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	  Ms. Rebecca Riley,

  Head of Research team,
  Regional Intelligence Unit,

  North West Development Agency,

  Renaissance House, Centre Park,
  Warrington, WA1 1XB. 

  Sunday, September 21st, 2008 

  Dear Ms. Riley,
  NW TAR REPONSE TO THE NWDA RIU TRANSPORT CONSULTATION PAPER  

  The North West Transport Activists Roundtable (NW TAR) is one of eight 

  Regional Roundtables - umbrella bodies - that lobby for sustainable transport 

  and land use and for healthy lives.  Established 10 years ago with support 

  from government and pump-priming funding from the Countryside Agency, we 

  are voluntary alliances that represent many non-governmental organisations 

  (NGOs) at the regional and sub-regional level.  We hold seats on 4NW’s 

  Regional Transport Group and also on the Highways Agency’s Northern Road 
  Users and Environmental Committee.  We operate under the auspices of the 

  Campaign for Better Transport (formerly Transport 2000) and are members of 

  Voluntary Sector North West (VSNW) & North West Environment Link (NWEL).

  Please note that the NW TAR is not a direct action organisation.  We engage

  at the strategic level, inputting to policy opportunities as and when they arise.

  We have read and considered the transport evidence paper produced by the

  North West Development Agency’s Regional Intelligence Unit and wish to 

  make the following comments in response to the open consultation on it:

  Over-arching comments  

  Whilst accepting that this document is classed as merely an ‘Introductory 

  Paper’, the NW TAR finds it to be woefully inadequate, lacking in depth and 
  and breadth.  It is therefore a source of deep concern.  It mentions in the 

  introduction the “important social and environmental load” carried by  

transport but thereafter fails to adopt the balanced approach that is so 

essential for an evidence base feeding into a regional spatial strategy and - 
as the response to the consultation from the Regional Transport Advisory 

Group says - it would appear to lack input from transport professionals. 

As a resource base for a wider transport strategy, this document ought to be 
drawing upon the wealth of research work which has been carried out in recent years by the NWRA (as well as the NWDA) and the knowledge base that exists in the region.  It ought to recognise that transport is a derived demand and not an end in itself and that transport is currently responsible for a quarter of harmful greenhouse gas emissions.  Consequently, the thrust of the document ought to be about setting the scene for a long term strategy which seeks to reduce GHGs, reduce the need to travel through better land-use planning and improve health by encouraging more walking and cycling in a healthier environment.  If poor air quality exists and more people are suffering as a result of it and other transport-related problems, such as unreliable public transport and noise from transport, then the quality of life is diminished and the wrong environment is created for a successful economy. However, the paper in fact focuses exclusively on economic evidence from limited sources.
continued …
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Comments on Part 1

1.
The national transport policy context is confined to logging planning system changes underway and also the TASTS - ‘Towards a Sustainable Transport System’ – document, (although not the Carbon Pathways Analysis published as a supplement to it) with a passing reference to the Stern and Eddington reports.  But key findings by Stern and Eddington are not subsequently reflected, notably the complex relationship between transport and the economy.  Eddington endorsed a key finding by the Standing Advisory Committee on Trunk Road Assessment (SACTRA), ie. in a mature economy such as that which exists in the UK there is no automatic connection between providing new transport infrastructure and a thriving economy.  SACTRA also proved in their report ‘Transport & the Economy’ that roads can just as easily suck a workforce away from an area, enabling easier out-commuting, as they can bring business investment to it.

There is no recognition of extant Planning Policy Statements (PPSs) and Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) documents, notably PPS 1 on Sustainable Development and its supplement on Climate Change and PPG 13 on Transport.  Extant national policy has the highest rating in the planning hierarchy.  Nor is there any reference to the UK government’s sustainability strategy.  On the other hand, a statement is made that high speed rail lines are off the agenda, when consultants are currently at work on these on behalf of the DfT, and another is made to the effect that a Green Paper on transport challenges would be published this Summer just ended when in fact the DfT made it known some months ago that the follow-on to TASTS would be delayed until next Spring and was unlikely be a Green Paper.

