
Council – 17th May 2012 
 

8. Report Title 
Amendment to Core Strategy (Local Plan) policy TA1 to include reference to the 
protection of sites for passenger stations and rail freight 
 

Lead Officer: Nigel Collins – Transport Strategy Officer 
Contact Details: nigel.collins@southsomerset.gov.uk or (01935) 462591 

 
 
Purpose of the Report 
 
To consider a proposed further amendment by Cllr. Andrew Turpin to Policy TA1 to 
widen the policy to include passenger stations in addition to rail freight and seek to 
protect sites where there is potential for rail freight facilities and passenger stations. 
 

Public Interest 

The South Somerset Core Strategy (Local Plan) contains land use policies and 
proposals vital to the future of the District. A report presenting the recommendations of 
the District Executive Committee for Full Council to consider and endorse in the light of 
extensive public consultation was considered by Council on Monday 23rd April. It was 
decided that the recommendation to amend one of those policies (TA1 – 
Recommendation 41) be deferred for further consideration by Full Council in light of 
further proposals by Cllr. Andrew Turpin in respect of rail freight and rail passenger 
stations.   
 
Recommendations 

That Council: 
 

1. Agrees to insert a new Policy TA1a in association with Policy TA1 - To promote 
and support for increased rail use by 

a. Supporting the development of passenger rail facilities to deliver 
sustainable transport alternatives to the car. 

b. Supporting bespoke rail freight terminals where suitable Rail Freight 
hubs can easily be constructed to enable easy road/rail interchange 

2. Authorises funding to the value of £200k to £400k for the business cases to be 
made for key potential sites for freight and passenger stations in South 
Somerset. 

3. Do not protect land for freight or passenger use at this time due to lack of 
evidence and potential blight. 

 
 
Background 
 
On Monday 23rd April Full Council considered the draft Core Strategy (now to be 
known as Local Plan) and in light of a proposal put forward by Cllr. Andrew Turpin it 
was resolved to defer Recommendation 41of that report for further consideration by 
Full Council on 17th May. 
 
Recommendation 41 of the draft Core Strategy report put forward an amendment to 
policy TA1 to include reference to Rail Freight and encourage Rail Freight terminals. 
Currently the proposed wording is “Consider bespoke rail freight terminals where these 



are feasible and where suitable Rail Freight hubs can easily be constructed to enable 
easy road/rail interchange”. 
 
 
The proposal by Cllr. Turpin was to ask members to consider the motion that: 

“In view of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) there should be a 
presumption in favour of sustainable development and this Policy (TA1) should 
seek to protect potential rail freight hubs and potential passenger stations in 
order to encourage and promote reopening”. 

 
Report  
 
The Local Plan considers land use policies until 2028. In recent years there has been 
significant growth in both rail patronage (since 1948 insert footnote ref) and rail freight. 
 
The NPPF makes a presumption in favour of sustainable development but also 
emphasises the need for deliverability. 
 
Any decision must also be taken against the backdrop of the 
McNulty1 report – “Realising the potential for rail – Report of the Rail Value for Money 
Study”. This study: 

o Recognises the significant passenger growth since the mid-nineties  
o Potential for rail & freight to double by 2030, - but 
o Significant cost to Government & end users - £4.3bn operating deficit for 

passengers – no improvement since 96/97 – unlikely any government will 
continue to allow expansion  

o Infrastructure costs are the most significant contributor. 
o Criticises RUS process as leading too easily to capital and infrastructure 

solutions – study  says greater prominence to financial costs & benefits of 
projects 

o Cutting costs therefore essential for ‘licence to grow’ 
o Train utilisation 25/30% lower than it could be 
o DFT, NR & TOCs need to jointly focus to achieve 30% savings in unit costs by 

2018/19 
o Given above are where are we going to get the funding? 

 
True the McNulty report recognises that in respect of rail freight costs have reduced.  
Increasing freight traffic by rail can reduce CO2 and HGV traffic on the strategic road 
network. Modern rail freight can be very effective when rail freight terminals with 
dedicated sidings and/or container terminals can be designed into developments that 
manufacture or distribute goods. However facilities for rail transfer are needed at/near 
the point of origin of the goods and at the destination and this and the nature of the 
goods should be considered in any feasibility. The locations and layout of the 
passenger stations in South Somerset are not always conducive to modern freight 
operation. The resulting additional lorry journeys where they occur on rural roads 
would impact on local congestion and it's difficult to see how this could be achieved 
without additional major highway works in often sensitive locations. Rail Freight is 
therefore much better targeted where suitable Rail Freight hubs can easily be 
constructed to minimise the need for road transport or enable easy road/rail 
interchange.  
 
