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[image: image1]Mr. Tim Lawson/ Ms. Michelle Chapman,
Strategic Roads Division, 
Department for Transport,

Great Minster House,

33 Horseferry Road

London, SW1P 4DR.
February 7th, 2014



Dear Mr. Lawson and Ms. Chapman,
TRANS PENNINE ROUTES FEASIBILITY STUDY
Attendees at the Trans Pennine Feasibility Study scoping meeting at the Highways Agency’s offices in Manchester on Monday were invited to send views about the study to the Department for Transport (DfT).  This what I am doing here on behalf of the North West Transport Roundtable (NW TAR) and the Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) North West Regional Group. 
For your information, the NW TAR is a non-political body that believes in and lobbies for sustainable transport and sustainable planning practices with a view to achieving a more environmentally sound and healthier future.  Transport Roundtables were established in every region more than 15 years ago by Transport 2000, now the Campaign for Better Transport (CfBT).  All our work is policy-based.   We do not take part in direct action.

CPRE is a charity that was established 85 years ago.  It promotes the beauty, tranquility and diversity of rural England by advocating the sustainable use of land and other resources in town and country.  CPRE’s patron is the Queen.
Summary of our impressions following the first study meeting
The author of this submission has been involved in planning and transport policy work on behalf of environmental NGOs for 17 years, served throughout its tenure on the MIDMAN multi modal study and on various regional bodies during the time Regional Assemblies/ Leaders Boards existed, including the Regional Transport Group.  The papers circulated for the meeting, called at short notice, are not of the quality usually expected from the DfT. They appear to have been hastily compiled, do not provide informative summaries of or links to previous Trans Pennine studies or research papers/data for this study, do not represent a balance between transport modes and focus on facilitating transport movements rather than reducing the need to travel.  The meeting itself was not a scoping one as billed.  It comprised an uneven assembly of elected and non-elected individuals, many calling for road building on a grand scale.  Environmental representation (statutory and non statutory) was token.  

Draft Scope Document
Introduction.  The Trans Pennine routes were apparently identified as the subject for a study because they are amongst the “most notorious and long-standing road hot spots in the country” (para. 2.2).  But no explanation is offered as to what basis this categorisation was derived from.  Is it because they are particularly exposed and therefore susceptible to the effects of bad weather or is it because there are congestion/ accidents black spots?  If it is the former, then mitigation measures may be possible.  If it is the latter, then very localised improvements and/or average speed cameras may be the answer.  And/or is the categorisation arrived at for other reasons?  Was a ranking procedure carried out in order to arrive at the five feasibility studies listed for different parts of the country?  If so, it would be helpful to know what it was.
Paragraph 2.4 says that the five feasibility studies identified are to be progressed alongside the Highways Agency’s Route Based Strategy programme but it does not identify which of the HA studies are relevant and/or illustrate them or provide an electronic link to current work streams.

Background and Study Need.   Para. 3.6 provides an erroneous reason as to why the Mottram-Tintwistle Bypass public inquiry was cancelled.   The author of this submission was a party to a Rule 6 grouping of environmental bodies that engaged with that public inquiry and was present for almost all the days that it was convened (in a former market hall in Stalybridge five years ago).  The correct version of events is that the HA withdrew from the inquiry when it came to light that there were serious errors in its traffic modelling which needed to be addressed.  The planning inspector had no option but to adjourn the inquiry in December 2007.  As the traffic modelling issues could not be resolved the inquiry was formally closed by the HA in March 2009.  
It is worth noting here that the case which was presented on behalf of the HA for the Mottram –Tintwistle Bypass, the case presented at the same inquiry by Tameside Borough Council for the Glossop Spur and the case currently being promoted by Tameside B.C. for a Longendale Integrated Transport Strategy that includes a Mottram Bypass have all failed to address the key issues of air pollution and climate change.  Longendale is an Air Quality Management Area.   Any extra traffic funnelled through that corridor would exacerbate an already unacceptable situation in terms of air pollution.  This is not mentioned in the Draft Scope Document and it was not mentioned at the feasibility study meeting but it is an issue which must be addressed.
The NW TAR and CPRE applaud the Highways Agency for drawing back from their plans for hard shoulder running on the M60 recently due to the extant air quality situation.  We trust that different standards will not be applied to Longendale by them or the DfT.  It is essential, therefore, that the scope of the study must include an analysis of harmful emissions, air pollution and climate change.
Paragraphs 3.8 to 3.10 inclusive make some references to the DaSTS Trans Pennine Study, but they do not replicate the brief or all the recommendations.  Interestingly, although the key client for that particular study was the body known as the ‘Northern Way’ - an economic consortium established by the three northern Development Agencies – it flagged up the environmental constraints presented by the Peak District National Park.  According to the scope document it:    

