be
assessed consistently and on a regional basis for possible inclusion.

9) Monitoring and review

We think that there are issues about the both the choice of indicators and the ways in which these can be
effectively measured, but this is a key element of the RTP in being able to monitor and review progress with the
Plan. It is disconcerting to read that the some elements have not been tested as a result, it appears, of lack of
capacity or systems in place to do the job.

In terms of modal share and journey times, particularly those of cycling and walking, the journey evidence of needs
to collected by traffic counts, often at local level to capture short journeys and combinations of modes. Too often,
local authorities do not collect this information, nor analysis or disseminate the results, and so non-motorised
journeys within or across local authority areas are discounted and do not feature in regional analysis. We ask
whether local authorities, given the lack of baseline date, are properly equipped to discover the results of new and
innovative measures that can contribute to sustainable transport development in the Regional Transport Plan.
SEWTA needs to establish connections between the proposed programme and the results in changes in transport
behaviours, for example, in promoting smarter choices and employer travel plans. Partners will expect to see the
value (and value for money) of what they contribute.

Appendix D - Preliminary five-year programme

We examined with interest the Walking and Cycling proposals and conclude that, while a number of dedicated
cycleway schemes are included (and some unitary authorities have not prepared any schemes), there a lack of
detail to the potential for reallocation of road space to cycling, particularly with regard to strategic route
development within central areas of key settlements. This implies that peripheral routes will be favoured, whilst any
key junctions will not be funded, or will depend on the uncertainty of developer contributions in an unstrategic way.

We believe that unitary authorities should be instructed to prepare schemes that will make real differences to the
availability of road space and the treatment of junctions. There appears to be uncertainty also in the level of
resources that should be available for small schemes.

There should also be a clear commitment to including cycling facilities within interchange developments, enabling
growth of convenient cycle / rail and cycle / coach journeys.

The summary by mode shows a worrying lack of commitment to Walking and Cycling funding as a proportion of the
total. We acknowledge that walking and cycling schemes will be developed in an environment of other transport
plans, and recognise that both cycling and walking provision can be provided for in a wider context, but we think
that emphasis should be in funding specific schemes.

Sewta Responses to Cardiff Cycling Campaign Comments

No explicit requirement to reduce traffic growth and Reduction of emissions and the
hopefully reverse it and the SEA ignores WAG policy to minimising of demand on the transport
reduce CO2 emissions system addressed through priorities 3 &

6. See appendix B for overview of
policies and which seek to fulfil these

priorities.
Measures to reduce traffic speed should be included in Vehicle speed reduction measures are
the preferred strategy and programme especially in addressed in section 4.5.

residential areas

interrelation between transport and land use needs to be | Transportations Interaction with land

emphasised, road dependent developments have had use planning is addressed in section 4.4
adverse effects on all other modes and this cannot PLP3, 4 and PLA2
continue
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WelTag does not provide fair and equitable transport
assessments

WelTAG stage 1 minimum appraisal
level, further evaluation will be
undertaken for major schemes.

Needs clear differentiation between strategic road, rail,
sea and air transport and the requirements of local
communities especially the 14 key settlements which
need prioritisation in terms of connections and internal
traffic solutions

RTP mainly addresses regional issue.

Terms of assessment need to put value on demand
restraint, whilst promoting accessibility, public transport,
W&C and therefore needs to focus on improving
environmental quality

RTP provides increased focus on W&C
and public transport.

SOA's should be under regular review to ensure
sustainable commitments

Improved sustainable transport links to
SOA sites are addressed in section 4.4
PLP2

W&C needs to be subject to the "hierarchies of provision”
which encourages streets and highways which are
designed to be safe and attractive

Addressed in section 4.5 WCP2 and
WCA2

Further work is required to improve design and
engineering quality for W&C

Addressed in section 4.5 by design and
planning training

New railway stations should be considered for improved
commuter access

New rail stations addressed in section
5.5 and the %YP

Cycle parking at rail stations should be provided along
with designated space on trains for bicycles

Addressed in section 4.5 WCA1 and
WCA3

RUC should be fully supported to procure funding and
influence travel behaviour

Demand management addressed in
section 4.12 to address funding issues
and reduce car dependency

Sewta should have coordinating role for road safety
consistency and schemes should be subject to audit and
review with particular attention paid to vulnerable users

Road safety issues addressed in
section 4.13 and accessibility and
equality are addressed in section 4.15

No increased parking in centres for retail developments

Car parking addressed in section 4.14

database information should be gathered to identify
freight movements that adversely affect efficient use of
roads

Efficient freight movement through
modal shift addressed in section 4.15

Freight should be moved from road to rail

Modal shift of freight movements to rail
and sea addressed in section 4.15

low emission zones should be implemented into SE
Wales

Reduction of the contribution of freight
traffic to greenhouse gas emissions
addressed in section 4.15 with
reference to the WES

Rail access should be developed to Cardiff airport

Sewta supports increased sustainable
access to the Cardiff International
Airport

All projects should be subject to robust consideration by
RTP criteria

See RTP Appraisal Report

W&C need to be developed as part of the implementation
process

Addressed in 5.3 as preferred means of
travel for shorter journeys and little
indication of potential funding was
available

important that funds from planning obligations, RUC and
revenue funding are provided for W&C and softer
measures

See chapter 7

RTP should give indication of potential sources of funding

See chapter 7

use of bus lanes for cyclists and box junctions at lights

Reallocation of road space for walkers
and cyclists to transfer priority to
cyclists addressed in section 4.5

Greater detail on proposed interchange schemes in 5YP

Addressed in amended section 5.7

inherited schemes which support traffic growth should not
be included

WAG requirement to include legacy
schemes in RTP

Monitoring indicators and ways of measurements should
be reviewed

Chapter 8 reviewed

Worrying lack of commitment to cycling

RTP contains strong commitment to
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| improved cycling
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22. CECA Comments
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on SEWTAG6s Draf

CECA Wales appreciates the policy context within which the RTP is set out, and understands the imperatives
associated with the stated priorities therein.

The preliminary Five Year Capital Programme of regional and local transport interventions is noted with interest, as
is the comment regarding the inadequacy of the current provisions to fund such a programme.

SEWTAO6s support for the early construction of the new M/
access to Cardiff International Airport are both welcomed by CECA Wales.

Support for improved north-south links, and between core centers of SE Wales and West Wales, together with
improvements in the rail links from SE Wales to North Wales are also supported by CECA Wales.

Theotherraili mpr ovements forming part of the fiexternal connecH
in the Trans-European high speed rail network.

A thriving Welsh civil engineering industry is essential for the well-being of the infrastructure and economy of

Wales, and certainty and continuity of opportunities to enable it to plan accordingly for manpower and plant and

resource is essential, particularly in the light of the current economic climate.

CECA Wales would therefore wholeheartedly support SEWTAd6s bid for additional resour
programme as contained within this RTP.

Sewta Responses to CECA Comments

Construction of M4 and access to Cardiff | While Sewta does not support the provision of
international airport are supported substantial extra capacity to the national motorway
system, where there are congestion, safety or
maintenance issues these will need to be addressed to
improve the efficiency of the trunk road network of
South East Wales
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23. Chandler, Rich Comments

It is disappointing that after decades of traffic growth SEWTA thinks more roads is the answer to congestion. More
roads encourage more car- based journeys. Congestion will only be reduced by less traffic.

If we are to reduce CO2 emissions then we must stop building more roads. Since 1982 to my knowledge people in
Magor have been wanting the railway station reopened. Gwent CC, Monmouthshire CC and WAG have all failed
them. Now you want to inflict the noise and pollution of another motorway link on them.

There is an upside to the current economic downturn:

A. Traffic growth will halt and so congestion will ease

AND

B. We in Wales will ill afford the £500 million it would cost.

Every day | see school children cycling from Rogiet to Caldicot on the road vulnerably with cars. Think what you
could achieve if money was spent on improving short journeys - not subsidise long ones. Healthier kids, quieter
roads, cleaner air. Business has been lobbying for more roads as the answer for 30 years, and they've got them.

Surely 'enough is enough' - building more roads is like giving another bottle to an alcoholic. No more. Please.

Yours sincerely

Sewta Responses to Chandler, Rich Comments

Shouldn't invest in new road schemes especially M4 relief | While Sewta does not support the provision of
road substantial extra capacity to the national
motorway system, where there are congestion,
safety or maintenance issues these will need to
be addressed to improve the efficiency of the
trunk road network of South East Wales

Reopen Magor rail station, people of area have been Review of rail strategy in 2009 addressed in
wanting this reopened since 1982 section 5.4

Invest in short routes (Rogiet to Caldicot) don't subsidise | Sewta wishes walking and cycling to be the
long ones preferred option for shorter journeys and

investment programmes for walking and cycling
routes as addressed in section 5.3
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24. Charles, John Comments
See Appendix B for Comments

Sewta Responses to Comments by John Charles

Treherbert Line amendments: Later trains from
Treherbert (22:17 & 23:17) will enable patrons of
Parc&dare theatre to use train, extension of 22:26 to
Treherbert, Hourly services on Sundays commencing
from 06:17 to 22:26, improved connection times at Radyr
station with city-line services, additional stations at
Llandaff north, Mynachdy and Whitchurch to serve the
student population, provision of additional
pedestrian/cycle routes across the river Taff from
Treforest estate station to Treforest estate &
reinstatement of double track between Porth and
Treherbert

Sewta will update its rail strategy during 2009/10

Cardiff Line amendments: Reinstate station at Marshfield,
provide station at Pengam (west of road bridge), provide
station at Splott, add additional stop at Swansea for
Swansea to London for key morning and evening
services

Sewta will update its rail strategy during 2009/10

Cardiff - Penarth/Barry amendments: provide station to
serve international sports village, provide Cogan station
on Penarth line

Sewta will update its rail strategy during 2009/10

install self service ticketing machines at principle stations

Provision of cashless and off-vehicle ticketing
machines addressed in section 4.10 11A4

install oyster card readers which are compatible with both
TfL and local bus operators

Support for smartcard technology and integrated
ticketing systems addressed in section 4.10 lIP2
and 11A4

introduce closed stations at principle locations and
employ conductors and guards on the busiest services to
improve revenue collection

Addressed in section 4.7 RAA1 as station
upgrades and 5YP as station improvement
scheme

Open Queen Street station for events at the millennium
stadium

Improvements to Queen Street station addressed
in section 5.5

encouragement for walkers and cyclists to use bus and
train services for car free rambling/biking in south Wales,
linkage with bus and trailer transit from Treherbert or
Treorchy stations for easy access to cycling trails

Promotion of cycle carrying facilities on bus and
train services in section 4.5 WCAS3 to encourage
car free sustainable travel.

Provision of maps at railway stations for ease of
integration between rail and bus

Improved information provision addressed in
section 4.10 IIP3 and I1A5

Aberdare - Hirwaun: Extend current service to Hirwaun
and Rhigos

Bus i Rail link to Aberdare from Rhigos/Hirwaun
addressed in prioritised investment programme
figure 5.1

Pontypridd - Aberdare: Build new station at Pontypridd
north alongside "goods shed car park and bus station and
provide P&R, possible investment of developers through
5106

Station improvement plans addressed in section
5.5 with additional half hourly service on Cardiff to
Pontypridd line

WAG to purchase new rolling stock to lease to TOC's
within Wales to avoid paying ROSCOQO's

Sewta will update its rail strategy during 2009/10
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25. Chepstow Town Council Comments
See Appendix B for Comments

Sewta Responses to Chepstow Town Council Comments

support in addressing A48/hardwick hill as a AQMA, must | Hardwick hill identified as AQMA, no specific

be seriously addressed if Chepstow is to be seen as a measures but RTP seeks to reduce traffic

key settlement through indirect measures through improving
public transport facilities and encouraging modal
shift
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26. CILT Comments
Dear Sir
CILT (UK) Cymru-Wales response to Sewta Regional Transport Plan

Overall, the Sewta Regional Transport Plan represents a significant policy document that is likely to have a major
impact on transport operations within South East Wales. It sets out a comprehensive overview of how public
transport can be improved over the next 5 years, with clearly costed proposals which particularly affect rail and bus
travel.

