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[image: image1]Mr.  Jonathan Smith & Mr. Allan McNicholl,
Transport & Spatial Planning Team,

Cumbria County Council,

Lonsdale Building, 

The Courts, Carlisle, CA3 8NA.

Monday, July 26th, 2010

Dear Jonathan and Allan, 

CUMBRIA LTP 3 CONSULTATION 

Please note that this submission on behalf of the North West Transport Roundtable (NW TAR) is being submitted in letter format due to difficulties encountered with the Limehouse on-line consultation system.   Two attempts to register have failed at the ‘activation’ stage.    On entering the code supplied each time which was supposed to activate registration, we were in fact de-registered.  Despite not using the preferred electronic system, we trust that these comments will still be given due consideration.
For information, the NW TAR is one of eight regional roundtables that come under the auspices of the Campaign for Better Transport (CfBT).  We are an umbrella body which promotes sustainable transport, healthier lives and a low carbon future. 
Over-arching comments
We very much welcome recognition in the document of the following:

(1)  transport is not an end in itself (para. 2.3, page 5); it is in fact a derived demand
(2)  all policies must be consistent with the Climate Change Act (para. 4.2, p.12)

(3)  the connections between health and transport (para. 4.2, p.13 & table 2, p. 15)

(4)  promoting sustainable transport modes will reduce CO2 (para. 4.2, p. 14)
(5)  the exceptional quality of the natural environment in Cumbria, allied to a 
       determination to conserve it (penultimate paragraph in para. 4.2 & table 2, p. 15)
We do not support:
(1)  The way the national goal of “reduce carbon emissions” appears to be set against the local priority of ‘effective connections between people and places”  in table 2 as this gives a confusing picture and suggests conflict.  There is a need for residents to be able to get to employment and essential services. This is an access issue. However, the key aims should be to reduce the need (as opposed to the freedom) to travel in line with the requirement of PPG 13 on transport and to achieve sustainable tourism.  
(2) The way that carbon emission reductions are only seriously envisaged within the larger towns (para. 4.5, p. 15-16) but are more or less dismissed everywhere else
(3) The fact there are so many (direct and indirect) road-building aspirations while nothing is said about smarter choices, school travel plans or safe routes to school 

(4)  The lack of acknowledgement of environmental limits or environmental capacity 

(5)  The fact that the relevance of Village Design Statements is not recognised
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Consultation questions

Q.1  Is it possible to have a thriving economy in Cumbria while reducing transport’s carbon footprint?
Answer.  It is, but there appears to be a lack of political imagination as to how to achieve this.  
Q.2  If ‘Yes’ how can this be achieved and what should the urgent priorities be?

At a time when government financing is severely restricted, the priority should be ‘smarter choices’/ ‘soft measures’ which, cumulatively, deliver very good value for money as well as having very low emissions.  
Sadly, although there is a great deal could be done to improve the existing rail system for longer journeys and a network of ‘Quiet Lanes’ 1  and ‘greenways’ 2  could be introduced to encourage more walking and cycling, providing extra highway capacity is invariably seen as the principal way to solve transport problems in Cumbria.
Q.3  Have we identified the main challenges in Cumbria?  
As noted on page one of this submission, the need to identify sustainable tourism policies is essential.  

(N.B.  The Peak District National Park has had a Sustainable Tourism Strategy since 2000).
Also, it is all too apparent that the approach to challenges/ problems has not followed that identified by the Department for Transport in its webTAG guidance.  Highway authorities are now asked to anaylse their problems in some depth and come forward with a range of possible interventions (not all of which would necessarily be transport ones).  They are then asked to work up in some detail a few of the most likely possible solutions and only then to select one to take forward.  
Q.4   Should anything else be included?
Yes, a network of Quiet Lanes and greenways should be identified and invested in, as should safe routes to school and much more should be done than is being done to introduce travel plans for schools as well as businesses and to promote smarter choices/ active travel.  Also, Cumbria C.C. should be working with train operating companies and Network Rail to bring about improvements to railway stations as well as access to them.

Q.5  Is the Transport Vision right for Cumbria looking forward to the next fifteen years?  
 No, it needs subtle amendment.  The words “and highway network” are unnecessary.  It is perfectly adequate to refer to the “transport system”.   Also, the phrase “effective connections between people and places” implies that all movements which people want t make, from anywhere to anywhere, should be facilitated.  This is not sustainable.  The need is to facilitate access to essential supplies and services which, in the case of rural communities, means enabling them to keep a Post Office, surgery and general food store and pharmacy.
In addition, the ‘Vision’ needs to resolve to achieve what it wants to achieve while operating ‘within environmental limits’.