“stated that the transport mode with most scope for improvement at that time was rail” (para. 3.9).  Perversely, the suggestion is that this new study should confine itself mainly to the roads across the National Park because of that and because there are upgrades currently underway on the Hope Valley Railway line.  This rationale is neither logical nor acceptable as it assumes there are no more improvements possible to the Hope Valley Line and it ignores the Northern Hub.  

Para. 3,11, which opens with “On the rail side …”, does not by any measure cover all the rail issues that need to be taken into account.  As with the road aspect, it focuses far too narrowly on an immediate area when in fact the improvements to the Northern Hub are predicted to increase rail passenger capacity by 44 million passengers per year and bring exponential benefits to rail services across the entire north of England including extra trains between Manchester and Leeds and the North East and faster services between Manchester and the East Midlands.  

Study Aims & Objectives:  It is claimed in paragraph 4.1 that the over-arching aim of the study is:

“to identify the opportunities and understand the case for investment solutions on the trans-Pennine routes that are deliverable, affordable and offer value for money”.  Surely a key study aim should also be to protect a National Park and adhere to National Park purposes?
It is essential that the DfT does not neglect to follow its own transport appraisal system, WebTAG, in setting out to achieve this aim.   According to the up-dated version published only last month, the first stages are:   
· Set objectives and identify problems
· Develop potential solutions and

· Create a transport model for the appraisal of alternative solutions

So far, the only (part) stage that appears to have been followed is the first part of the first bullet.

WebTAG then identifies the process to be followed which is:

· Option development and analysis

· Appraisal of impacts and the
· Development of evidence for the business case

…  all before arriving at the decision making process.

There would be no validity whatsoever to any outcome from the current study if it is so rushed that it fails to follow the DfT’s own basic steps
Geographic and modal scope:  The proposal is to narrow down the geographic scope to only a few ‘A’ roads in the South Pennine corridor (paragraph 5.1) and not to consider specific issues or proposals in relation to other parts of the motorway or trunk road network in the vicinity (para. 5.3).  This is entirely inadequate in view of the proximity of the M62 to the north and the fact that this has just benefitted from a hard-shoulder-running/ managed motorway scheme which will have increased the capacity significantly.   It is essential that that extra capacity and the role of the M62 is taken into account within the scope of the present study.  It is very likely that a review of traffic flows on the ordinary ‘A’ roads will reveal a downturn in traffic in recent times and a review of traffic flows on the M62 will reveal noticeable growth.  If this is in fact the case, then this would significantly undermine claims that that further new trans-Pennine highway capacity – in addition to that just provided – is required. 
Meanwhile, the proposal in para. 5.2 is that “The modal scope of the study will be predominantly road-based”. This would be at odds with WebTAG’s ethos that requires a mode neutral approach.
It defies comprehension that the DfT could issue updated guidance on transport appraisal one month and on the following one consider ignoring it itself.   The Department must be a beacon of best practice or it will lose all credibility and risk being challenged.
Questions to be addressed:
Q.1
Given the assessment of current and future performance, and the current levels of
connectivity of the trans-Pennine routes, are there specific priority locations/ problems that should be addressed?

A. If there has been a full technical assessment of the current and future performance of the routes, (post the opening of the M62 managed motorway scheme), it has not been shared with the reference group as part of this study yet.  It is not, therefore, possible to answer the question.  It is first of all essential to be appraised of all traffic flow and collision information.
Q.2
Are there viable potential solutions to these problems which are deliverable, affordable and offer value for money, within the timescales of available funding?  
A. Average speed cameras should be considered as a means of deterring speeding motorcyclists and overtaking vehicles as has happened on the A537 Macclesfield-Buxton road.  Also, nowhere in the scoping document is there a reference to smart choices/soft measures, let alone active travel.  The DfT welcomed and agreed with the report written for them in 2010 by ‘Transport for Quality of Life’ which evaluated the cumulative effects of ‘smarter choices’.  These findings were considered significant at the time and should not be overlooked now.  