It is important, however, that the proposals do take into account that public transport is not always available or the
most appropriate mode of transport. The RTP considers the whole region to have similar transport requirements
when, in reality, the geographical and economic nature of different areas may affect transport modal choice. For
instance, travel within the major cities can easily be supported by public transport but, in areas of Monmouthshire,
there may be no alternative to the car. Therefore, it may be appropriate for the strategy to recognise this diversity,
in a similar way to the SWWITCH Transport Plan.

Another concern is the strong passenger orientation of the report. Given the desire to use increase the amount of
freight on rail, policy RA4 appears to contradict this:

fiSewta will encourage rail freight traffic where it does not
conflict with Sewtads plans to i mprove pass

Given that many of Sewtabs plans are focused on the Sou
main rail freight artery, it is highly likely that there will be a conflict between passenger and freight.

Going further, the SWML is also the only rail corridor for the SWWITCH region, and therefore a potential conflict
arises between Sewtads desi rred tDWWINnTcG Hbdass ea ipm sts@ negrea o U rr aa
there may be no conflicts now, future developments in one region may be hampered by current developments in

the other.

The Chartered Institute of Logistics and Transport (UK) is the leading professional body associated with logistics
and transport. The Cymru-Wales committee specifically represents the views of the Welsh members of the
Institute, which number approximately 600.

Should you have any further queries, please do not hesitate to contact me either at the e-mail address below.

Sewta Responses to CILT comments

Public transport or the most appropriate mode is not Addressed in section 4.11 recognising the

always available therefore the policy should recognise car will dominate the transport network

diversity similar to that of SWWITCH and addressing necessary improvements
and additions to the exiting highway
network

Concern about strong passenger focus and Conflicts addressed in amended policies in

contradictions between desire to increase rail freight and | section 4.7 RAP1 and RAP2
policy RA4, gi foaunonthe SWMVALO s
conflicts between passenger and freight movements are
likely
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27. Clinical futures Comments
INTRODUCTION

SEWTAOGs draft regional tr a‘%ﬁmgust,nhe copslltation perimdends anB0™ shed on &
September 2008.

The Welsh Assembly Government has charged SEWTA (the regional transport consortium for the 10 local
authorities in the region) with developing regional Transport Plans (RTP) in accordance with the Transport (Wales)
Act 2006.

Gwent Healthcare NHS Trust has been invited to engage in the consultation process.

The document has been considered with particular referer
strategic plan, Clinical Futures (CF).

Each section of the document is summarised before key is
Assembly Government for clarification.

DOCUMENT SECTIONS:

The document is presented against the following sections:

Introduction

Issues and Challenges

Wider Policy Context

Vision, Priorities and Objectives

Preferred Strategy

Implementing the RTP

Five Year Programme

Finance and Delivery

Long Term Capital Programme

B|O|®|No|01~ Wi =

0 Monitoring and Review

Appendix A Glossary

Appendix B List of Policies and Actions

Appendix C List of Supporting Documents

Appendix D Preliminary 5 year programme

1. Introduction

SEWTAG6s area of operation covers all/l of Gwent NHS trust
Rationale for RTP is that we cannot rely on roads for current and future traffic demands and climate change forces

us to revaluate how we look at travel and traffic. Although alternatives are the priority, we must manage existing

road system so that it operates more effectively as a network

RTP aims to encourage closer working with health (amongst others) to provide transport system that is better
linked together and encourages everyone to make more informed travel choice to serve their needs.

RTP aims to help deliver the Wales Spatial Plan (WSP) and Wales Transport Strategy (WTS) is parent document
for SEWTA RTP

RTP promotes:

i a balanced programme of investment and support for al/l
interlace transport planning with land use and public service planning and balances the conflicting requirements of
protecting the environment, addressing problems of soci e

Comment from Gwent Trust:
Central to the CF strategy and delivery programme is the improved partnership working across different sectors,
Making the Connections, and Local Service Boards proving some mechanisms for this.
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The explicit link of the RTP with él and used wibnstoserve
individual services and sites are key. CF projects link with Local authority planning departments to develop
transport and travel solutions.

2. Issues and Challenges
3 key Drivers for Change for RTP are as follows:

1. Sociali incorporatesaccessi bility and need for | ocal access to
transport

2. Economic i the need to address congestion on roads

3. Environmental i the need to encourage good environmental stewardship.

Comment from Gwent Trust:

These drivers are reflected in Clinical Futures Plans which aim to provide an increase in services at a local level,
removing the need to travel to District General Hospitals in order to access acute healthcare services. This will
reduce the need for the population to travel to access routine and general services.

Each hospital within the project will develop a Green Travel Plan which, on a facility basis will outline the approach
for ensuring sustainable modes of transport are available to each site.

3. Wider Policy Context
Policy Context for SEWTAG6s RTP identified as:

e One Wales
e The Wales Transport Strategy April 2008
e Wales Spatial Plan 2008

Comment for Gwent Trust:
CF aligns with this policy context also and in terms of transport the objectives of the WSP to link all key
settlements in the SEW region by providing suitable high quality public transport.

CF has been considered against a number of key policy initiatives including cross sector polices such as One
Wales and Wales Spatial Plan and also against Transport and Travel strategies.

Question:

There is no reference to policy integration tool for SEV
education etc.

How will WAG deliberate if public sector policies are conflicting?

4. Vision, Priorities and Objectives

SEWTA RTP vision is:

ifito provide a modern, integrated, and sustainable trans|
prosperity and protects the environment; where public transport, walking, cycling and sustainable freight provide

real alternativeso

The priorities of the RTP are:
1. Improve access to services, facilities and employment particularly by public transport, walking and cycling
2. To provide a transport system that increases the use of sustainable modes of travel
3. To reduce the demand for travel
4. To develop an efficient and reliable transport system with reduced levels of congestions and improved
transport links with the SEWTA region and to the rest of Wales
To provide a transport system that encourages healthy and active lifestyles, is safer and supports
communities
To reduce the emission of greenhouse gases and air pollution form transport
To ensure that land use development in SE Wales is supported by sustainable transport measures
To make better use of existing transport systems
To play a full role in regenerating South East Wales
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Comment for Gwent Trust:

These priorities are reflected in same key themes of Clinical Futures, namely:
- Access

- Sustainability

- Efficiency

- Quality

- Integration

Although services will be as local as possible, it will be necessary to travel to access specialist services. The site
for specialist services at SCCC is one of settlements that will, by virtue of WSP and SEWTA RTP will be better
served by public transport, improved roads etc.

Furthermore, some of the objectives will service to impact on health services:
the priority and objective of seeking to promote health lifestyle modes of travel e.g. walking cycling, will support the
health promotion component of the CF plan.

[

. Preferred Strategy

SEWTAG6s Preferred strategy focuses on key areas detail ec
- Rail programme is core ingredient of RTP

- Significantly improve bus services

- integrate public transport systems in a number of ways

- make better use of existing highways infrastructure

- development of a smarter choice programme i including walking and cycling

- Road developments are only as part of a general network management strategy

Strategy is underpinned by 12 themed policies:
1. Planning policies
Improve links between key settlements and develop key settlements (WSP) as transport hubs.
SEWTA will encourage planning authorities to secure obligations which require contribution
towards improvements to transport network as a result of development, particularly at outline
planning stage.
2. Walking and cycling policies
To encourage healthy lifestyles
3. Smarter choices policies
Encourage informed choices with regard to travel promoting sustainable options
4. Rail policies
5. Bus Policies
Integration with other modes of transport key
Increasing quality, capacity and reliability
6. Community Transport Policies
A need to ensure CT/DRT sector can respond to changing circumstances i a review required
7. Integration, interchange and information policies
Development of model interchanges at 14 key settlements in region
8. Highway policies
HI 6 v important in terms of making highway syste
changeo
9. Road user policies
10. Road safety policies
11. Car parking policies
12. Freight polices

Comment for Gwent Trust:

RTP states that planning authorities need to ensure that all new developments have appropriate transport facilities.
Each CF project has been working closely with Local Authority planning departments to address this.

6 Implementing the RTP

The transportation policies identified will be implemented by SEWTA and its member local authorities. There are 3
main methods for implementation are:
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17 Through land use planning (as per planning polices above i working closely with WSP planners to achieve
synergy between transport and spatial planning.

21 Action plans (to be developed by SEWTA)

31 Capital investment

The RTP identifies the South Eat Wales Spatial Plan as a key mechanism to achieve many of its objectives.
7. Five Year Programme

Precise future funding framework for capital infrastructure not fully agreed so SEWTA 5 year programme based on
previous levels of investment
Therefore assume £350M over 5 years based on previous investment

Question:
What is rationale for different mechanisms for accessing central capital?

In health have 5 case model and All Wales Capital Programme. If Strategy Capital Investment Budget is
accessible to all, should a consistent approach to bidding for money be introduced?

8. Finance and Delivery

Capital Funding sources as follows:
- Transport Grant Awards

- European Structural Funds

- Planning Obligations (s106)

- Road User Charging

- Private sectors

Revenue funding is from an aggregated transport revenue budget of 10 local authorities at £181M pa.

Most significant elements are as shown:

- Highways and Maintenance i 35%

- Schools Transporti 19%

- Concessionary fares i 15%

- Insurancei 8%

- Street Lighting - 8%

- Public Transporti 6%

Gwent Trust issues:

Currently s106 agreements make no significant contribution to funding improvements to the regional transport
system. SEWTAG6s | and use polices aim to ensure that thr
seek developers contributions are maximised. Impact future CF projects needs to be considered.

In CF Project Business cases we have considered travel plans at individual project basis and done an assessment
of the CR programme against the aims and objectives of WSP.

However the wider impact of the SEWTA and Spatial plan and associated costs of links between key settlements
are not included in the health based business cases. We would be concerned that SEWTA would seek to promote
this through local planning agencies we would have to go back to Welsh Assembly for additional funding.

9. Long Term Capital Programme

The longer term capital programme for include elements of all key modes of transport

Those pertinent to Gwent are:

Ralil Ebbw Valley Line Phase 2 i Direct hourly service between Newport and Ebbw Vale
passing new standings at Ebbw Vales town centre, Cwm, Crumlin and Pyle Corner.

Improved service frequencies (at least half hourly Abergavenny i Newport 1 Cardiff
with new station in Caerleon

Bus Improvements to following networks:
- Pontypool i Newport corridor
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- Cardiff T Newport Corridor

- Blackwood i Caerphilly i Cardiff corridor

Roads Key areas to address are:

- M4/A48/A467 Tredegar Park

- A4051 Malpas

- A472/A4043 New Inn to Blaenavon

The areas are not prioritised and these schemes have been sieved from extensive
proposals for major road improvements

Cycling and

Walking Wales region

There are a number of walking and cycling projects throughout the South East

Issues for Gwent:

DO any of these developments (and those in 5 year plan) impact materially on patient flows?

10. Monitoring and Review

WAG RTP requires monitoring process in place for assessing achievement of RTP outcomes. Wales Transport
Monitoring Strategy (WTMS) identifies the key performance indicators.

Regional indicators have been delivered and based on priorities, objectives and aims.

Is there anything the CF implementation plan can learn from the STMS to help monitoring of implementation?