2.
The regional strategy context is confined to a brief resume of some aspects of the Sub National Review (with no explanation that in order to enact its recommendations it will be necessary to introduce primary legislation), a look ahead to what this might mean in terms of the Development Agency’s responsibility towards transport (apparently little more than producing and up-dating the Regional Funding Allocation process) and a hint that policies on walking, cycling and parking standards are likely to be removed in no short order.  The latter move would be a retrograde step counter to sustainable outcomes.  
There is the briefest mention at the end (almost as an afterthought - in parenthesis) to the fact that a new Regional Transport Strategy is about to emerge as part of the Regional Spatial Strategy process, but there is no attempt to summarise some of the key aspects of it or to acknowledge the evidence base which went into it.  Nor is there any commitment to use it as an essential building block of the new integrated regional strategy and nor is there any reference as to where the new Leaders Forum (4NW) will fit within the evolution of transport strategy in the future, let alone its sub-groupings such as the Regional Transport Group and the Regional Transport Advisory Group.  
Another factor of great concern is the complete lack of recognition of the existence of a regional sustainability strategy – Action for Sustainability – which is supposed to sit on a par with the Regional Spatial Strategy and the Regional Economic Strategy.

3.
The local and sub-regional strategy context does well to flag up inconsistencies amongst the plethora of statutory and non-statutory transport policies that exist in the region.  NW TAR has carried out a number of detailed analyses of Local Transport Plans (LTPs) and Annual Progress Reports (APRs) since they came into being and has been critical of inconsistencies and ever-changing targets and indicators which have made it virtually impossible to make a judgement year of year as to performance.  That said, NW TAR is of the opinion that the concept of LTPs was good.  They have made local authorities approach transport planning more holistically.  
On the other hand, many of the more ‘informal’ plans as this evidence paper describes them frequently succeed only in muddying the waters rather than adding value and are often less sustainable due to them not having to meet prescribed government guidelines.  
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As far as Multi-Area Agreements (MAAs) are concerned, these also raise concerns.  As with a lot of the sub-regional working which has come about since the Northern Way initiative began and the City Regions started to evolve from them, there is no transparent process which wider stakeholders can engage with.  Despite this lack of democratic input, however, and their official ‘voluntary’ status, the evidence paper makes the statement:  “MAAs will set out the agreed priorities between local and central government”.  But it does not make any reference to the need for statutory local transport policies to read across to statutory Local Development Frameworks, both of which have to be well consulted upon.  This important distinction/connection needs to be made.
4.
The pan-regional context focuses on the Northern Way initiative - a conglomerative effort between the three Northern Development Agencies - and on the Northern Transport Compact, one of its protégés.  We would contend that the way in which the Northern Way activity has been conducted has been an object lesson in bypassing democratic working. Very occasionally and never at a decision-making level a few wider stakeholders been allowed to participate in peripheral debates and workshops – only to find their input unrecorded and ignored.  This poor practice does not lead to balanced policy-making.   
Paragraph two in this section makes reference to a revenue programme which is financing evidence building on issues such as the strategic road network.  If 4NW or the Regional Assembly before it had such work underway, it would invariably have set up a broadly-based steering group to lead it, including environmental sector representatives.  There is a fundamental difference in working between a democratic body required to represent all views and aspects of society and an economic-focused entity with no wider accountability.  However, if the Development Agency are to take on the role of producing a single integrated regional strategy, its approach to the involvement of wider stakeholders is going to have to change.  