Equally, the scoping study work that Transport for Quality of Life conducted along with University College London and Eco Logica on the positive effect of smarter choices on carbon emissions (www.transportforqualityoflife.com/policyresearch/) should also not be overlooked.  Their research work showed beyond doubt that if sufficient numbers of smart choices/ soft measures were enacted at the same time, the impacts they had in reducing traffic and harmful emissions would be impressive and would reap many benefits.  


Q.3
What are the potential timescales for the delivery of identified potential solutions?
A. Smart choices can be enacted on an on-going basis.  For instance, the roll-out of fast broadband to rural areas is making a significant contribution to reducing the need to travel.  

Q.4
Are there additional benefits or impacts from combinations or packages of potential 
solutions over and above those for individual solutions?

A.  It has been demonstrated time and again that packages of, often small, well-targeted measures can, cumulatively, have a significant impact – as with the Transport for Quality of Life research work.
Q.5
Have the potential solutions identified fully considered and optimised the environmental 
opportunities mitigation that potential transport could bring?   
A. This is the wrong question.  The question that needs to be asked is:  ‘Has environmental capacity been taken into account and would any wider economic benefits, identified by a robust economic impact assessment, outweigh any potential environmental disbenefits?’ 
Q.6
Is further work/analysis required for Government to be able to make specific investment 

decisions and if so what are the timescales for such work?

A. A great deal more:  a full multi-modal approach over a wider area, adherence to WebTAG and a wider economic impact assessment as well as a full environmental impact assessment.
Study stages:  The timescales set out do not merit an analysis.  Quality appraisal work could not be carried out within anything close to the timescales identified and, bearing in mind the fact that the prime area identified for scoping work is a National Park, nothing less than very high quality assessment work would be acceptable. 
Potential options to be considered and Study Outputs and Timings:  It is not clear which “previous proposals developed to improve trans-Pennine connectivity” will be appraised.  Just those previously put forward by the Highways Agency, principal authorities and the Northern Way?  Or those tabled by environmental NGOs?  It should be noted that, as part of the Mottram-Tintwistle public inquiry, the environmental consortium promoted the concept of confining HGVs, except for access, to the M62.  Are the DfT going to examine this proposal?
Another key point to make is that, at the time previous studies were carried out, it was assumed traffic would continue to grow exponentially.  In fact it has flattened out and is falling in many places.  In addition, the value of time savings has altered in the latest up-grade of WebTAG. 

Key Milestones:  These need to be seriously reviewed along with the study outputs and timings.  

Annex A:  Governance Arrangements:  It is unclear why representation on the Reference Group by environmental NGOs has been so tightly constrained, particularly as this study in focused on a National Park – an area with the highest environmental designation.  This should be reviewed.
Concluding Remarks and Recommendations

The unseemly haste with which it is proposed to conduct this study is not compatible with the need for it to meet best practice standards that reflect the fact it is focused in a National Park.  Robustness must take precedence over speed and all environmental NGOs who wish to contribute to the process should be allowed to do so.  Different ones bring different expertise. 
The DfT must follow its own recently-updated WebTAG appraisal process, be mode neutral/ multi-modal in its approach and fully factor into its study the impacts of the Northern Hub and other rail improvements across the north in addition to active travel and smart choices.

The DfT must gather up-to-date data on traffic flows and accidents over a wider area than is proposed.  The M62 has only just been upgraded for hard-shoulder running to managed motor-way status, a factor that will have significantly affected trans-Pennine traffic flows on it and on other routes.  It is necessary to understand what impact it has had on collisions as well as on the traffic volumes on the various routes and the efficiency with which the different routes operate.  
The DfT must give due cognisance to environmental capacity issues including emissions from vehicles/ air pollution and all the potential impacts of new infrastructure in a National Park and, in doing so, it should consider banning HGVs, except for access, in the National Park.
The DfT must conduct a wider economic impact appraisal on any proposed new transport infrastructure, as well as an environmental impact assessment in order to judge whether economic benefits outweigh environmental disbenefits, including climate change impacts.
Yours sincerely,

LILLIAN BURNS, Convenor, NW TAR/ CPRE NW Regional Group

E:  BrLlln@aol.com 
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