                                                 
1 “Realising the potential for rail – Report of the Rail Value for Money Study” – Sir Roy 
McNulty – May 2011 
 



In respect of the land at Chard Junction subject to the recent planning application 
Network Rail recently commented that I  see  no  reason  to  protect  the  area  you  are 
concerned with (refers to land for future freight use, any such use would need to bear the not 
insubstantial  cost  of  installing  a  new  connection  to  the  network  (ballpark  £2‐4m). 
‐  Investment of  that magnitude would be  indicative of  a  level  of  traffic  activity  above  and 
beyond the capacity capability of the line.  
 
In respect of the land on the other side (downside) (St Ivel Ownership) they say The 
current,  legacy,  configuration  of  both  the  Down  Sidings  and  the  connecting  third  party 
infrastructure does not  lend  itself to modern freight operation; operable train  lengths would 
likely be sub‐optimal economically. However, subject to attracting suitable third party funding, 
it would  however  be  possible  to  re‐configure  the Down  Siding  layout  to  suit  operation  of 
economically viable freight trains. The salient points here are the attracting of third party 
funding and the ownership of the land. The downside is ‘doable’ for freight, although 
the St Ivel factory on site is currently operable and we would not wish to jeopardise 
that in any way. 
 
Consequent discussions with 2 leading Rail Freight operators (D B Schenker & 
Freightliner) have led to similar comments and whilst supportive in principle and 
recognise that over the Local Plan timeframe things could change significantly, both 
point out that the substantial costs which can only be borne by large-scale 
developments are less likely to take place here. 
 
There are therefore two fundamental considerations  

i. The principle of encouraging the use of more sustainable transport through 
improved rail facilities 

ii. The protection of land for both potential rail freight hubs and potential 
passenger stations 

 
A general principle of support 

The overarching principle of encouraging the use of more sustainable transport 
through improved rail facilities where these are likely to be deliverable has broad 
support, especially in light of escalating fuel costs, the need to reduce CO2 and 
tackling congestion issues. This means that a further switch from car to train is likely in 
that time frame. However, whilst gazing into the future as far as the propulsion for cars 
is concerned is notoriously difficult, development in the automotive industry is unlikely 
to stand still. Already we have extended range (E-REV) electric cars delivering a range 
of 360 miles and it is by no means certain that fuel costs alone will dictate a migration 
to rail over the plan period. Modal switch to train is more likely to be driven by 
convenience, congestion/journey time issues, affordability and comfort factors than the 
desire or ability not to use a car.  
 
The train is and is likely to remain an excellent mode for transporting large numbers of 
people and volume of goods with common journey patterns over long distances. Given 
this it is recommend that we consider a broader approach to support a general 
principle of the development of passenger rail facilities and rail freight facilities for 
sustainable reasons 
 
A revised policy TA1a might therefore be: 
To provide support for increased rail use by 

a) Supporting the development of passenger rail facilities to deliver sustainable 
transport alternatives to the car. 



b) Supporting bespoke rail freight terminals where suitable Rail Freight hubs can 
easily be constructed to enable easy road/rail interchange 

 
The protection of Land 

1. Locations to Protect 
The first step will be to determine where the actual land locations are. It is too 
simple to say the location of the old stations. For example recent discussions 
with South West Trains in respect of land at Chard Junction they indicated that 
“if in the future it were to be reopened, it would be away from the site 
concerned and located on the single-track section so as to ease accessibility 
and be more economic to operate”. Similarly development has often occurred 
at sites since closure e.g. Housing at Somerton. 
Another factor that will determine location is the proximity and ease of access 
to other stations. Travel patterns have changed considerably since the 1960s 
and current trends in growth indicate that people use the train because of its 
ability to improve their end-to-end journey time. People are very willing to use 
more flexible means of transport such as the car from their front door to the 
station to use the train. Simply building a station where there is potential for 
abstraction from other stations is not cost effective and could actually have a 
detrimental effect on passenger growth (hence unit cost) if overall journey 
times are increased. 