1   Quiet Lanes are on-road routes from which road traffic is not necessarily banned, but it is discouraged in order to
     make a more ambient environment for walkers, joggers, cyclists and horse riders.  Originally promoted by the 
     Countryside Agency, there have been various trials of them around the country.  Some have involved removing all 
     road traffic markings and encouraging grass to grow in the carriageways to emphasise the rurality of  the roads 
     concerned and inhibit drivers. Others have involved using differently coloured road surfacing and original signage.

2   Greenways are off-road routes that run between and through communities.
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Q.6  Have we got the transport outcomes right?
Almost certainly not in many instances because the webTAG approach defined by the DfT and explained in response to question 3 has not been followed.   In any event, the point has to be made that some of the suggested ‘outcomes’ are really ‘objectives’ and are too vague to offer comment upon.   
Objectives such as ‘West Coast Transport Improvements’,’ Carlisle Corridor Route Improvement’ and ‘Access to Barrow’ could mean any number of things.  The latter, for instance, could encompass the aspiration by a consortium to construct a road bridge crossing of Morecambe Bay, (possibly incorporating an energy generating scheme), which NW TAR would be opposed to on environmental grounds.  Similarly, judging by discussions which have taken place at Kendal Futures Board and elsewhere, it would appear that the ‘Kendal Growth Programme’ is the Kendal Northern Bypass by another name.   This would be a short term, environmentally destructive solution to a complex problem which has not been analysed as webTAG recommends.  It is therefore not a concept we could endorse.  
We definitely would not be able to endorse the ‘A66 Improvements’ if this is about eventually achieving a dualled road corridor from the M6 to the A1(M) or the ‘A590 Improvements’  if this is about dualling the entire route from the M6 to Barrow or the A69 improvements if this is also primarily about providing extra highway capacity.  The same goes for the more specific road schemes mentioned such as the Carlisle Southern Bypass.  The Standing Advisory Committee on Trunk Road Assessment (SACTRA) proved in their report ‘Transport and the Generation of Traffic’ (1994) that providing extra road space generates more road traffic.  This in turn will produce more greenhouse gas emissions, quite apart from the visual impacts on landscapes and the noise, air quality and other impacts on feeder roads and communities.
SACTRA also demonstrated in their report ‘Transport and the Economy’ (1998) that, in a mature economy such as that which exists in the UK, there is no automatic connection between providing more road space and economic benefit and that when new/ improved roads are provided to peripheral communities in particular, they do not necessarily encourage new employers to move to the targeted areas and can lead to more out-commuting.  So, it should not be assumed that new road capacity which forms part of the Workington and Whitehaven regeneration projects will have the desired effect on those communities.  
Our impression is that the list of aspirations provided appears, in the main, to be unsustainable.  However, a major difficulty in attempting to offer serious comment on them is the lack of detail provided.
We should say at this point that we would strongly support the desire to achieve rail improvements.  But, here again, the document fails to inform us what is proposed here.   Does this comment in the LTP draft  merely amount to a few supportive words fired off in the direction of rail or to a serious intention to find officer time and funding to work with the rail industry to achieve rail infrastructure improvements?  Even to improve the schedule on the Windermere branch line would involve a new signaling system and laying extra track.  But, the difference with this type of investment is that it would help to achieve modal switch away from cars.  Building new roads and/or adding extra lanes will simply encourage more car journeys.  Such a short term ‘solution’ to traffic problems is a never ending treadmill which we must step off.
Q.7  With scarce resources, where should we focus our investment in transport?
We would point here to the growing volume of evidence that achieving modal change away from private car use can bring measurable economic benefits in terms of a healthier population/ workforce, reduced congestion, fewer casualties on the roads and the potential to increase investment through improved environmental quality.  (See the Sustrans report Economic Appraisal of Walking and Cycling Routes, the DfT report ‘Sustainable Travel Towns’  of March 2010 and the Campaign for Better Transport publication ‘’Smarter Cuts’ which is downloadable from the CfBT website:  www.bettertransport.org.uk).   So, the answer to the question is active travel, smarter choices and sustainable transport modes. 
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Q.8  How can we improve access to services and jobs for people living in rural areas when funding for bus services is limited?
Funding for bus services will be more limited than it needs to be if resources are spent on developing road projects.    Also, there needs to be a great deal of imagination in the bus services that are provided in a very large rural county like Cumbria.  Demand responsive, flexible services are what is called for in rural areas.  Services such as the Polegate Taxi Rider which has a published timetable but which does not turn out unless someone rings up two hours beforehand to request it.  For longer cross-county journeys, the excellent award-winning ‘InterConnect’ in Lincolnshire could be a template.  This comprises fast coach services crossing the county on major roads with different feeder services using small vehicles reaching into the hinterland.   There are many other prime examples.   The Countryside Agency produced an excellent publication in 2001 called ‘Great Ways to Go’ which flagged up best practice in rural transport.   We would also point again to the value for money that can be achieved by investing in active travel.  However, the real key is to ensure that rural communities retain basic services to keep them as self sufficient as possible, so the need to travel is not there.