Sewta Responses to Clinical Futures Comments

each hospital in the region will develop a green travel
plan which will outline the approach for ensuring
sustainable modes of transport are available for each site

Promotion and development of travel plans
addressed in section 4.6

No reference to policy int
other public sector policies such as health and education

The Policy context of the RTP is addressed in
chapter 2 and comparisons between WTS, WSP
and the RTP are addressed in tables 3.1, 3.2 and
appendix B

specialist services must be better served by public
transport and roads

Improved access to facilities including healthcare
addressed in objectives and priority 1 with
policies, actions and schemes to support these
addressed in appendix B

what is the rationale for different mechanisms for
accessing central capital should a bidding for money
consistent approach be introduced

Bidding approach for European funds and other
capital funding opportunities seek funding from
other sources

with s 106 developer contributions the impact on clinical
futures program need to be considered

Developer contributions seek to maximise
contributions to the improvement of the transport
network which will be to the benefit of
developments as addressed in section 4.4 PLP2
and 7.1

wider impact of associated costs of links between key
settlements are not included in the health based travel
plan business cases, concerned that sewta will promote
this through local planning agencies and NHS would
have to go through WAG for funding

Travel planning development will include
healthcare as addressed in section 4.6 and
improved connections between key settlements
and their hinterlands will improve access to
healthcare facilities

concerns the long term capital program may have
impacts on patient flows

Long term capital programme seeks to improve
access to facilities such as healthcare and meet
this priority

How will WAG deliberate if public sector policies are
conflicting

The Policy context of the RTP is addressed in
chapter 2 and comparisons between WTS, WSP
and the RTP are addressed in tables 3.1, 3.2 and
appendix B
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28. Clive Betts Associates Comments

See Appendix B for Comments

Sewta Responses to Clive Betts Associates Comments

Protect freight rail lines from development for options of
future passenger services l.e., routes to Dowlais, Hirwaun
and up the Bridgend valleys. These should include tracks
which have had small sections built on (Penarth-Barry
route)

Addressed in section 4.
should be protected where future reuse is a
possibilityo

Bedwas freight link should be reopened for passengers due
to rush hour congestion into Newport with extension to
P&R at Corbettds | ane, Caer
campaign 4 June 2008 supported by cllr. ray Davies)

Review of rail strategy in 2009 addressed in
section 5.4

Little mention of P&R. development of beddau colliery
mentioned for Cardiff commuters in the past. possible
development around Coryton with minor extension of

branch line

Beddau to Cardiff rail line addressed in section
5.4 table 5.3

Cardiff bay train service should be maintained to present
levels increased boarding figures experienced recently,
advantage held over bus due to lack of congestion. Parry-
style could be introduced

Review of rail strategy in 2009 addressed in
section 5.4

Pyle station on swan line well situated possess a bus link
and should have at least an hourly service

Addressed in section 4.6 by providing all stations
with at least an hourly service

Too few stations along Ebbw valley line some old ones
should be reinstated

Additional new stations included in Ebbw Valley
phase 2 scheme

Opportunity for rail line to be developed in Rhondda valley
due to state of roads. Would demand 15 min frequency and
double track supply. Currently used by local people for
local journeys, may have been underestimated due to lack
of tickets issues

Review of rail strategy in 2009 addressed in
section 5.4
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29. Communities First Comments

| am commenting on the draft strategy until public transport, like buses allow/or make provision for people to take
their bikes on their buses/trains, then the whole strategy falls down with the ever increasing cycle ways that are
available in the valley's, cycling can be seen as the preferred mode of transport in the future - providing that people
are able to 'cross valley's' by public transport. by this | mean, if you live in Blaenau Gwent but work in Caerphilly,
cycling to work is possible, providing you can get on a bus to get you over the side of the valley (uphill) if this was
possible, then regular cycle users could pay a fixed weekly fare (like in London) and hop on and hop off buses as
much as they like, and get anywhere within the region - and keep fit al the same time, which then has an impact on
the health and wellbeing targets the WAG set

Sewta Responses to Communities First comments

Buses and Trains should have provisions for bicycles Carrying facilities on trains and buses
(9.1) supported through section 4.5 WCA3
Bus routes to support cyclists over the valleys (uphill) Addressed in section 4.5 WCA3
(9.1,9.3)
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30. Countryside Council for Wales Comments
Dear Sir,

SOUTH EAST WALES TRANSPORT ALLIANCE
REGIONAL TRANSPORT PLAN CONSULTATIVE DRAFT (JULY 2008)

Thank you for giving the Countryside Council for Wales (CCW) the opportunity to comment on the South East

Wales Regional Transport Plan. | apologise for the delay in responding. In discharging its functions under Section

130 of the Environmental Protection Act 1990, CCW champions the environment and landscapes of Wales and its

coastal waters as sources of natural and cultural riches, as a foundation for economic and social activity, and as a

place for leisure and learning opportunities. CCW aimstomakethe envi ronment a valued par
Wales.

Please note that this Plan should be subject to Assessment under the Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.)
Regulations 1994 before its adoption/approval.

The preferred strategy

CCW supports the RTP objectives, particularly:
e To promote travel modes that provide for healthier lifestyles
To reduce the impact of the transport system on the natural and built environment
To make the transport system more robust with respect to the consequences of climate change
To reduce significantly the emission of greenhouse gasses from transport
To make the public more aware of the consequences of their travel choices on climate, the environment
and health

For most of these objectives, there are appropriate policies in the Plan. However, it is disappointing that there is no
policy, with the exception of RU1, aimed at delivering the reduction in carbon emissions. CCW strongly
recommends that such a policy is added to the Plan. More robust policies and actions will be needed to deliver the
objective on greenhouse gases.

In addition, the policy underpinning the objective on the natural and built environment (HI5) appears to relate only

to roads 1 it should also apply to bus and rail projects and cycleways. In addition, the policy refers only to the need

to produce a protocol, and ifoeexanpletdimpldment measiirestomeduce A act i Vv e
impacts and seek environmental enhancements (biodiversity, landscape, water quality) within projects.

We note that in our response to the outline Regional Transport Plan (April 2007), we recommended that there
should be an action within the plan to increase connectivity of semi-natural habitats across the Sewta Region i
through appropropriate design of new schemes and improvement projects as well as maintenance. We recommend
that a policy is still needed to address this issue. Since this earlier response, the revised Wales Spatial Plan and
area frameworks have been published and adopted by the Assembly, setting out a vision for South East Wales. An
i mportant component of the SE Area framework is the congc
commissioned by the Welsh Assembly Government is currently underway. The Regional Transport Plan will need
to fit with this priority in the Wales Spatial Plan. Therefore, we recommend that a policy (for example an aim to
increase connectivity of habitats across the Region by minimising the fragmentation of existing habitat networks
and increasing the connectivity of these networks by appropriate design and maintenance) should be included in
the Plan.

We note the reference in the Plan to the new M4 and support for its early construction. In our opinion, it is not
appropriate for this to be included in the Plan and this paragraph should be removed. It is not covered by the RTP
and indeed is likely to conflict with many of the policies and objectives of the RTP.

The long-term capital programme.

We recommend that early consultation is held with CCW as schemes are brought forward. Several projects have
potential impacts on Special Areas of Conservation (SACs)/Special Protection Areas and sites of Special Scientific
Interest (SSSIs). Many projects will pass through areas which contain European and UK protected species. Early
consultation will ensure the constraints are identified at the outset and appropriate measures built into scheme
design.

Monitoring and review
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The monitoring programme indicators from the SEA Environment Report (Table 9.1) should be included in the RTP
monitoring programme. The SEA does not appear to have influenced the RTP.

Objective 17 (greenhouse gas emissions) - this must have level of greenhouse gases from transport in Sewta area
as an indicator. The number of initiatives and interventions will not be adequate monitoring.

Objective 15 (reducing transport impacts on natural and built environment) -i ndi cat or needs to be
road or rail projects (new schemes or improvements) in designated areas for wildlife (SAC, SPA, SSSI, NNR), for

landscape (National Park, Historic landscape, AONB), in ancient woodland or in greenspace (as recorded in local

authority greenspace assessments). Number of initiatives and interventions is not adequate monitoring. An
additional i ndicator fAarea of habitat restored or create

If you require clarification of any points do not hesitate to contact us. | would suggest that we arrange to meet to

discuss the 5 year programme and linkage to the Spatial Plan priorities.

Sewta Responses to Countryside Council for Wales Comments

The plan should be subject to assessment under the
conservation regulations 1994 before its
adoption/approval

A strategic environmental assessment of the RTP
has been carried out as addressed in section 4.2

More robust policies and actions should be included that
delivers a reduction in carbon emissions

Reduction in carbon emissions addressed by
objectives, priority 6 and the wider goals

Policy HI5 should apply to all schemes (bus, rail, W&C)
and should be made more active instead of just
producing a protocol

Addressed through the meeting of objective to
reduce the impact on the natural environment.
Policies and actions to support objective are
addressed in appendix B

Policy should be added that aims to increase connectivity
of habitats across the region by minimising fragmentation
of existing habitat networks by improved connectivity,
design and maintenance

Addressed through the meeting of objective to
reduce the impact on the natural environment.
Policies and actions to support objective are
addressed in appendix B

M4 project should not be included in the RTP as it is
contrary to policies and objectives and is not covered by
the RTP

While Sewta does not support the provision of
substantial extra capacity to the national motorway
system, where there are congestion, safety or
maintenance issues these will need to be
addressed to improve the efficiency of the trunk
road network of South East Wales

Recommended that CCW are consulted as schemes are
brought forward as several schemes have potential
impacts on SAC's, SSSl's and special protection areas,
so that appropriate measures can be built into scheme
design

Stakeholders consulted as schemes are bought
forward.

SEA monitoring programme indicators should be
included in the RTP monitoring programme

SEA monitoring indicators included

Obj 17 must have figures of the level of greenhouse
gases from transport in the Sewta area as an indicator

Chapter 8 reviewed

65




31. CPT Cymru Comments

Response to the SEWTA draft Regional Transport Plan by the Confederation of Passenger Transport (CPT)
Cymru

Introduction

CPT Cymru is the professional and trade body representing bus and coach operators across Wales. Within the
SEWTA region all significant bus operators are members of our organisation.

Background

CPT welcomed the Wales Transport Strategy (WTS) as an aspirational vision document that provided a
comprehensive analysis of the economic, social and environmental factors effecting transport policy in Wales.

The document was however long on policy, and short on delivery. This point was generally acknowledged by
WAG, who emphasised that it was the role of the four consortia to translate policy into a series of deliverable
outcomes, which would then build on the principles of the WTS to form the basis of the National Transport Plan.
As such CPT were looking forward to the SEWTA Regional Transport Plan (RTP) providing details of specific and
concrete measures in support of more sustainable forms of transport in general, and more specifically bus.
Overview of the draft RTP

CPT was disappointed to find that the majority of the RTP was taken up with a reiteration of the issues identified in
the WTS, albeit applied on a regional basis. The overwhelming feel of the document was again of an aspirational
vision document that was long on policy objectives, and short on deliverable outcomes.

It had been expected that the RTP would address the funding framework in the short, medium and longer term. In
reality the RTP is limited to short term funding targets, which are both severely constrained, and for the most part
already committed. It is difficult to understand how a strategic plan can have real teeth given short term funding
constraints, and longer term funding uncertainty.

It had also been expected that the RTP would seek to resolve conflicts between competing economic, social and
environmental objectives. This analysis, together with the anticipated funding guidelines, would have enabled a
properly prioritised and balanced programme of activity. The document is however short on such analysis, and with
little evidence of prioritisation, leaving a long and generalised wish list.

Deliverable outcomes would have been identified by a hierarchy of objectives, with delivery through specific and
realistic projects and interventions. In each case we would have expected that funding had been identified in
actuality or in principle, with the projects having identifiable sponsors/managers, with clear timescales and delivery
schedules, and measurable outcomes. In practice there is little evidence of such an outcome based approach
within this document.

Bus Specific Measures

CPT welcomes the analysis within the RTP of the key role that bus has to play in the transport mix in the SEWTA
region. This analysis is added to in the Regional Bus Strategy document, and it is clear that there is a sound
understanding both of the strategic importance of bus, and of the types of measures needed to assist its
development in support of the wider economic, social and environmental objectives.

Beyond that though CPT is concerned that the RTP is lacking in depth, focusing on analysis of the problems faced,
and sorts of measures required, whilst failing to provide a prioritised and funded list of specific, time bound and
measurable outcomes. Given a history of failed or delayed delivery in the past (the A469 Bus Corridor
improvements and Cowbridge Road SQBP&s being examples), the document
good intentions, and short on specifics.

The RTP refers to two supporting documents, on which we would comment as follows:-

e The Regional Bus Strategy was prepared with the involvement and full support of CPT, but is now some
two and a half years old, with clear evidence already of delivery failure. This document needs updating to
reflect current priorities and funding constraints. Perhaps more importantly a review is required of why it
has failed to deliver any meaningf ul bus priority me
we do not see another period that is full of good intentions, but that ultimately fails to address the central
problem of congestion.

e The second document, entitled OSEWTA Bus I nvestment P
itds primary purpose was to seek to secure European
towards Objective One areas. The document provides useful analysis, and in particular takes a systematic
approach to understanding the sorts of measures required, and costs involved, in providing meaningful
improvement measures on the key bus corridors. CPT is concerned however that there is an inbuilt
assumption as to a lack of funding availability, with scheme cost and geographically spread locations
having been used as key prioritisation factors (Sect
report i the next stage identified as being the need for feasibility studies followed by planning (Section 7.8).