2. Economic Case for Protection 
There has to be an economic case for the building of a rail station. Likewise the 
Local Plan has to be evidenced base, so if we are to protect land then we need 
evidence. We need to consider who is to present this evidence base in terms of 
Chard in time for the DfT’s franchise specification pre franchise renewal for the 
Wessex network in February 2017.  In terms of Langport, Somerton and 
Sparkford the Great Western Franchise is due for renewal in April 2013 (15 
year term). The consultation for the franchise specification closed on 31st March 
and whilst this authority has argued robustly for a greater number of trains to 
stop at Castle Cary (in addition to improved commuter links for Yeovil on the 
Heart of Wessex) is has to be recognised that DfT is minded to give greater 
flexibility to the TOCs and reduced end-to end journey time is a holy grail. The 
reopening of both Langport and Somerton are included as unfunded 
stakeholder aspirations in Network Rail’s Great Western Route Utilisation 
Strategy2, although Chard and Sparkford are not. Similarly there is Aspirational 
reference in the County Councils Rail Strategy (2006-2011), which is currently 
under review in respect of their Future Transport Plan. These facts point to our 
ability to support in principle but not in terms of evidence that there is an 
economic case. 
 
We also need to assess what is needed in terms of a viable business case. It 
will have to meet criteria set out by network rail. In its publication Investment in 
Stations3 Network Rail sets out the Key issues for consideration when planning 
a new station. Basically these are: 

1) Operational and performance: 
o Ensuring a proposal aligns with present industry planning 

goals at both a national and route specific level 
o Assessing whether the solution proposed fits with other 

services and infrastructure constraints on the chosen 
route 

                                                 
2 published in March 2010 –appendix G 
3 Investment in Stations – a guide for promoters and developers – Network Rail May 2011 



2) Commercial and economic: 
o Understanding at a high level the likely range of cost 

associated with the construction of a new station 
o Understanding the necessary commercial interaction with 

the rail industry 
o Consideration in outline of the likely business case for 

the proposal, which should be underpinned by robust 
demand forecasts 

3) Design concept: 
o Reviewing the basic suitability of the site proposed 
o Understanding present rail industry standards for new 

stations 
 

Discussions with Network rail indicate that business cases of this scale usually 
cost in the region of £50k - £100k. It has been suggested by members that an 
overarching business case could be undertaken for around £10k for each 
location. However given the degree of robustness needed to prove either way 
the viability of any such proposed station it is unlikely that any high level 
business case must be robust & meet the criteria  
 

3. Potential Blight 
Without a business case then there will be blight issues both per se & cost 
implications to SSDC if the rateable value of the land in question is less than 
£34,800. This issue was highlighted in the application (recently withdrawn due 
to environmental issues) on land adjacent to the coal yard at Chard Junction. 
Furthermore the Local Plan Inspector in 2003 removed reference to Somerton 
(Check as think it may have previously been dropped), Langport and Keinton 
Mandeville because of this very issue. 
 
On this basis then there is good chance that the owner/occupiers of the sites in 
question could serve blight notices on SSDC and even if they don’t the sites in 
question are blighted per se. 

 
Conclusion 

1. General support - Yes for the principle of the development of passenger rail 
facilities and rail freight facilities for sustainable reasons 

2. Protection of land – No  
a. Not evidenced based at this time 
b. Land blight issues 

3. To progress beyond a policy statement of general support will require a 
business case by SSDC. This will cost in the region of £50k to £100k per site in 
the environs of Chard, Langport, Somerton, and Sparkford. 

4. Possible compromise to protect until such time as a business case is presented 
that will either affirm benefits and potential or not. 

5. The Policy is sufficiently different to the existing to merit its own policy. 
 
 
 
 
Financial Implications 
 
xxxxxxxxxxxxxxx 
 



Corporate Priority Implications  
 
Include links to Corporate Plan  
 
Carbon Emissions and Adapting to Climate Change Implications 
 
Contact Keith Wheaton-Green for assistance in completing this section 
 
Equality and Diversity Implications 
 
Contact Jo Morgan for assistance in completing this section.  Please note: key policies 
must have undergone an equality impact assessment.   
 
 
Background Papers:  
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