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Matter 5C: Transport Investment and Management Priorities

(i) How do transport investment priorities, as set out in Tables 10.2 a-e address RSS and RES objectives? Do they take account of the likely resources available to deliver them?

The transport investment priorities as set out in Tables 10.2a-e, with the exception of Table 10.2.d, are heavily biased towards highway schemes. 
These priorities do not support RSS objectives. Road building schemes will generally actively undermine the following priorities:-

· the development of urban, rural and coastal communities as safe, sustainable, attractive and distinctive places to live, work and visit;

· the reduction of economic, environmental, educational, health and other social inequalities between North West communities;

· the protection and enhancement of the region’s built and natural environmental assets, its coastal areas and unique culture and heritage;

· the active management and prudent use our natural and man made resources, with fewer emissions of key greenhouse gases, and the most efficient use of infrastructure; and

In the past, it has generally been assumed that new road infrastructure would, almost automatically, deliver economic benefits. It may therefore have been assumed that these schemes would support the following objectives:-

· improved, sustainable economic growth, closing the gap with parts of the country that have the highest economic performance;

· a more competitive, productive and inclusive regional economy, with more people in employment that uses and develops their knowledge and skills
· the introduction of a safe, reliable and effective integrated transport network that supports opportunities for sustainable growth and provides better links  with jobs and services. 

However, it is now widely accepted that constructing new roads to accommodate traffic growth is not economically sustainable any more than it is environmentally sustainable, and has only a short term effect on congestion levels.  
We draw the Panel’s attention to two reports in particular: “Transport and the Economy” (Standing Advisory Committee on Trunk Road Assessment (SACTRA), 1999 (SLD/NWTAR/6)), and “Beyond Transport Infrastructure” (CPRE & The Countryside Agency, 2006 (SLD/CPRE/12)).
The SACTRA report concluded that:-

· in economies such as the UK’s, the impact of transport investments on the economy are likely to be marginal. Predictions of significant economic gains were unlikely to be fulfilled and did not have sound justifications,
· it is possible to decouple economic growth from traffic growth,

· current processes for assessing the likely economic impacts of transport schemes were inadequate, and

· more rigorous assessment of economic as well as environmental impacts of transport schemes were needed.

These points are particularly relevant in this case as at least some of the road schemes proposed have been simply assumed to be economically beneficial, rather than having undergone any kind of robust economic impact assessment.
“Beyond Transport Infrastructure” (SLD/CPRE/12) reports the findings of independent researchers who analysed Highways Agency data on road schemes in order to determine the impact of new roads. 
They conclude that roads don’t deliver the benefits promised in terms of congestion relief, yet far from learning from past mistakes, we are repeating them:-
1. New roads create new traffic 

In all the case studies, current traffic flows are near, or already in excess of, the levels predicted for 2010. Similar effects were seen in the other roads studied. Congestion may be eased on the roads targeted for relief, only for new congestion hotspots to be generated as a result. Even this limited relief tends to be only short-term, as induced traffic relatively soon pushes traffic flows back up towards previous levels 
2. New roads trigger new out-of-town development

For example, Green Belt land has been made available for development near the Blackburn Southern Bypass. Sites not previously considered suitable for housing on environmental grounds have been released as a result of the Polegate bypass.
3. Bypasses don’t always solve problems
After the bypass was built, traffic through Higham Ferrers was reduced by only 46%, rather than the predicted 78%. The Polegate Bypass has led to economic difficulties for town centre shops, and traffic levels are again beginning to rise. 

4. Roads permanently damage local landscapes 

The Blackburn Southern Bypass now dominates the nearby Stanworth Valley, and its construction has produced fly-tipping in the area. The growth of lorry traffic on the Newbury Bypass has resulted in considerable noise pollution. 

The Newbury Bypass Five-Year After Study, not available at the time Beyond Transport Infrastructure was produced and recently released, noted:-
· a 67% increase in fatalities in the five years following the opening of the bypass in November 1998

· a massive surge in traffic along the route post-opening, far in excess of what had been predicted

· morning peak hour traffic on the old road is reaching the same level as it was before the bypass opened

· road traffic in the Newbury A34 corridor has grown 44 per cent faster than across Berkshire as a whole, whilst traffic on the bypass alone has grown twice as quickly

Beyond Transport Infrastructure recommends:-
· Evaluations of road schemes, both before and after they are built, should include better analysis of the effects of construction and traffic on land use and carbon dioxide emissions and consider the cumulative impacts on landscape and tranquillity
· Road evaluations should consider the actual regional and local economic effects of road schemes, to see how they match the theoretical economic benefits promised before the road was built
· Road evaluations should have a stronger influence on transport policy and road investment decisions
· Alternatives should be seriously explored before new roads are built 
(SLD/CPRE/12, pp 12-14).
CPRE urges that the transport priorities in tables 10.2a-e be revisited in the light of the above findings and recommendations, in order to better address the RSS objectives. 

We note that the following factors appear to have had an influence on the transport priorities in these tables, giving rise to the bias in favour of road schemes:-
· Scheme costings did not factor in an ‘optimism bias’, which is recognised good practice 

· Committed schemes were taken as ‘given’, regardless of their potential environmental and sustainability impacts, rather than evaluating them against the region’s criteria 

· Perceived economic benefits were given a 50% weighting, while social and environmental factors were each given a 25% weighting, in clear contradiction of the principles of sustainable development 

· Assumptions about the economic benefits of new roads often appear to be based on very scant evidence

· The costs given are in some cases reliant on delivery through as-yet unidentified PFI schemes which, if they fail to deliver as assumed (on no particularly strong evidence base), will have to be supported with public money

· The Transport Forum that decided the RFA priorities had no environmental representation (including statutory agencies)

· The short timescale for the preparation of Regional Funding Allocation priorities led to insufficient analysis of evidence

· The priorities are the result of splicing together two separate pieces of work, based on different methodologies that are not necessarily commensurate, with results such as the appearance of the Heysham-M6 Link, which did not qualify for the upper quartile under either methodology

(ii) How could Policy RT8 and Tables 10.2 a-e be improved in terms of setting achievable outcomes for transport improvements?

1. The shortcomings in the process of developing the priorities highlighted above should be redressed, and the priorities reassessed in the light of the findings and recommendations from Beyond Transport Infrastructure.
2. Remove the most environmentally damaging schemes, such as the Heysham-M6 link, Glossop Spur, Mottram-Tintwhistle bypass, and SEMMMS Relief Road schemes.
3. Re-order the prioritised bullet points in Policy RT8, so that “Making best use of existing transport networks and assets, including the widespread introduction of complementary ‘smart choices’ and other incentives to change travel behaviour and reduce private car use” comes first, and replace the word “incentives” with the word “measures”, to reflect the fact that not all ‘smart choices’ and other demand management methods will be seen as incentives (eg road-user charging).

4. As noted by the Sustainability Appraisal (p 67), the social, environmental and economic impacts of the investment priorities need to be assessed (including those of the committed schemes), and alternatives considered. Therefore, insert at the end of the last bullet point in Policy RT8, 
“subject to robust environmental, social and economic impact assessment and the full consideration of all practical, sustainable alternative solutions.”

5. Following on from our recommendations in our statements on Matters 1E and 5A, each scheme should demonstrate how it would contribute to driving traffic up the sustainable travel hierarchy.
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