5.
As far as funding streams are concerned, the government’s guidance on preparing regional funding advice was published during the period the RIU evidence papers were out for consultation.  It is now known, therefore, that rail can be included in the Regional Funding Allocation and there is scope to move money between transport, housing and economic development.  It is looking unlikely, though, that the existing RFA programme will be re-prioritised.  The likelihood is that only the contingency list will be reviewed.  But, how this process is conducted is again a matter of concern due to lack of transparency.  
In a similar vein, the RIU evidence paper on transport reveals in the section on the Community Infrastructure Fund (CIF):  “The government has asked Regional Assemblies and Regional Development Agencies to jointly submit to CLG/DfT a list of schemes being submitted from their region in order of priority so that this can be taken into account as part of the process for deciding which [Growth Point] schemes the Government will invite to submit a full business case”.  At the time the consultation on the RIU transport paper closed, the outcome of this process was still unknown (there were six expressions of interest in the North West as part of the second round of new Growth Points).  However, the point here is that as far as the wider public are concerned, all the schemes in the RFA are equally rated.  This then begs the question, what prioritisation methodology was employed in order to answer the government’s question and what was the outcome of it?  Are the public not entitled to know how the region rates its transport schemes?  Is this information not of great relevance to the entire regional spatial strategy process?
Also discussed in the evidence paper is the Congestion Transport Innovation Fund (CTIF) and the government’s announcement in June that it supported Greater Manchester’s bid being progressed to the next stage.  The paper recognises that if congestion charging comes about in Manchester, the package of measures would have far reaching impacts on transport in the sub-region.  This would indeed be the case, but not entirely for the right reasons.  Whilst the NW TAR supports public transport improvements and the concept of road user charging, it does not support schemes which lead to development pressures in unsustainable areas and it is opposed to the ‘phase two’ proposal in the TIF bid to fund road-building from the income.
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Comments on Part 2


The first half of part two of the evidence paper focuses on performance against the Regional 

Economic Strategy indicators, making much of aviation (the most polluting method of transport of all).  The second half focuses on road stress maps, with the implication that road-based solutions should be sought for this stress, rather than an integrated transport strategy and better planning.  The evidence base needs to be far wider and much more sophisticated than this.
Comments on Part 3
Without any explanation, the Transport Research Programme sets out a list of plans, policies and reports which have no coherence or completeness.  For instance, it is unclear why only Greater Manchester’s second Local Transport Plan is listed and no other LTPs from around the region and the Route Utilisation Strategy listing is incomplete, failing to include cross-border ones such as the Welsh one or the up-coming West Coast one, now postponed to next year.  Also, while this paper has been out for consultation, the final Lancashire and Cumbria RUS has been published.
In addition, the ‘research programme’ fails to list any research into demand management, water-borne transport or ‘smart measures’ or anything to do with health, social or rural issues.   Should there not also be research into how the existing Regional Transport Strategy is performing?
Comments on Part 4
The point of view expressed at the beginning of part 4 is based on the assumption that all mobility is necessary and ‘the right thing’.  Rather than repeat our previous points, we would refer the RIU here to our over-arching comments on page one (last paragraph) and to the first part of our point no. 1 at the top of page two of this submission.   We would also reference the OECD’s ‘Decoupling the Environmental Impacts of Transport from Economic Growth’ (2006).  
As far as the statements made about the transportation of goods are concerned, there is no reference to issues such as food miles, local goods for local markets, short sea shipping or even a general statement about the need for improved freight logistics.  The paper assumes that all freight movements are necessary and must be facilitated.  This is not the case.
The commentaries on the list of RES actions are, in the main, poorly expressed.  However, of more concern are inaccuracies in the statements made and/or a lack of up-dating.  For instance, the government is moving away from the idea of motorway widening and is already introducing hard shoulder running (Action 63), there is no proposal to duel to the A590 from the M6 to Ulverston and statements about an inferior West Coast Main Line hardly seem appropriate in view of the level of investment that has taken place in the last few years (Action 70).
Comments on Section 5
The limited bibliography speaks volumes.  The Office for National Statistics, the RSS/RTS and local authorities are not referenced.  It lists only one PTA and does not include any sustainability strategies (national or regional), any databases on cycling or walking or any publications by the Commission for Integrated Transport or statutory environmental bodies or environmental NGOs. 

Concluding Remarks

The paper focuses on car, road freight and air travel from a business perspective, all tackled in a very uneven way, and it is very urban-focused.  A narrow vision of economic theory is employed, a number of unjustified assertions are made and the paper does not even pay lip service to green-house gas emissions and global warming.  It fails to tackle some hugely important issues relating to transport such as sustainability and health and reducing the need to travel and the document is not rural-proofed.  The reference base is too limited and the language in parts is tortuous.  This is a very, very poor base paper on which to start to build a Regional Transport Strategy.

Please note, we wish to participate in the future evolution of the Integrated Regional Strategy.

Yours sincerely,

LILLIAN BURNS, Convenor                            E-mail:  BrLlln@aol.com                   Tel:  01625 829492