Given the concerns expressed over funding uncertainty, and the availability of staff to progress the
schemes, together extensive preparatory work being required (Sections 7.9 to 7.11), it is difficult to have
confidence in the timescales indicated in Table 7.1. Even assuming a prompt start on the initial small scale
schemes in Q1 2009 (already looking unrealistic) the benefits of the smallest first tranche schemes will not
be delivered until 2010, with the second and third tranche schemes being delivered (subject to funding)
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until 2011 through to 2013. Non corridor schemes go no further than to indicate non specific general
progress during the five years covered by the plan. As such these plans are too little, and too late, in
relation to the fundamental and growing problem of congestion that they are seeking to address.

Support for Sustainable Transport
CPT welcomes the understanding demonstrated in the RTP of the role that Bus, Rail, Cycling and Walking have to
play in the transport policy mix, and the need for an integrated approach accompanied by a coordinated and
effective information strategy.
As to how this is to be delivered, or the availability of funds to meet objectives, the document is again light on
detail. It does not, for example, seek to address the situation that exists currently, whereby travel planning
resources are spread with no obvious logic or accountability, across Local Authorities, SEWTA, Sustrans and PTI,
and with no meaningful links to the marketing work of the Operators or the travel planning activities of the larger
private and public sector organisations in the region.
CPT believe that PTI Cymru (who hold the database of travel options for Wales), together with Sustrans (who have
experience nationally of delivering smarter choices programmes), should be tasked with heading a coordinated
approach of all involved to developing and implementing a travel information strategy for Wales.
Funding Priorities
CPT continues to be concerned at the lack of a rigorous and evidence based approach to establishing funding
priorities. Many of the most valuable schemes in terms of relieving congestion, aiding economic activity, and
improving health and the environment, are based around bus, walking and cycling. These schemes are however
difficult to deliver at the local political level as they often require a reallocation of road space, pricing interventions
(e.g. on road parking charges), and strict enforcement measures. The emphasis therefore is instead on rail
improvements which are generally politically popular, easy to deliver, but come at a price so high, and taking such
a disproportionate slice of the funding cake, that it must surely lead to real questions about the robustness of the
WelTag appraisal system.
This issue is of particular concern to CPT members as it occurs at a time when the Welsh Assembly has decided to
tax bus users in Wales to address funding constraints, whilst railway improvements continue apace. With further
talk of funding cutbacks, and both the concessionary fares scheme and BSOG under review, CPT urges SEWTA to
ensure that its proposals are evidence based on appraised outcomes and not expediency.
Transport Interchanges
At a time when the location, size and connectivity of the major bus interchanges at Cardiff and Newport is under
threat from commercial development, the RTP appears to leave the important issue of Regional Transport Hubs as
a LA issue, offering guidance in principle only rather than clear direction.
Potential Legislative Competence Order
CPT are of the view that the proposed LCO, if enacted along the lines indicated, would so fundamentally change
the face of public transport in Wales as to make the draft RTP obsolete at the outset. CPT therefore urge SEWTA
to engage with all concerned or affected by this proposal, to better understand its intentions and the potential
consequences (both intended and unintended) on the future strategic transport plan for the region. Key to this is of
course funding, together with the legal minefield associated with what is understood to effectively be a
renationalisation of the bus industry.
Conclusion
CPT agrees with much of the analysis contained within the RTP, and indeed welcomes the understanding
demonstrated of issues facing the bus and coach industry at this time. In particular it welcomes the analysis of the
sorts of measures required to assist buses overcome congestion problems, a prerequisite to achieving consistent
reliability, the most important factor cited by passengers as influencing their travel decision. Against this support
CPT has severe concerns in the following key areas:-

e The document is long on policy/vision, and short on deliverable outcomes. As such we believe the RTP

falls well short of being the delivery document envisaged in the WTS.

e Within tight funding constraints there is a bias to rail, and against bus, that is counterintuitive to the
expected investment appraisal outcome.

e The lack of guidance on medium/longer term funding is inconsistent with what is intended as a strategic
plan.

e The Plan fails to address many of the conflicts between the economic, social and environmental objectives
identified in the WTS. It fails to address the issue of local opposition to the specific and concrete measures
required to deal with congestion, and in particular the issues of reallocation of road space, the
establishment and enforcement of effective parking controls, and priority at junctions.
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e Much of the work on which the bus strategy is based is in need of updating, and will require further

updating in the light of the proposed bid for European funding (has this been made yet, and if so when will

the outcome be known?).

e The RTP is inconsistent with policy measures being developed elsewhere i for example the LCO and the

review of existing funding streams.

e There is little evi

fundamental regional importance.

e Whilst the need for an information strategy to underpin a smarter choices approach to travel planning is

dence of

SEWTA feel. t hat

ng

understood, the RTP does not contain proposals for coordinating and directing activity in this area.

CPT would welcome the opportunity to discuss these comments further and in more detail, both with SEWTA

representatives in respect of the RTP, and with WAG representatives in terms of the implications for the National

Transport Plan.

Sewta Responses to CPT Cymru Comments

Document focuses mainly on policy/vision and not on
short term deliverability objectives and therefore is not
the document envisaged by the WTS

RTP contains numerous actions and schemes

Within tight funding constraints bias seems to be towards
rail and therefore is counterintuitive to the expected
investment appraisal outcomes

5YP revised. Funding for rail proposals are directly
addressed t hr omogramm&A G6 s

Plan fails to address conflicts between economic, social
and environmental objectives and the issue of local
opposition to specific measures aimed at reducing
congestion

RTP proposes balanced programme. Appendix B
shows how policies and actions support
objectives.

Bus strategy is out of date and will need to be updated in
line with the sought EUSF funding

Progression of bus proposals addressed in section
5.6

Sewta must direct the LA's when issues of regional
importance arise

Sewta is a joint committee of member authorities,
with power to develop transport strategies on
behalf of member authorities

whilst the need for an information strategy is recognised
no direction or coordination strategies are discussed

Public transport information proposals are
addressed in section 5.7
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32. CTA Comments
The Community Transport Association

The CTA is a rapidly growing UK wide charity giving voice and providing leadership, learning and enterprise
support to member organisations, which are delivering innovative transport solutions to achieve social change.
CTA UK promotes excellence through providing training, publications, advice and information on voluntary,
accessible and community transport.

Voluntary and community transport exists to meet the travel and social needs of people to whom these would
otherwise be denied, providing accessible and affordable transport to achieve social inclusion.

The CTA is the representative body for third sector passenger transport operators across the UK. CTA member
organisations are involved in the provision of transport, especially accessible services.

The CTA is the UKO&s | ar geandinfggmaton ondecessibief voluntarg and gomrgupity a d v i € €
transport provision. CTA Cymru/ Wales is core funded by
Unit. It has offices in Clydach and Rhyl.

CTAbs Response to Consultation

CTACymru/Waleswel comes the opportunity to contribute to SEWTA
regarding this response should be directed to:

1 CTA welcomes the focus on social issues and challenges set out in
chapter 2. However, although accessibility is mentioned several times throughout the document, there is no
mention of HfAaccessible transporto. We would I ike to
ATo provide a modern, accessible, integrated thatd sus
increases opportunity and inclusion, promotes prosperity and protects the environment; where public and
community transport, wal king, cycling and sustainabl

2 CTA supports the initial SEWTA priority in chapter4of fAi mpr ovi ng
access to services, facilities and employmentodo altho
flaccesso. Similarly the first three objectives in ch
greater clarity throughout the document that public transport also includes community transport where
applicable.

3 At 5.7, there is no mention of accessibility in terms of bus policies,
although reliability and journey times areinthi ghlight
accessibilityo added to Policy BU1.

4 CTA feels that the CT policies advocated at 5.8 are based on a rather

one-dimensional and negative view of existing schemes, and is lacking in vision for the development of the
sector. Demand responsive transport is one of many types of community transport and should not be
separated out.

5 CTA welcomes the case made by Sewta at 8.5 for revenue as well as
capital funding, and would like to see reference to community transport as well as public transport service
support.

6 To support policy CT1, and as part of the development of CT across

Wales, CTA wishes to suggest a_Capital Enhancement Scheme of support for CT operators in the Sewta
area to include vehicle replacement and equipment purchase such as destination display equipment, ticket
machines, SMART Card readers, wheelchair restraints, IT software for booking and management systems
etc. This could also include revenue support for attaining quality marks and attending training.

CTA would Ilike to see this package adopted by each o

programme for the sector across Wales. This could be costed on a region by region basis.

Sewta responses to CTA Comments
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Accessibility mentioned several times but no mention of
accessible transport would [
provide a modern, accessible, integrated and sustainable
transport system for South East Wales that increases
opportunity and inclusion, promotes prosperity and protects the
environment; where public and community transport, walking,
cycling and sustainable freigl

Vision amended. Community Transport
addressed in section 4.9.

Priority 1 add "for all* after access

agreed

Greater clarity throughout document to state that public
transport includes community transport

CT addressed in section 4.9

Add "improving accessibility" to Policy BU1

Improvement of accessibility addressed in
section 4.8 BUA3

CT policies are based on one-dimensional, negative view of
existing schemes and are lacking vision for development. DRT
should not be separated from CT as it is one form of CT

Section 4.9 amended

To support policy CT1 capital enhancement scheme is
suggested to support CT operators in vehicle replacement,
equipment purchase such as destination display equipment,
ticket machines smartcard readers, wheelchair restraints and IT
software for booking and management systems etc. could also
include revenue support

Enhancement programme addressed in
section 4.9 FTA1
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33. CTC (Monmouthshire) Comments
Response of CTC (Monmouthshire)

CTC is the UK's national cyclists' organisation, with 60,000 members and a mission to make cycling enjoyable, safe
and welcoming for all.

We are grateful for the opportunity to respond to the draft Regional Transport Plan. Like Sustrans, we endorse
SEWTA's vision of an integrated sustainable transport system and note that there is much in the plan to commend.
We too would like to see a greater and quicker shift of capital expenditure from highway works to

measures that encourage walking and cycling and use of public transport. Highway schemes, still about 43% of
the budget, must be subjected to a rigorous and fair value-for-money evaluation, and not proceeded with simply
because they have been a local authority's cherished ambition for many years.

However, we note that no local authority highway schemes are listed for Monmouthshire. Indeed, the plan includes
few specific projects for the county. Even the county's Connect 2 cycling/walking projects at Monmouth and Tintern
are not listed - though this seems to be an oversight. We are pleased that the County Council recognises that a
new (non-statutory) local transport plan is needed to programme improvements such as Safe Routes for
Communities, traffic calming, lower speed limits and personal travel planning that would meet CTC objectives.

We understand that a proposed network of safe routes has recently been identified for Monmouth by joint working
by the community and the Council. Something similar was prepared for Abergavenny about ten years ago and
included in UDP Supplementary Planning Guidance, but little progress has been made and priorities need to be
established. All towns and large villages seem to need achievable prioritised transport programmes consistent with
the regional plan and prepared in consultation with local communities.

At this stage we would like to summarise our main local transport objectives:

e Better on-road conditions that place the needs of the disabled, pedestrians and cyclists above those of
other road users; while not opposed to off-road routes (we prefer them not to be shared use), we
emphasise the need for convenient, attractive and safe routes wherever needed; better-designed cycling
infrastructure is often needed, including road space reallocation if adequately possible, together with trials
of 'shared space' projects.

e Lower speed limits, particularly neighbourhood-wide 20 mph limits; cycle-friendly traffic calming;
enforcement of limits.

e Cycle-carrying facilities on trains and buses; well-signed safe routes to interchanges; cycle storage and
hire at interchanges.

e Quality cycle training for people of all ages.

The Draft Regional Plan, like many plans before it, shows good awareness of the scope for modal shift towards
cycling. Our fear is that in practice the amount of Welsh Assembly Government grants (and Monmouthshire's
limited access to European and S106 funds) will mean that local progress will be little or no better than during the
past ten years. Only a decision not to proceed with the M4 Relief Road or the introduction of Road User
Charging are likely to change that.

