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HEAVIER LORRIES: THE ARMITAGE REPORT

andun by the Secretary of State for Transport
MemoT"

ficient and compgtitive.fre;ght trax}sport industry is vital
le economy . Whilst rail will continue to have an important
. to play within the natlor}al trar}sport system, there can be
1mtumi“ back from our massive reliance on road transport, and in

P icular on the big lorries that now account for over half the
feight movement. But the general public dislike of "juggernauts"
s real and entirely understandable. I believe we should tackle
%2 economic and environmental issues simultaneously with a set of
wasures which I can say will achieve within a practicable time-
e & more efficient and competitive road haulage industry operating
fer and progressively quieter and cleaner lorries, running on roads
\ich will skirt round an increasing number of towns and villages.
Ivent to make a start on this right away because delay will do
wthing to help either the economic or the environmental problems
it are with us here and now. This will require a package of
msires the elements of which are set out below.

by Veights

:r'vd?clzs?ch"mmittee on Economic Affairs has considered my
15 tohnzr s proposals for increasing maximum lorry weights from
responss to 40 tonnes, along with a number of other measures,
brrieq. po to the recommendations of the Armitage Report on
o the éconp;e and the Environment. They recognised the strength
fougg joonoRic case for such increases which, by allowing industry
& aroung .:jes more productively, would bring total savings estimated
gq"'e"mﬂen‘c c50m a year. It would be one of the few measures the
SRurring an°“}d take to help industry significantly without

Y further public expenditure.
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Roads

5. There is no doubt that the provision of new roads to take
lorries out of our towns and villages is seen by any of our
supporters as the key réquirement for dealing with lorries. I

agree. As Armitage recognised, my existing trunk road
is entirely in line
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in lorry noise and pollution
ons coming into force in 1983,
er programme of reductions
gressively reducing the
es coming onto the road to less
by 1990 they would be no noiser
cars. I believe that we should commit
f this order in the European discussions
Consultations with the UK industry
an achievable target, given the necessary
D backing. But in acting firmly to show our
rt A to reduce lorry noise at source, we must also
ﬂ‘i“atmnuroindust?y will be at least as well placed as their
nti?;la”z ?n meeting this major technical challenge.
opose is a collaborative programme of research and

ynat I pr polvv‘ng vehicle and engine manufacturers. It would
javelopment 1:}; 1y noise, but also ways of making heavy lorries
in noz tsﬁepby improving smoke emissions and general safety
;o:e.aggeP alt would look particularly at technical ways of
§ ;zolsg quieter and cleaner vehicles, and also at the
ibility of developing even better engines and vehicles towards
end of the century. There might also be one or two demonstra-
projects.  Discussions between officials in my Department
the Departments of Industry, Energy and Environment have
ested that in principle it would be feasible to re-order
ting programmes of R & D within existing overall budgets. If
wlleagues think that this would be a useful pa;‘t of our response
whmitage I will put detailed proposals on this to the colleagues
wicerned very shortly.
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fansfer of Freight to Rail and Waterways

% There is eneral support on both sides of the House for the
Fants yhich arg availablgpto assist the railways to take freight
fe ke off the roads under Section 8 of the 1974 Railways Act.
mrn take credit for having already extended this type of -
;lsa‘ttO_mland waterways in the new Transport Act. And I propos
retaing ‘nerease the maximum rate of grant from 50% to 60%, S
Senceg © T1€Xibility to pay smaller grants in appropriate cir
tecoge 1 Without altering the character of the grant but it may
singly difficult, within the public expenditure
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Lorries on the Road
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glazing) to alleviate the effectsof lormes., Cost
pajor obstacle to anything like this. But it is ye
exploring and I propose with the Segretary of State
Environment to invite the co-operation of the local
and the Civic Trust in studying it further (Per‘haps
a pilot project).

Operators'! Licensing

10. A measure to strengthen the licensing authorities!
regarding the environmental suitability of the place fro
vehicles are operated would be welcomed.
to fit this into either of the two Bills I
session, but it would be a suitable subject
Bill and I am pursuing this possibility.
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