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1. PERSONAL DETAILS

1.1 My name is June Harrison and | appear at this public inquiry on behalf of the Joint
Parishes Group (JPG). | have been helped in the preparation of this proof of evidence by
colleagues within the JPG.

1.2 I am Parish Councillor and resident for Leeds where | am Chairman of the Parish
Council. I am not an expert in planning law or any other technical matter relevant to this
public inquiry. | appear as a local resident and Parish Councillor and a member of the
JPG.

2. TRAFFIC
2.1 The JPG wishes to strongly object to the proposal on traffic grounds.

2.2 The JPG believes this proposal conflicts with international and European law,
Government policy and recently approved regional policy. Below | explain why.

2.3 KI G6s traffic figures vary dramatically depel
choose to read, but using one of KIGs own traffic projections agreed with the Highways
Agency (KIG 2.1) our understanding is:-

3,402 extra HGV movements per day plus 6104 car and light goods vehicle movements per day,
entering and leaving this site, using Junction 8 of the M20 and adjacent roads.

This seems a very large increase in the number of HGVs using the M20 at Junction 8
given the current average daily HGV count west of Junction 8 (Countpoint CP99203) at
Bearsted is just 10,858" (extract at Appendix 1). The JPG remains to be convinced
whether the Appellant has done sufficient modelling of the impact of an extra 3,402 HGV
movements on top of this (which would be worse if basedonMBC&6 s much higher f

2.4 I's it actually possible to get the huge number
the site when we understand that:-

2.5 H G V @ other traffic will access the site from the A20 via the M20 taking a right hand
turn against the flow of traffic from the A20 towards junction 8.

2.6 In the morning rush hour between 8AM and 9AM there would be a vehicle trying to enter
or leave the site every 8 seconds.

2.7 The busiest time would be between 5PM and 6PM when there would be a vehicle trying
to enter or leave the site every 7.5 seconds.| n t hreaifilnbo opti on (an opt.i
is the most likely) there could be a vehicle trying to enter or leave the site every 6
seconds. We believe that this is not technically possible, are unconvinced that any

! The M20 Report ¢ Michael L Shee, 2009
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measure proposed is proportionate to the huge volumes of traffic, and certainly submit
that this is neither desirable in this location nor sustainable. Moreover, we are
unconvinced that there will not be bunching of traffic at peak times, with a vehicle leaving
or entering, or at least attempting to leave or enter the site, every couple of seconds.

2.8 But that is relatively good news compared to the work conducted by Jacobs Babtie on
behalf of Maidstone Borough Council.? Their figures significantly differ and indicate that if
there is a rail/road interchange there is a likelihood that 6,100 HGV movements per day
would be generated, and if as is likely there is no rail link, there could be 6,300 HGV
movementsi near |l y twice KIG6és figures.

2.9 We hope these figures can be clarified during the Inquiry, but either way the impact on
the highway, the environment, and above all on the local community is unsustainable
and little or no effective mitigation has been proposed.

210 L e tcompare KI G6 s figarasnwith something we can all relate to Dover Harbour,
Europeds busiest ferry port.

Their latest figures show for 2008,t o u r dars, cdaches and HGVs.®

2008 2,830,238 97,851 2,307,821

Compared to projections for KIG.

Projection Range 2,227,960 Not applicable 1,241,730-2,299,500

2.11 In other words we will withess something on the scale of the Port Dover and the vast
volumes of traffic it generates, placed in the heart of our rural community.

2.12 In contrast although the Appellant believes the KIG will generate significant traffic they
go on to claim:

A x4 A x A

GAG A& y2i SELSOGSR GKFG Fye aAraayATihdendoli NBAAR
GNI FFAO yR FOOSaa O2yRAGAZ2Yy&EDE
2.13 | attach, in Appendix 2, some photos of traffic conditions in Dover, during the peak i but

| stress not during Operation Stack. We do not need a crystal ball to discover what
impact the traffic generated by KIG will look like. We can look at Dover now. It is clear

? Jacobs Babtie, MBC, 2009.
® Dover Harbour Board Annual Report, 2008
* SES, NTS, KIG July 2009
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t hat t he appell ant 6s assertion i s wr ong, hi

Environmental Statement.

I would like to take a moment to explain what this will this mean for the local community.
But before | do may | bring to your attention an additional complication, and
environmental pressure. The Appellant proposes that all vehicles are security screened,
and quite rightly too as it is deemed in their own application that this site will be in the
isevereo r i° s Kcreeairgt ne glaubt ywill be conducted for bombs, illegal
immigrants, drugs, smuggled goods and HGVs may be held or sent away because of
having the wrong paper work.

I f the HGVOGs are turned armvsacyrity beasors,us perhapd
because they are just too early, where will they wait and or park? The M20 service
station charges for parking and only has limited amount of HGV parking space. There
appears to be insufficient parking for any number of HGVst o al |l ow f or
statutory rest periods.