Sewta Responses to CTC (Monmouthshire) Comments

Greater and quicker shift of capital expenditure from RTP supports balanced programme. All schemes
highway works to W&C schemes, all highway schemes are subject to appraisal.

must be subject to rigorous and fair value-for-money

evaluation

Plan contains few specific project for Monmouthshire, Monmouth Connect 2 scheme included

even connect 2 Monmouth to Tintern cycle route is not

mentioned

All towns and large villages will need achievable RTP provides guidance for member authorities
prioritised transport programmes consistent with the when developing local solutions

regional plan and prepared in consultation with local
communities

Better on-road conditions which place needs of disabled, | Better conditions for cyclists and reallocation of
pedestrians and cyclists above those of other road users, | road space addressed in section 4.5

not opposed to off-road routes but prefer them not to be
dual use need for convenient, attractive and safe
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including better designed cycling infrastructure and road
space reallocation

Not to proceed with the M4

While Sewta does not support the provision of
substantial extra capacity to the national motorway
system, where there are congestion, safety or
maintenance issues these will need to be
addressed to improve the efficiency of the trunk
road network of South East Wales

lower speed limits (20mph neighbourhood wide) with
enforcement of limits and cycle friendly traffic calming
measure

Vehicle speed reduction measures are addressed
in section 4.5

Cycle carrying facilities on trains and buses, well signed
safe routes to interchanges and cycle storage and cycle
hire at interchanges

Cycle carrying facilities on trains and buses,
improved walking and cycling infrastructure and
cycle storage at interchanges is addressed in
section 4.5 and cycle hire facilities are addressed
in section 4.15

Quality cycle training for people of all ages

Skill and awareness training addressed in section
4.5

Fear that due to Monmouth
European and s106 funding possibilities to progress in
the area will be no greater than the past 10 years and
only the introduction of RUC and the dropping of the M4
relief road will change that

S

Several Monmouthshire schemes included in 5YP
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34. Cynllo Kymry Comments
Dear Sirs,

Integrated Transport Rail and Bus Link Blackwood Bus Station to Cardiff via Ystrad Mynach train station.
Carmarthen Services and Francis Drake Caerphilly & Chepstow.

For some time, this journey has been facilitated by a accessible omnibus supplied by Clarkes of Tredegar and
monitored by Caerphilly CBC. This service leaves at reasonable times during the Monday to Saturday Time table,
but may be stated as finishing early than necessary in the evenings. By doing so restrict the semi ambulant and
wheelchair users accessible services and choices.

Five other issues arise from this service, which | am sure will be repeated with other provider contracts in other
areas.

e When the accessible omnibus is not in service or unexplained as not available, the provider never utilises a
replacement omnibus which is accessible.

e The place where the omnibus stops at the destination of Ystrad Mynach is unsuitable for the semi
ambulant or wheelchair user. Every person has to walk between traffic with no accessible walkway and up
an incline, where the distance from the drop off point is approximately 250 yds, between platform and
omnibus stop.

e The stop has no shelter and you can wait between arrivals, of up to 50 minutes.

e More importantly, it is futile providing an accessible omnibus, when on arrival at Ystrad Mynach, when you
can only travel one way and that is to Rhymney, with the only real accessible points for alighting at
Bargoed and Rhymney. No provision to allow access for Cardiff or Caerphilly, because you have a rail
bridge, between up and down platforms only.

e Accessibility for the Semi Ambulant and wheelchair user, would involve travel over a 1 mile distance, up
large hills along inaccessible pavements. Where the accessibility along the whole rail link is deplorable,
even at Caerphilly, where if you wish to use the train to Rhymney, from the integrated inter omnibus
interchange, the platform is only accessible through a hard slog, via the upper reaches of town, up a long
hill and then down a non accessible , non regulations compliant, steep ramp to the platform.

e Similarly, if you wished to alight at Heath High level to gain access to the Hospital, or change to the lower
Heath Station. You are not able to do so, because of three to four flights of stairs and access on the up
side to Rhymney is via a steep ramp, which again does not comply with regulations.

In common with many things, a lot of hot air is blown over Equality and Diversity, when the situation even with the
new money being spent on the Rhymney Valley line. No true consideration is being given to accessibility and
approximation of service to promote Equality and Diversity. Service providers and contracted providers are not
considering their duty under the Disability Discrimination Act and the judgment in Re Holt. Nor is the Welsh
Assembly Government taking regard of their public duty under their Disability Equality Duty and resulting Statement
of duty.

Carmarthen.

As part of my employment, | delivered Disability Equality training within Carmarthen, one day in April 2008. | at the
Central Omnibus station, observed the non accessibility of services around Carmarthen. | noted not one service as
being acceptable, with only inter town services having a proportion of accessible omnibus supplied. No accessible
service at all, where the vehicles were stepped often with steep, five steps access. Where passengers
demographics being of the third age and or young parents with buggies. The routes being to the outer reaches of
Carmarthen to the Hospitals, Colleges and Social Housing.

| observed members of the public who were within the third age, alighting backwards. Parents having to remove
young babies and children from buggies and making choices of leaving children at the steps of the bus and loading
the buggies on to the vehicle first, then collecting hopefully the children without incident, from the entry point of the
omnibus. | noted some assistance by the driver to ensure no falls with the individuals of the third age and
assistance with children and buggies. This situation | am sure is also contrary to any Health and Safety statutory
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risk assessment, where the likely hood of injury to both parties is scaled from 1 to 5 and is at 5. Where the true
solution is to supply an accessible omnibus.

I hold the opinion that SEWTA, WAG and Local Authorities have a Public Duty via the Disability Equality Duty and
their Statement of Equality and Diversity, to ensure that contracts are issued firmly to provide accessible transport.
That the providers are inspected regularly on the provision of full accessible transport.

| hold the view that transport providers and SEWTA,WAG and Local Authorities are in Breach of their duty. That
most contracted providers are trying to meet access needs, but there are few that are not and probably do not
understand accessibility, or their duty to provide, which is total.

Another example is Francis Drake who operate from Caerphilly and Chepstow. None of their omnibuses are
accessible from my observations. Their operation is rural in nature and it is no point in providing such a non
service, since this enforces exclusion not inclusion as is the case in Carmarthen.

For your consideration, | attach a summary version of Re Holy Cross, which is about access to transport, in this
case rail stations and less favourable treatment. Treatment which is outlined fully above as less favourable.

Regards

Sewta Responses to Cynllo Kymry Comments

Blackwood to Cardiff via Ystrad Mynach: lack of evening | Increased service frequency addressed in BUA2,

services, no replacements when not available, not accessibility to services, vehicles and infrastructure
accessible for disabled users, no shelter, Ystrad Mynach | is addressed by BUA3 and BUP1 supports
interchange is not user friendly for immobile, disabled improvements to the regional bus network

users. Accessibility and equality should be addressed
further under DDA guidance

Carmarthen: All services in Carmarthen are inaccessible BUAS3 addresses issues of accessibility to services,
to disabled users and often have steep steps for vehicles and infrastructure

boarding, improve accessibility of services. Francis drake
operators between Caerphilly and Chepstow prime
example if inaccessibility.
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35. Cynon Valley Plaid Cymru Comments

The draft of the Regional Transport Plan notes as its vision:

6 To pr moderd stegrated and sustainable transport system for South East Wales that increases

opportunity, promotes prosperity and protects the environment, where public transport, walking, cycling and
sustainable freight provide real travel alternatives. 6

As a vision this is indeed compelling and timely, given the twin challenges of global warming and increasing obesity
(and associated health problems). Not only is the vision compelling but much of the analysis contained within the

plan supports thisvisione.g. on page 4 O06Dependence on the car is one o
area with clear social and economic consequences. 6 and |
from the transport sector come from road transport. Reducing overall CO2 emissions from cars and lorries, and

aviation is essential if the UK is to meet its climate c

This analysis then follows through into the outcomes and themes outlined on page 7 e.g. encouraging healthy
lifestyles, reducing the impact of transport on greenhouse gas emissions, achieving greater use of more
sustainable and healthy forms of transport.

SEWTA®&s no. 1
6To i mprove a
(emphasis added)

Indeed all nine priorities recognise the environmental and health challenges facing South East Wales.

priority |listed on page 9 i s:
ccess to services, facilitiwal Rhdgeapdtdogimel

So far, so good! However, on page 10 we are presented wi
alongside others such as 6Pro Public Transport 6. It i s U
this is completely at odds with the aims and objectives already set out. The strategy notes that the comparison of

these strategies has been undertaken utilising the Wel-TAG guidance.

Here it is suggested that a number of problems arise. While the strategy has set out very laudable (and necessary)
aims in terms of tackling health and environmental challenges, Wel-TAG as a tool for analysis remains focused on
the quantification of the economic costs and benefits of a scheme or set of schemes. The most recent version of
Wel-TAG acknowledges as much in relation to the environment:

2.4.14 At present, there is no complete parallel to the economic analysis which provides a valuation of the impacts.
This is an area where valuation

techniques are developing and where future appraisal guidance will

reflect changes in the availability and acceptability of valuations of

environment impacts.

Thus it is suggested that an over reliance on Wel-TAG will lead to a downplaying of environmental concerns. The
second major issue with Wel-TAG is the cost assumptions that are the basis for the economic modelling. The price
of oil is built in to the model at around $70 a barrel, some 40% less than its current price, and nowhere near any
respected model of the likely trends in the price of oil. This creates an imbalance in Wel-TAG which it is suggested
is likely to further favour private car transport over public transport and/or walking and cycling.

The planés preferred strategy is set out in some consi de
the priority afforded to road building and improvement in contrast to public transport and/or walking and cycling.

Over the 5 year period the investment in the different modes of transport are as follows:

Investment Amount %age
Road 152,299 42.9%
Rail 72,786 20.5%
Other 43,515 12.2%
Bus 37,484 10.5%
Integration 34,188 9.6%

Walking and Cycling 15,000 4.2%

Road spending therefore in this plan amounts to almost half of total transport spending, twice as much as is
proposed to be spent on rail and a remarkable ten times the amount of investment proposed for walking and
cycling!

Let us remind ourselves of the vision set out for the plan:
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060To provide a modern, integrated and sustainable transpc
opportunity, promotes prosperity and protects the environment, where public transport, walking, cycling and
sustainable freight provide real travel alternatives. 6

Simply put if this is SEWTAGO6s vision, and the analysis c
environment put forward by SEWTA is correct then the investment priorities are wholly misguided. It is suggested

here that a radical rethink is necessary with significantly increased investment in public transport and the funds

available for walking and cycling.

More specifically a number of issues arise during the plan:

e Interchange facilities. Much is made in the plan of the need for better potential interchange between bus
and rail and park and ride facilities. There is no discussion of enhancing potential interchange between
walking and cycling and public transport. The difference between provision made for cyclists at train and
bus stations in South East Wales and provision on the continent in say Germany or Denmark is very stark
indeed. There needs to be significantly enhanced secure parking facilities for bikes at stations, safe routes
to stations for cyclists along with enhanced opportunities for the safe carriage of bikes on trains. As
someone who has travelled considerably on the Valley Lines network with my bike recently, the difficulties
of doing this are significant indeed. Some of the difficulties could easily be overcome with effective sighage
and a little more thought.

e Walking and Cycling i page 14. If SEWTA is serious about rebalancing the relationship between cars and
cyclists/pedestrians then radical action needs to be taken within the urban environment with far more
widespread 20mph zones and planning policies designed to enhance opportunities for walking and cycling
while restricting the opportunities to drive at high speed in our city and town centres. There many European
examples of success here, and more recently very positive examples in towns in England e.g. Aylesbury.

o Policy WC61 linked to I) i why not begin with a major programme at transportation hubs?

Rail policies. Given the global economic climate and the health and environmental imperatives of securing
significant growth in rail travel why not consider further enhancements and improvements to the railways in
South East Wales. To take one example an extension of the Cynon Valley line to Hirwaun along with
services every quarter of an hour at peak times could have an enormous impact.

e 5.9.1 Again at this point when one discusses integration i having high quality information about local cycle
routes at transportation hubs is crucial.

e On page 20 SEWTA asserts that car traffic will continue to dominate the transport scene. As is evident in
some of the more progressive European countries i there is no certainty about the continued dominance of
private car transport. With vision and effective policy intervention the whole transport scene can be
revolutionised. There is Ilittle in the detail of t hi
discussion of the potential of car clubs to bring transportation and environmental benefits.

