North West RSS Examination in Public

Written Statement on behalf of Friends of the Earth North West

Matter 5C: Transport Investment & Management Priorities
(i)
How do transport investment priorities, as set out in Tables 10.2a-e, address RSS and RES objectives? Do they take account of the likely resources available to deliver them?
It needs once again to be noted that the major objective, to reduce the need to travel, has been omitted from this chapter of draft RSS.  Assuming it is included, as argued at Matter 5B, then the array of travel-expanding ‘priority’ projects listed here – in particular the 39 road schemes – would act to undermine it. 
Given that “. . . travel in the North West tends to be over reliant on the private car, particularly for journeys to and from work and educational establishments . . . Around 20% of vehicles on the road during the morning peak period are associated with the ‘school run’” (Paragraph 10.9), it is a signal failure of draft RSS that only 1 (proposed) of the 86 committed and proposed ‘investment priorities’ in this table refers to cycling, none at all support pedestrians, and only 2 others explicitly address peak hour congestion or travel to/from school.

Solutions for demand management must take more seriously the need to promote and support the ‘zero carbon’ modes of walking and cycling.  In this, health and fitness objectives may also be met.  Cycling Projects have calculated that at the rate of introduction in current local transport plans, effective walking- and cycling-based solutions could take fifty years or more to implement.  The experience of Lancaster – being supported by Cycling England as a ‘cycling demonstration town’ – need to be monitored and reflected in reviews of RTS/RSS, and this intention should now be clearly stated.
As the Tables 10.2 contain no costed walking or cycling scheme, immediate evidence is not available, but such projects are likely to be far cheaper than the vast majority in the £2.9 billion “wish list” presented here.  

Draft RSS does not at any point state the amount of investment realistically considered to be available; the onus must be on the proponents at EiP to demonstrate the likelihood of funding to cover all schemes that are to remain firm in the final RSS.
For other points on this Matter, please refer to Friends of the Earth NW’s Response Form to Submitted Draft RSS for the North West (June 2006).