So parking in lay-bys, on verges and inevitably in residential areas will occur, generating
crime and additional pressures on our already stretched local police force. Traffic and
parking problems around Dover and Ashford are well documented. | also invite you to
look at report regarding the impact of lorries in Kent®, and a Petition” submitted by over
4,000 Kent residents to the European Parliament concerning existing HGV parking
problems.® This will give you an idea of the current impact. This proposal will make
matters worse, particular for our community. The failure of the appellant to fully
acknowledge the problem is unsatisfactory as is, of course, the lack of adequate
proposals to mitigate.

For the local community we predict the current users of the A20 from all the villages to
the south and east of Junction 8 will suffer severe disruption to access to both Maidstone
and the M20 on a daily basis i causing much longer travelling time for school children as
well as adult users. We anticipate a huge increase in toxic pollution and poor air quality
for this part of our rural community with its inherent risk to health. We also predict a loss
in tourism to Leeds Castle and the Weald of Kent because of the industrialisation of this
area-and huge tailbacks in all directions
would affect the motorway traffic as well and with Eurotunnel only 20 minutes away, this
would affect the journey times of its users as well. Any environmental advantage by
using rail freight interchange in this area would be completely negated by the huge
increase in traffic servicing this facility.

> Application doc, KIG 2007
® Channel Corridor Partnership, The Impact of Lorries in Kent, 2006
" Petition 1277/2003 European Parliament, 2006
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2.18 We also predict an increase in unsociable, unsavoury activities if lorries are parked in
our villages and communities. We can expect examples of human excrement left in lay-
bys, prostitution, drug dealing and other criminal activities as has happened in a similar
situation at Ashford.’

2.19 As there is very little unemployment in this area, there is little likelihood of the local
community supplying the demand for labour. This, in turn, would require huge numbers
of light vans and cars to converge on this area on a daily basis travelling from areas
where there is higher unemployment. .

2.20 Earlier | mentioned that we believe that the proposal conflicts with law, guidance and
policy.

2.21 In terms of our Human Rights, there is a clear conflict as our right to enjoy privacy and
peace will be severely prejudiced. *°

2.22 Government guidance is quite clear. PPG 13, on the transport policy context, states™*:

GhdzNJ ljdz2t £t Ade 2F fATFTS RSLISYyRa 2y (NI yaLRNI | yR
services; we need a safe, efficient and integrated transport system to support a strong and

prosperous economy. But the way we travel and the continued growth in road traffic is
RFEYIF3IAY3I 2dzNJ G26yax KFENXAYT 2dzNJ O2dzy i NBAaARS |y

2.23 PPG 13 on transport states, with specific reference to rural areas**:

a 9 Yoluhent uses which are regional or sub-regional in scale should be located where they
accord with regional planning guidance and where they offer a realistic choice of access by a
NI yaS 2F GNI}yaLR2NI Y2RSaoé

2.24 Clearly this proposal will further harm our countryside and contribute to climate change,
in conflict with the objectives of Government policy. No real choice of transport exists on
this site, (see the JPG Employment Proof JPG/03/02) and, as acknowledged by the
Appellant, most journeys will be by HGV, light van or car. This also clearly conflicts with
Government policy. The proposed Travel Plan is half-hearted and unconvincing. Most
people will drive to work. Kl G6s own 6104 tai and tight gamds vehicle
movements per day speaks for itself.

2.25 In terms of regional policy, a core objective of the South East Plan is to manage and
invest in transport.

2.26  The proposal will not be close to home for the majority of employees.

® Petition 1277/2003 European Parliament, 2006
' Human Rights Act, 1998

" PPG13

' The South East Plan, 2009
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2.27 The proposal is not in an urban or industrialised location, or any of the priority locations
listed in the South East Plan, and will not reduce the impact of the transport system on
the local environment. So the proposal is in conflict with the South East Plan Policy T1
(Appendix 3). I d o n 6 teadiitrout but itlis worh including in the record at this
point.

2.28 | will just select one element of that policy to demonstrate how non compliant this
proposal is:

Part iv states that the South East Plan s h o udnaburafe development that is located
and designed to reduce aver &lgaely thisoptoposat will increasegt hs . 0
journey lengths for the thousands of workers who will travel to the site each day.

3. The M20, Operation Stack and the Environmental Impact

3.1 | now turn to the impact on the M20, already one of the busiest transport corridors in
Europe. This proposal would make a bad situation much worse. Again | can see no
significant mitigation measures on offer from the Appellant. Indeed the lack of attention
given to the impact of the proposal on the highway network is unacceptable.

3.2 There is already provision for a variable speed limit on this part of the motorway network
between junctions 5-7 to try to alleviate congestion, noise, emissions and accidents,
particularly at peak times. From what we can establish the impact of a Port of Dover
scale development will be significant. No doubt this is one of the reasons the South East
Plan calls on SRFIs to be placed where rail lines intersect with the M25. It is self
evidently preposterousf or t he Appell ant to claim that 30k
an intersection. Half way down the M20 is not an intersection with the M25.