¢ Highway maintenance page 21. There are proposals currently being discussed by the National Assembly
to place a statutory duty on local authorities to maintain a network of traffic free paths i this would certainly
impact on the priorities.

e Road user charging. SEWTA supports road user charging in this document, but there is little detail here.
What kind of scheme is envisaged? How can it be justified i particularly when there is so little investment
taking place in public transport infrastructure? There are a whole range of opportunities to increase the
relative cost of travelling by private car that fall short of charging per mile e.g. raising a tax/levy on car
parking spaces, increase parking charges, increasing pedestrianisation within town centres, closing car
lanes in order to introduce more bus and cycle lanes.

e High Speed trains. There are clearly opportunities to develop high speed links to North Wales and to bring
journey times down considerably to Bangor and Holyhead. By making the train the most attractive option to
travel north a major contribution could be made to reducing greenhouse gas emissions

e Budgetary priorities. Aside from the more general point made above in relation to the overall priorities 1
there appear a long list of potential walking and cycling projects, including developing the network of
walking and cycling paths in the Cynon Valley which are timetabled for later in the five year programme
with little or no indication whether there is appropriate funding available. Clearly these initiatives need to be
funded and further prioritised.

Other more general points include:

e Safety at major bus stations. | very much hope that the new bus station at Cardiff central will be designed
in a much more user friendly way and enhance passenger security. Arguments relating to the old bus
station need not be rehearsed here, but a major improvement is long over due.

e Smartbikes / Velibs. Why is there no mention in the plan of a potential Smartbike scheme in Cardiff? The
Velib scheme has been exceptionally popular in Paris and has led to significantly increased cycling. If the
vision of the plan is genuinely about creating decent transport choices, then an effective smartbike scheme
would be welcome. One could even envisage a development at a major interchange of a smart bike hub,
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significant secure bike parking facilities, changing facilities for cyclists, and a maintenance shop for bikes
and smart bikes.

e The Cockle Card! The Oyster card is a major success in London. If we serious about integration, then why
not develop a similar card in South East Wales, which could even be called the cockle card, to facilitate

public transport journeys (and the use of smartbikes!).

Sewta Responses to Cynon Valley Plaid Cymru Comments

Reducing overall CO2 emissions from cars, lorries and
aviation is essential if the UK is to meet its climate
change objectives

Reduction of greenhouse gas emissions
addressed in objectives and priority 6

It is unclear why a pro roads strategy has been included
alongside pro public transport strategies which is
completely at odds to the objectives of the RTP (pg 10)

Addressed in section 4.1 to address the
alternatives to the preferred strategy

Number of problems arise with WelTag appraisals as
these focus mainly on economic not environmental
benefits, and the price of oil is calculated as 40% less
than the actual price which gives an unrealistic
advantage to the private car

WelTAG stage 1 minimum appraisal level,
further evaluation will be undertaken for major
schemes.

In the next five years too much investment is being
planned on the road (42.9%) network which goes against
the vision of the plan

The RTP proposes a balanced programme.
Highway investment proposal include funding for
legacy schemes.

No mention of interchange facilities between walking and
cycling and public transport, facilities such as secure
parking for bike at stations, safe routes to stations and
safe carriage of bikes on public transport need to be
promoted

Secure parking at stations and carrying facilities
on trains and buses is addressed in section 4.5
WCA1 and 3

more radical action must be taken to promote W&C in the
urban environment by introducing widespread 20mph
zones and enhancing opportunities by specifically
designed planning policies

Addressed in section 4.5 through the provision of
high quality cycling infrastructure

Policy WC6 should start at transport hubs

Addressed in section 4.5 WCA1

Further enhancements and improvements to the south
east Wales rail network should be considered with
extension of the Cynon valley line to Hirwaun with a
quarter hourly service

Update of rail strategy in 2009 addressed in
section 5.5

Transport hubs should have information about local cycle
routes

Provision of high quality information across the
region addressed in section 4.10 and 5.7

Shouldn't recognise continued dominance of the car but
should seek to revolutionise transport

Sewta seeks to reduce the use of the car and
increase car occupancy where possible as
addressed in section 4.11

No discussion about the potential of car clubs

Addressed in section 4.6 and 5.3

Proposals currently being discussed at WAG to maintain
a network of traffic free paths, would impact on priorities

(pg 21)

RTP contains numerous cycling schemes

Too little detail on RUC should seek other options such
as increased charges on parking, pedestrianisation in
town centres etc

Noted

High speed trains should be introduce to link north and
south Wales

Improved north-south rail links addressed in
section 4.15

W&C projects need to be funded and prioritised

RTP proposed increased funding for W&C
schemes

safety and security at major bus stations (especially
Cardiff) need to be improved

Safety and security to users addressed in
section 4.8 BUA3

Smart bike schemes should be discussed in the RTP
such as Velib in Paris which has proven very popular

Addressed in section 4.15

A smartcard scheme such as the oyster card should be
introduced if serious integration of ticketing and transport
is to be considered

Integrated ticketing and smartcard ticketing
options addressed in section 4.10 IIP2 and 11A4
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36. David, Wynne CliIr Comments

| write in my capacity as a county member for the St.Cattwg Ward of Caerphilly County Borough Council.

I am concerned that the plan does not show even as a long term proposal any intention to extend the park n ride
facilities at Pengam Station.

C.C.B.C officers are aware of the heavy congestion caused by the overspill users of the station car park on the
streets of the village of Glanynant.

My Council is presently considering introducing timed and residents parking in all the streets in the village which
will result in users moving to other locations further down the valley causing similar problems. At present more
people use the streets than there is capacity in the existing car park.

There is sufficient land available to the south of the existing car park to provide vastly increased capacity
| feel therefore that this project is worthy of consideration by Sewta and given some degree of priority.

Sewta Responses to David, Wynne Cllr Comments

Priority for P&R at Pengam station, overspill due to lack Pengam P&R included in 5YP
of capacity plenty of land for car park development,
current detrimental effects on surrounding streets (5.9)
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37. Davies, Ceri Comments
Please find below a number of comments | have on the rail element of the current strategy;

In a number of areas the plan seems to look for the large scale, big project answer rather than exploring a more
holistic approach. Primary in this approach is the suggestion for extra rolling stock and lengthened platforms.
Nowhere is mentioned trying to alter the way people travel. More emphasis needs to be on spreading the flow of
people thus reducing the need for costly infrastructure works and costly additional rolling stock that for most of day
are empty.

While not feasible for many employers, numerous large employers in Cardiff are of a size and scale to offer
extended flexible working hours thus extending the commute times and providing cheaper travel options for
deprived areas.

Several of Cardiffdés | argest employers operate restricti
required - British Gas, The Welsh Assembly Government and Admiral that between them employ nearly 6
thousand people in Cardiff all generally operate a 10 am start time. Addressing issues such as this in the first
instance is far more important than additional rolling stock that at best will be full for only two journeys a day.

The remodelling of Cogan Junction is another large infrastructure solution to a minor problem. The Penarth to
Cardiff rail route is unsuitable for heavy rail and the costs this creates, and the Penarth line contributes heavily to
the congestion of and suggested remodelling of Cogan junction.

A light rail or tram system using much of the existing penarth line and linking with development areas in Cardiff
(Sports village etc) would be a far better infrastructure solution and likely to be cheaper if considered against the
ongoing heavy rail maintenance on the penarth line and the likely £30 million cost to upgrade Cogan junction - this
would not be needed if the 4 penarth trains an hour are removed.

Light rail / trams should be far more prevalent in the document as there are numerous areas where these should be
first choice rather than heavy rail which long term is inappropriate and costly - none more so than the Cardiff Bay
line. This line should be removed as heavy rail and replaced with a suitable light rail system, also exploring
different stops and termini.

Removing the Cardiff Bay line from Queen Street would also enhance the platform options at that station.

St Mellon's would complicate the main line and should be a station on a light rail line between Cardiff and Newport.

Other areas that need to be considered are the provision of Sunday services on rail which are currently quite poor.
Also, the provision of services on much of the rolling stock needs to be addressed. Rather than getting an extra 5
minutes the Cardiff Swansea route or the long distance lines, money could be better spent ensuring that trains

were wireless enabled allowing many commuters to work on trains.

Gloucester hourly service should at least go to Cheltenham.

Sewta Responses to Davies, Ceri Comments

seems to focus on big projects rather than the holistic WAG requires RTP to contain a 5YP. RTP also
approach contain many non-infrastructure actions
remodelling of Cogan junction large infrastructure solution for | See section 5.5. Sewta rail strategy updated
minor problem, LRT/tram system would be better and 2009/10.

cheaper option

LRT good option rather than heavy rail as numerous Sewta rail strategy updated 2009/10.

locations where this could be implemented i.e. Cardiff bay
line, would also enhance platform availability at queen street

Sunday services on rail need improvement Service improvements addressed in section
4.7

Provision of service on rolling stock needs improvement Improved service quality addressed in section

rather than 5 minute shorter journeys Wifi should be 4.7

available

The hourly service to Gloucester should go to at least Improved service on the Chepstow line

Cheltenham included in rail proposals
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38. Davies, Dai MP and Law, Trish AM Comments
See Appendix B for Comments
Sewta Responses to Davies, Dai MP and Law, Trish AM Comments

Sewta officers met with Dai Davies MP and Trish Law AM on 21 November to discuss the issue raised.
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39. Design Commission for Wales Comments
Comments on SEWTA Draft Regional Transport Plan Consultation

NB: DCFW has been inundated with consultation documents and apologises for submitting the comments of our
team, one day after the deadline. We hope they are helpful.

DCFW strongly supports the stated aims of an integrated sustainable transport infrastructure, and the preferred
strategy which seems a reasonable mix of practical and aspirational measures, and apparently, a mix of pro-road,
pro-public transport and demand restraint. Although reading objectives on p 9, we could not find justification there
for a new section of the M4.

At a more strategic level, it says on p27 that the land use planning system is a key mechanism to deliver its

objectives, at all |l evels from LDP policy t otofa@ningBut it ¢
applications. We would like to see more detail on this and not just an assumption that it be left to Highways or DC

officers to represent the views of SEWTA. Greater clarity would be welcome.

The report has many good intentions but it does not yet go far enough in addressing the problems or difficulties

involved in moving people towards sustainable transport choices. For instance Policy SC3 on p16, is not clear

about what level of resources SEWTA will commit towards encouraging Local Authorities and other organisations

and businesses to adopt Travel Plans for employees.

The remainder of our comments are brief and are set out below. We hope this is helpful.

1. Page 13. The Preferred Strategy, refers to PPW / TA
TAN 12 and at this strategic level, of the Manual for Streets being adopted as policy, particularly with
reference to (bullet 7) a presumption in favour of 20mph residential development i which should not be an
excuse for developments with straight roads and speed bumps i which this current draft seems to indicate.

2. Some thought might be given to Planning PBelicy in re
improvement of townscapes throughout the region, perhaps considering the use of S106 contributions as
well as enhanced maintenance and management budgets.

3. 5.4.5If SEWTA are committed to the strategy, it would be more reassuring to see more than simply the
promotion of Ominimum quality standards and specific
aiming higher than the minimum.

4. Policy WC2 should not just be for new and regenerated areas.

5. 5.5.1 An uplift in revenue funding is critical to deliver improvements.

6. Rail Policies 1 there is no mention of promoting integrated transport facilities at rail stations 1 park and ride
/ bus interchanges / more cycle space on trains etc. (There should be reference here to Integration,

Interchange and Information Policies ref 5.9)

7. 5.9.3 The statement here should read AThe DESI GN qua
interchange is a...0 Another area where TAN 12 and t

8. Policy lI2: Quality criteria for interchange facilities should include sustainable design, refer to TAN 12 etc.

9. Page 21. Highway Policies - Policy H18 & H19 There is an opportunity here to refer to the Manual for
Streets and the idea of &éddecl utt er eetqibtreetauditstf o wn cent
promoted by SEWTA, could have a major impact across the region and work would sit well with the HoV
Public Realm Strategy / and Wales Spatial Pl an 6l oca

be linked to information regarding integrated transport facilities, park & ride etc. We would also like to see
advocacy for minimum parking standards, in negotiation with the ten Local Authorities, especially as the
report acknowledges that the availability of parking can influence whether or how a trip is made.