Q.9  How do we support people to make travel choices that improve public health?
By providing a pleasant public realm, better quality railway stations, well-maintained walking and cycle routes and facilities such as cycle racks at stations and public buildings, as well as working with schools and employers on their travel plans.
Q.10  What do you think should be the priorities for investing in road casualties?

Investment in smarter choices and active travel help to reduce road traffic and also, therefore, road accidents.  However, lower speed limits are also key in villages and towns.  20 mph limits no longer have to be accompanied by complementary measures and therefore the cost of introducing them is minimal.

Q.11  Major road and transport improvements are unlikely in the near future.  What measures should we prioritise to improve journey time and reliability on the network?  

Our previous answers effectively cover this point.  We want to see whatever funding is available being spent on active travel, smarter choices and encouraging people to use sustainable modes (ie. no. 3 but plus rail).  Also there needs to be more emphasis on local sourcing, particularly of food, in order to reduce freight movements, allied to better freight logistics.  

Q.12  Greatest priority should be given to maintaining which areas?

As priority has been given in the past to maintenance in the areas where the greatest populations reside and the rural roads have declined, it would be a welcome change to see more emphasis being placed on rural road maintenance but also very important is access to public transport.
Q.13  Where should funding be prioritised towards?  
As stated above, active travel, smarter choices and encouraging modal shift to public transport.


Q .14 How should we attempt to reduce CO2 emissions from road transport?

4.  Make sure new housing and employment sites are in places that reduce car and lorry mileage (ie. reduce the need to travel) 

2.  Increase investment in walking and cycling

7.  Place emphasis on changing people’s behaviour (allied to 3 – Increase investment in public transport).
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Q.15  Where should priority be given to improving the appearance of the local environment, highways and transport investment?
2.  Historic town centres
Q.16 Do you think different approaches to transport problems are needed in different parts of Cumbria?
Can you please give reasons?
The answers to transport problems can often be the same for urban and rural areas.  For instance, demand responsive, flexible public transport can often be the answer for estates of social housing in urban areas, just as it can be for villages in the countryside.
Q.17  How should we measure the success of our plans and our investments?
Reduction in number of fatalities and injuries as a result of road traffic incidents, reduction in CO2 emissions, increases in the numbers of people walking and cycling and improvements in air quality and health.    Also, if the government’s transport appraisal system is applied to cycling and walking schemes, Sustrans have shown that they can demonstrate a benefit to cost ratio of 20:1 (Economic Appraisal of Walking and Cycling Routes, 2010).  We suggest that Cumbria applies this formula to some proposed cycling and walking schemes. 
In addition, it is important to flag up that Cumbria C.C. does not perform well compared to other local authorities in the North West in terms of the national indicators (NIs) it has failed to adopt on climate change, air quality and sustainable transport.   For instance, according to the Local Area Agreement, Cumbria has not adopted NI 185 (CO2 reductions from Local Authorities, including transport), NI 188 (planning to adapt to climate change) or NI 194 (air quality - % reductions in NO2 and PM10 emissions).  Nor has it adopted any of the following sustainable transport indicators NI 176 (working age people with access to employment by public transport and other specified modes), NI 177 (local bus passenger journeys originating in the Local Authority area), NI 178 (bus services running on time) and NI 198 (children travelling to school – mode of transport usually used).   The extant LTP guidance encourages local authorities to adopt more NIs than they are obliged to do.  The NW TAR would like to urge Cumbria to adopt more climate change and sustainable transport indicators as testament to the degree of its commitment to delivering in these areas.

Do you have any other comments on the core strategy?
Please see over-arching comments at the beginning of this submission.
We trust that this submission is of some value to you.

Yours sincerely, 
LILLIAN BURNS          
and 
PETER COLLEY

NW TAR Convenor

NW TAR Core Group member 
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Official address:  Greater Manchester Transport Resource Unit, St. Thomas Centre, Ardwick Green North, Manchester, M12 6FZ
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