3.3 The South East Plan calls on SRFIs to be placed at ports and where rail intersects with
the M25 for good reason, to ignore this policy, is to negate the entire benefit of a road
rail interchange and end up with more, not less, road traffic.

4, Operation Stack

4.1 We are not satisfied that the appellant has properly considered the issue of Operation
Stack (Photos at Appendix 4). It already causes huge traffic over-load for miles
around.”* From my own experience when Operation Stack is on, | have had to turn
back from the A 20 and the M20 to take a long route via Sutton Valence, Headcorn, High
Halden and Great Chart to get to Ashford. This normally takes approximately 25
minutes T on this occasion it took 1 hour 30 minutes. This proposal will exacerbate an
already intolerable situation.

13 Easing the pain of Operation Stack, 2008
' The M20 Report, Michael L. Shee, 2009
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Environmental Impact

So we will inevitably see more widening, which we believe is not acceptable mitigation,
more traffic, more emissions, more noise, more accidents, more delays, more break-
down, more chaos, more demands on the police, fire and ambulance services and our
local NHS. Above all a more gridlocked traffic system.

These issues have not been satisfactorily examined by the appellant, and we fear the
consequences of allowing this development to proceed will be paid for in terms of impact
by local residents, and in terms of pressure on infrastructure, by the taxpayer for years to
come. The lack of adequate Environment Assessment, particular the impact on human-
beings, as required by Directive 85/337/EEC as amended, must now be addressed as
outlined in our Proof JPG/02/02.

Conclusion

Finally, it could be argued that these local environmental costs, if not fully or even
partially mitigated, by the proposal are more than compensated for because of possible
modal shift and potential benefits to the nation as a whole. This is an argument we do
not accept, and additionally there are better alternative sites. We invite you to examine
our Proof on the Business Case, JPG/07/02.

So in conclusion, | invite you to consider the adverse aspects of this proposal in arriving
at your recommendation. May | suggest the key points to consider in the context of the
traffic:

Loss of the right to privacy and peace, in breach of the Human Rights Act 2008.

Growth of road traffic forecast, harm to countryside and contribution to climate change,
and remote location in relation to workforce, in breach of PPG13.

Concentration of additional movement in this rural location further un-balances regional
transport, in breach of S1 and T1 of the South East Plan.

Insufficient benefits to mitigate the environmental degradation caused. (see our Proof on
the SES 7 JPG02/02)

Finally, there are better alternative sites and there is no overriding public interest case.
(see our Business case Proof and Opening Statement JPG 07/02 and JPG 01/02)
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Appendix 171 Extract from the M20 Report, Michael L Shee 2009

M20 Annual Average Daily Traffic Flows (2008)

M20 West of Junction 8 Bearsted Count Point CP99203
Cars 51700 67.8% Cars

Bus 876 0.0% Bus

LGV 12569 16.5% LGV

HGV 10858 14.2% HGV

2WMV 297 0.00% 2WmV

TOTAL 76300

M20 Annual Average Daily Traffic Flows (2008) West
of Junction 8 Bearsted

OCars
OBus
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M20 Annual Average Daily Traffic Flows (2008) West
of Junction 8 Bearsted
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Appendix 2:

Traffic approaching Dover Harbour, 2008
(Kent Messenger Group)
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Traffic approaching Dover Harbour, 2008
(Kent Messenger Group)
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Appendix 3:
POLICY T1: MANAGE AND INVEST

6.1 Relevant regional strategies, local development documents and local transport plans
should ensure that their management policies and proposals:

i. are consistent with, and supported by, appropriate mobility management
measures

ii. achieve a re-balancing of the transport system in favour of sustainable
modes as a means of access to services and facilities

iii. foster and promote an improved and integrated network of public transport
services in and between both urban and rural areas

iv. encourage development that is located and designed to reduce average
journey lengths

v. improve the maintenance of the existing transport system
vi. include measures that reduce the overall number of road casualties

vii. include measures to minimise negative environmental impacts of transport
and, where possible, to enhance the environment and communities through
such interventions

viii. investment in upgrading the transport system should be prioritised to
support delivery of the spatial strategy by:

a. supporting t he f u n c interoationalo f t he regio
gateways and inter-regional movement corridors (see
Diagram T1 at the end of the chapter)

b. developing the network of regional hubs and spokes (see
Diagram T2 at the end of the chapter)

c. facilitating urban renewal and urban renaissance as a
means of achieving a more sustainable pattern of
development

d. improving overall levels of accessibility.
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Appendix 4:
Operation Stack Photos

The Kent Messenger 2007
Junction 8 of the M20
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The Kent Messenger
Between junction 8 and 9 of the M20, August 2008

© JRG 2009 Pagel3