10. Preliminary Five Year programme does not identify investment in projects to improve townscape quality of
routes from the Highway policy H18 & H19. Walking and Cycling improvements would be included within
this and a small proportion of funds seems to be going in this direction i unless of course we have misread
the tables.

Sewta Responses to Desigh Commission for Wales Comments

No justification for M4 relief road While Sewta does not support the provision of
substantial extra capacity to the national motorway
system, where there are congestion, safety or
maintenance issues these will need to be
addressed to improve the efficiency of the trunk
road network of South East Wales

Not clear how RTP will input to land use planning system, | Land use planning addressed in section 4.4
more detail not just assumption that it is to be left to t hrough coordination wi
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highways or DC officers to represent views of sewta

PLP3 and PLP4 and development of PLA2

RTP does not go far enough in addressing difficulties of
moving people towards sustainable transport options i.e.
SC3 not clear what sewta will do to encourage LA's and
other organisations to adopt travel plans

Addressed in section 4.6

Planning policy in relation to support for de-cluttering and
improvement of townscapes should be considered with
possible contributions by s106 and enhanced
maintenance and management budgets

Reduction of the transport system on the local
street scene and the natural, built and historic
environment addressed in objectives and priority 6
with policies, actions and schemes which meet
these identified in appendix B

5.4.5 if sewta are committed to this strategy then it should
aim higher than the minimum quality standards

Minimum quality standards which are attractive
safe and functional and produce high quality
cycling infrastructure and areas where people are
happy to walk is addressed in section 4.5

Policy WC2 should not just be for new and regenerated
areas

Current infrastructure addressed by WCP1

5.5.1 an uplift in revenue funding is critical to deliver
improvements

Addressed in section 7.2 by stating that the
available funding for the most critical of the
revenue heads must be increased

In rail policies no mention of integrated transport facilities
should be reference to 5.9

Integration between services and modes
addressed in section 4.10

Policy 112 should include criteria for interchange facilities
that include sustainable design (TAN 12)

Addressed in wider goals stating the minimisation
of the consumption of resources and energy

HI8 &HI9 opportunity to de-clutter centres street audit
could have major impact across the region in line with
HoV strategy

Addressed by HIAL, HIA2 and HIA3

5.13 should link in with integrated transport facilities
(P&R) and minimum parking standards should be
implemented especially as report acknowledges that the
availability of parking can change the mode used for a
journey

Car parking addressed in section 4.13, P&R
provision addressed in section 4.10 and 5.7

5YP does not identify investment in townscape quality of
routes from policies HI8 & 9

To be addressed in the further development of
make-better-use programme

W&C has small proportion of investment

W&C investment increased
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40. Farmer Union of Wales, Glamorgan Branch Comments

1.

Do the vision, objectives and priorities identified in this plan fairly reflect the challenges facing transport in
the South East of Wales?

Yes, the main problem in our view is social exclusion within many rural communities, especially in the case
of public transport. Residents have little option but to travel by car, and with spiralling fuel costs this mode
of travel is becoming more and more difficult.

Do you think the proposed policies are sufficient in meeting the transport challenges in the region?

Generally yes, but there are no targets mentioned within the consultation document, such as targets for
decreasing road traffic, or targets for increased use of public transport

The plan contains a series of proposed actions and schemes. Of these, which best supports the plan in
addressing the needs of the South East of Wales?

Increased availability and use of public transport, awareness raising of services available, frequent and
consistent public transport services. Improved links within public transport services, and higher quality
services. Also reducing cost of public services,
Are there any further interventions which could be added to improve the plan?

Promotion of use of sustainable fuel in vehicles i people know that the future of diesel and petrol is
unknown and with the increased fuel costs will be looking at other fuel options. In some cases transport by
car will be the only option, and thus trying to highlight other greener fuel types would be useful.

What additional powers, funding, delivery structures or other measures are needed to implement the plan
successfully?

Monitoring and achievement of targets.
How can Sewta best work with the public and other stakeholders to deliver the plan?

Press releases, public open meetings, grand openings of new services 1 rail, bus, footpaths. More publicity
of the plan and itbés ai ms.

Sewta Responses to Farmer Union of Wales, Glamorgan Branch Comments

No set targets mentioned within the document See chapter 8

Use of sustainable fuel in vehicles should be promoted in | Proposals to cut vehicle emissions for buses and

RTP electrify the rail network are addressed in section
4.7 and 4.8

Sewta should expand its reach through press releases, Work with various stakeholders and partners is

public open meetings and grand opening for new addressed throughout RTP

services and projects
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41. Fawcett, Adrian Comments

I understand you are currently seeking comments from local residents on public transport provision in South East
Wales, so here are my views. Although | am a car owner | do make regular use of the rail service between
Pontypool and Cardiff and other destinations, and occasional use of bus services.

Daytime bus services are generally frequent and reliable, and information at bus stops and on the buses
themselves have improved substantially. However the provision during evenings is inadequate. Many services
stop around 6:30 or 7 p.m. and therefore the bus is not a viable option for evening journeys, e.g. between New Inn
and Newport.

The cost of bus fares is an issue. | feel that some journeys are seriously over-priced and therefore there is no
incentive for car owners to take the bus instead for short trips - especially Cwmbran where car parking is free.
Indeed, the majority of bus passengers seem to be those qualifying for free travel. | feel strongly that SEWTA
should set a framework for bus fare levels that will encourage their use, compensating bus operators if necessary.

The local rail service is fairly good, but | think there is scope for new routes, such as a direct commuter train from
Abergavenny to Bristol and though trains between Cardiff and Birmingham via Hereford and Worcester.

Sewta Responses to Fawcett, Adrian Comments

Evening bus services inadequate stop between 6.30 & 7 | Addressed in section 4.8 BUA2 and
between new Inn and Newport therefore not viable option | aspiration of high quality standards for

(9.3) all services
scope for new rail lines i.e. commuter line from Review of rail strategy in 2009/10
Abergavenny to Bristol, through trains Cardiff-Hereford- addressed in section 5.5

Worcester-Birmingham
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42. Friends of the Earth Comments
See Appendix B for Comments

Sewta Responses to Friends of the Earth Comments

More car parking at Monmouth station, area which is
currently locked and gated could provide space and
access for disabled people to south bound platform

Park and Ride facilities for Monmouth addressed
in 5 year programme and localised parking
strategies addressed in section 4.14

More car share parking availability in Monmouth is
needed as current space is not sufficient

Park and Ride facilities for Monmouth addressed
in 5 year programme and localised parking
strategies addressed in section 4.14

Monmouth to Bristol buses over capacity so passengers
being left behind

Addressed in section 4.8 BUA2 and in section
4.15 through increased connections to Bristol

New bus route from Tutshill to Monmouth to reduce traffic
from Gloucester in the mornings and the evenings

Improvement to bus services addressed in section
4.8 and feeder routes to rail stations addressed
through the station improvement schemes in the 5
year programme and section 5.5

Tolling for heavy lorries on lower part of Hardwick hill,
Monmouth

Demand management addressed in section 4.12

Cycle routes from Monmouth to Chepstow

To be addressed in future progress reports

Walking buses to schools

School Travel plans addressed in section 4.6

better integration between bus and rail timetables in the
wider areas

Integration between services and information
provision are addressed in section 4.10

Chepstow needs better train services, Severn tunnel
junction station should be improved with reverse facilities
for short trains and new services to Bristol and alternating
Cardiff Newport services

Severn Tunnel junction station improvements
addressed in 5YP

More services to Chepstow to cope with new buildings
(Lydney) Hardwick hill gridlocks town and 5 hour hold ups
are experienced

Improved service frequencies on Cardiff to
Chepstow line addressed in section 5.5
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43. Gainsbury, Andrew Comments

Dear Sewta,

Many thanks for the opportunity to provide feedback on the recently published Draft Regional Transport Plan.

| very much support the general aim of the draft plan to actively encourage people to walk, cycle and use public
transport rather than drive as it is important that the impact of transport on climate change is reduced. However, |

would say that the draft plan does not go far enough in achieving this aim. Specifically my comments are as
follows: -

e The draft plan mentions of the aim of reopening the railway line to Beddau. Given such a line would serve

many people who donét currently have convenient
However, the target completion date of 2018 seems a very long time away. Surely this project could be
completed sooner, by 2011 or 20127

| am surprised there is no mention of any other potential railway re-openings (other than the much needed
extension to Ebbw Vale Town), particularly given the amazing success of the Ebbw Vale line. Examples of
lines that | would suggest ought to be considered for re-opening are those to Abertillery, Hirwaun and
Cwmbargoed.

| am pleased that draft plan recognises the need to replace the outdated Pacers on the Valleys Line
services and increase capacity on these routes. However, | am disappointed that nowhere in the draft plan
is the possibility of electrification mentioned. With the urgent need to electrify lines and reduce dependency
on oil now being recognised, surely the Valleys lines should be high on the national priority list for
electrification. Combined with some line speed increases, new electric trains could greatly reduce journey
times, reduce operating costs and increase patronage.

| am very disappointed that the draft plan supports the proposed M4 toll road around the south of Newport.
To build this road would be a disaster in terms of the habitat it would destroy and its impact on climate
change as a result of the additional traffic it will encourage onto the roads. Surely a more sensible, effective
and cheaper option would be to encourage people onto the railways by speeding up improvements on the
Chepstow, Abergavenny and Ebbw Vale routes, including the proposed additional stations. Again
electrification of these routes should be considered to improve journey times and reduce operating costs.
No real mention is made of access to Cardiff Airport. Whilst it may not be considered desirable to increase
the number of flights, it is important to have good access to the airport. The current hourly train service plus
bus link is inadequate and consideration should be given to providing a direct rail link with an improved
service. Surely this would be a better option than the currently proposed road which will only encourage
more people to drive to the airport as well as destroying more countryside.

No mention is made regarding the level of service that is provided on Sundays. Most places that have
frequent public transport Mondays to Saturdays have very poor or even no public transport at all on
Sundays. If people are to be encouraged to take public transport seriously a good service must be provided
7 days a week.

There is little mention of improving public transport within towns. At the very least bus priority schemes
ought to be introduced in towns and ideally a light rail scheme considered for Cardiff (and perhaps
Newport).

| hope that the above comments are of use and thank you for providing the opportunity to submit them.
Best regards,

Sewta Responses to Gainsbury, Andrew Comments

Porthcawl should be included in list of key settlements, Porthcawl included in list of major tourist attractions in

due for significant regeneration, no rail link but bus links section 4.15
are reasonable and could always improve, is a popular
destination and a seaside town

8.2 should make reference to the new planning bill and Community Infrastructure levy addressed in section

community infrastructure levy as a way of securing 4.44
funding for transport infrastructure, suggests linkages
between communities

Section 10 should include reference to CIL Community Infrastructure levy addressed in section
4.4

No mention of s106 in glossary Addressed under Planning Obligations in the
Glossary
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44, Gelligaer Community Council Comments

Dear Sir/Madam

Following our Gelligaer Community Council meeting, the Members requested that | contact you with their
comments.

They feel very strongly, and having spoken to local residents, that priority should be given to extending the car park
to the rear of Glan y Nant/ Pengam Station and made into a Park & Ride.

We would also like you to consider the same at Hengoed and Ystrad Mynach.

I have attempted on several occasions, but have been unsuccessful, in trying to view or download the consultative
draft Regional Transport Plan on your website. Therefore would you please forward me 2 CD copies of the
document.

Sewta Responses to Gelligaer Community Council Comments

Priority should be given to extending parking at Glan Y Pengam, Ystrad Mynach park and ride addressed in 5
nant/pengam station, Hengoed and Ystrad Mynach and year programme
P&R services supplied (5.13, 5.9)
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45, Griffiths, John AM Comments
Re: Draft Regional Transport Plan Consultation

Thank-y ou for your | etter of 8 August 2008, and the el
have a few comments regarding the plan, and look forward to reading the public participation statement.

Railway services at Severn Bridge Tunnel

| welcome the statement in this document that Sewta attaches great importance to improved rail connections to
Bristol and London through the Severn Tunnel. | hope this will include a commitment to support the continuation,
and consider expansion of, passenger services from the Severn Tunnel Junction station which serve a vital
purpose for commuters and travellers in the area. | am pleased that there is a commitment to improve facilities at
the station.

M4 relief road

I note that Sewta has endorsed the early completion of the new M4 south of Newport, subject to an assessment of
the impact on local roads. Whilst | recognise the need to address the issues of congestion on the existing M4, |
would hope Sewta will also recognise and endorse the need for a public local inquiry and further investigation into
the environmental impact of this proposal.

This would allow the WAG to hear the full range of opinion and evidence before a final decision is made on this
project, and | recommend that support for this Inquiry is included in this RTP. | believe it is important that the
environmental impact of this proposal is fully examined before a final decision is made.

Ebbw Vale 1 Newport rail link

Whilst | am pleased that establishing this was listed as a priority for Sewta, | am dismayed at the suggestion that
the direct rail link should not be completed until 2014. The link holds considerable potential to offer both social and
economic benefits to the people of Ebbw Vale and Newport, and the region as a whole, and | believe that Sewta
should advise that this connection is made a greater priority in the RTP.

The WAG announced on 10 September 2008 that it is committing up to £2.6 million investment between Gaer
Junction and Park Junction. This investment is a prerequisite to opening passenger services between Ebbw Vale
and Newport, and the work is due to be completed in 2010. | urge you to recognise the need and desirability of
passenger services being opened on this line, and to redraft the RTP with a statement supporting the extension of
these services earlier than 2014.

You will be aware that in its first six months since being reopened, the Ebbw Vale i Cardiff line carried about
44,000 passengers a month, twice the predicted level. The demand for greater rail connection in this area is
significant, and opening passenger services on this line long before 2014 would clearly be in the best interest of the
people and economy of this region.

| urge you to reconsider the priori t i sati on of these services, particul
investment between Gaer Junction and Park Junction, and to consider ways of bringing forward services on this
line in the redrafted RTP, so that the Ebbw Vale i Newport line is running as soon as possible.

New stations
| welcome the planned creation of several new stations in this RTP, which will expand services to many
passengers in the region. In particular, | am pleased that Llanwern railway station is scheduled to reopen.

One thing that | noticed that was missing from this document entirely was any discussion of the possibility of a new
passenger station at Magor and Undy. In 2004, Sewta reported that it may have been possible, economically and
operationally, for the station at Undy Halt to have been reopened. | would be very grateful if you could let me know
of on any information Sewta has considered regarding the opening of a station at Magor/Undy, either on the
Cardiff-Gloucester or London-Fishguard lines.

Many thanks again for the opportunity to comment on this plan.

Best wishes,

Yours sincerely,

Sewta Responses to Griffiths, John AM Comments
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Support continuation and consider expansion of
passenger services from severn tunnel junction station
which serve a vital purpose for commuters and travellers
in the area, support to improve facilities at station

See section 5.5. and 5YP

Need for congestion relief on M4, however public local
enquiry and further investigation into the environmental
impact is needed for relief road scheme (include in RTP),
allow WAG to hear full range of opinions and evidence
before decision is made

While Sewta does not support the provision of
substantial extra capacity to the national
motorway system, where there are congestion,
safety or maintenance issues these will need to
be addressed to improve the efficiency of the
trunk road network of South East Wales

Ebbw Vale phase 2 should be completed before 2014,
greater priority should be given to its completion, £2.6m
WAG investment between Gaer & Park junctions,
prerequisite to opening of phase 2, RTP should be
redrafted with statement supporting the extension before
2014 in the best interest of the economy and people in
the area

See section 5.5. and 5YP

Support for Llanwern station,, no mention of Magor and
Undy stations on Cardiff-Gloucester or London-Fishguard
lines which were discussed by Sewta as a viable option
in 2004

See section 5.5. and 5YP
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46. Guide Dogs for the Blind Association Comments

The Guide Dogs for the Blind Association
Briefing for Regional Transport Consortia in Wales

Introduction:

The Guide Dogs for the Blind Association (Guide Dogs) would like to take this opportunity to present to the four
Transport Consortia for Wales a briefing document highlighting key issues that we believe should be considered to
ensure accessing public transport is a realistic option to blind, deafblind and partially sighted people.

Guide Dogs is the UKO6s [ argest single provider of mobi

partially sighted people. Each year, we help thousands of visually impaired clients to live independent lives, either
with a guide dog or long cane.

Our vision is for a world in which all people who are blind, deafblind and partially sighted enjoy the same rights,
opportunities and responsibilities as everyone else. We help blind, deafblind and partially sighted people to
achieve independence and mobility through the provision of guide dogs and rehabilitation services T yet this
independence is limited by the environment in which people with sight loss must live. We therefore campaign for
equal access to transport and the built environment, shops and services, health and social care.

Involving disabled people

Guide Dogs believe that the Welsh Government's responsibilities towards disabled people in transport policies and
programmes would be best delivered through the effective involvement of disabled people, and the organisations
which represent them in the decision-making process. There is a need to make sure that disabled people are fully
involved from the initial conception of such plans. This includes making sure that literature is available in
accessible formats for people with sight loss, in good time for them to be able to fully participate in consultation
events.

Use of technology prior to travel

Blind, deafblind and partially sighted people would welcome the ability to access up to date and reliable
information regarding all modes of public transport throughout Wales. Technology is developing at a rapid pace
whi ch enabl es ac carmsaton,tsuch as tinee dables troutese aihd gossible delays more available
than it has ever been. However, this information needs to be available in formats that make it accessible to blind
and partially sighted people. Public transport information needs to be available in such formats as; Braille, and
large print timetables that are clear and easy to understand, A one-stop transport telephone information line that
can give travel information on all types of transportation. We would request that this telephone number should be a
free call or local rate telephone number. Travel information web sites should be fully accessible to visually
impaired people, which have approved accessibility standards set by organisations such as W3C or BOBBY.

Use of technology whist travelling

Having audible and clearly visible information on public transport, such as buses and trains and at bus and train
stops, can be a great sauce of information for blind and partially sighted people. This type of information also has
been found to of great assistance to the wider public transport user, such as older people, travellers unfamiliar with
a particular area and children. Having audio and visual information on trains, that is a requirement under rail
vehicle access regulations, has made train travel significantly less challenging for people with sight loss, as well as
other disabled people. We strongly believe that this requirement should be extended to bus and coach service.

Infrastructure

Having public transport infrastructure designed or redeveloped with consideration for the needs of visually impaired
people will help to ensure a safer and easier environment to use. We would recommend that qualified Access
Consultants as well as blind and partially sighted people are involved from the conception of considering designs
of such infrastructure from the. We would also recommend the use of the DfT Mobility & Inclusion Unit guidance
on accessible design 6l nclusive Mobil it yvwwafhorgukh Thisa n
document is in the process of being updated.

Consideration of the requirements of blind, deafblind and partially sighted people, when designing, or redeveloping
transport infrastructure and the surrounding environment can mean the difference between, making such places
pleasant and safe to getto and use, or areas that people with sight loss are reluctant to use and consider unsafe
environments. This issue has been highlighted in a recent reports published by the Guide Dogs for the Blind
Association which are available at www.guidedogs.org.uk

Co-ordination of transport fleets
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Having better co-ordination between transport fleets in a key element of a transport strategy and we are pleased to
see that this issue has been addressed in the Wales Transport Strategy. Many visually impaired people,
particularly those living in rural areas, rely on transport provided by such bodies as education departments and
health authorities. We feel that a more co-ordinated network of such transport services would help to ensure a
more reliable and effective network.

The Community Transport fleet throughout Wales is a much used and needed service by many blind and partially
sighted people and helps to prevent isolation and social exclusion. Such services have even greater value in many
rural areas, where there is none or very limited accessible public transport services. We would urge that each
transport consortia give due consideration to Community Transport and that sufficient funding is allocated to ensure
that such transport is effective, affordable to users and available in all the Regional Transport Consortia areas. It is
vital that such services are able to cross local authority boundaries and be available at times that users will find
beneficial, including weekends and evenings.

Giving other options to the car user

There are many reasons why people choose to use or not use a private car, rather than other forms of
transportation. In the case of the vast majority of blind, deafblind and partially sighted people, public transport is
the only option available to get around independently.

Guide Dogs is aware that the Welsh Assembly Government is developing a strategy to encourage the
attractiveness of walking and cycling and we welcome this. We would ask that when such a strategy is developed,
consideration needs to be given to the fact that people with sight loss depend on being able to have access to
areas within the community that are safe and allow ease of mobility. Striving for a fully accessible and intergraded
public transport system is vital although it is also necessary to ensure that routes to access public transport by

pedestrians is of a high standard. We refer to the

the Guide Dogsd report on Shared Serfaces mentioned

Although we fully support the proposal to improve cycling networks, we would request that due consideration is
given to the safety of blind, deafblind and partially sighted pedestrians, when cycle routes/lanes are being
designed. It is vital that cycle lanes and pedestrian footpaths are clearly defined as separate areas and effective
tactile and visual markings are used to indicate these defined areas.

Concessionary Travel Schemes

Guide Dogs welcomes the continued commitment to offer a concessionary bus fare scheme for older and disabled
people in Wales. We also commend the decision not to impose restrictions on when the concessionary pass may
be used.

We would urge the Welsh Assembly, Scottish Parliament and UK Government to work together to allow
concessionary fare schemes to have equitable use across the United Kingdom, thus allowing those currently
entitled to concessions to have free access to the national public transport network, throughout the UK. This
includes access to Taxi (Through Taxi Voucher or Taxi Card Schemes) and Community Transport in rural areas

Efficient and fully inclusive public transport is a major element to ensure continued independence and social
inclusion for blind and partially sighted people.

Access to transport for disabled people

It is still widely acknowledged the continued difficulties disabled people encounter when trying to access bus and
train services. We therefore strongly believe that there is still a need to continue to improve routes to bus and train
stations, to ensure that services are accessible for all.

Parking charges for Blue Badge holders

There has been a recent trend by local authorities to charge Blue Badge holders for parking in disabled parking
bays. Registered blind people are entitled to obtain a Blue Badge which is a valuable mobility tool when they are
being taken to various venues, such as shopping centres, as a passenger in the car of a family member or friend.
Disabled parking bays are generally located to allow ease of access to various locations. Charging for these
parking bays can be a barrier to visually impaired people who are living on a low income.

Awareness training

We strongly believe that all transport providers should ensure that their organisations have an effective disability
awareness training programme in place, for its entire front line staff. We feel that such training should be
developed and delivered with the involvement of disabled people. Disabled people themselves have a greater
understanding in regard to their impairments and the assistance they require.

Having front line staff who are aware of the needs of blind, deafblind and partially sighted people can make a
journey on public transport less distressing as well as giving a visually impaired person more confidence.

92

Df T
ear |



In addition to front line transport staff, Disability equality training should be provided throughout the transport sector
to all whose decisions will impact on the design, development and operation of the transport system.

Conclusion

We hope that members of the Regional Transport consortia find this briefing helping when considering developing
strategy to ensure all modes of transport are accessible to disabled people.

Sewta Responses to Guide Dogs for the Blind Association Comments

Involvement of disabled people and the organisations
who support them in the decision making processes

See section 4.15

Information should be more accessible to blind, deaf blind
and partially sighted people with availability of timetables
and information at stops in Braille and large print which
are easy to understand, a telephone line should be
available and websites should support people with visual
disabilities (5.9)

Region wide user friendly information proposals are
addressed in section 5.7

Audible and clearly visible information on bus and ralil
services (5.9

Region wide user friendly information proposals are
addressed in section 5.7

Infrastructure redesigned to support blind, deaf blind and
visually impaired people, Important that cycle routes and
lanes are clearly marked through tactile and visual
markings to ensure safety of blind pedestrians (9.1)

Training for key transport and non transport
practitioners in designing walking and cycling
proposals addressed in section 4.5

Urge the integration of concessionary schemes
throughout UK with availability of taxis and community
transport schemes as add ons

Integrated widespread ticketing arrangements
addressed in section 4.10 with concessionary fares
addressed in section 4.8 BUA4

Continued improvement on routes to transport stops and
stations

Improved walking and cycling infrastructure
addressed in section 4.5 WCA1 and improved
integration of services addressed in section 4.10

No parking charges for blue badge holders (5.13)

Car Parking addressed in section 4.14

Disability awareness training by transport operators and
disability equality training for anybody whose decisions
will have an effect on design, development and operation
of the transport system.

Awareness of people that experience more
difficulties than others in using the transport system
is addressed in chapter 2
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