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INTRODUCTION
1.1 ‘The Alliance’ of the North West Transport Roundtable (NW TAR) and Friends of the Earth (FOE) were a registered Rule 6 objector at the public inquiry into the Mersey Gateway project held at Halton Stadium earlier this year (Planning Inspectorate ref: APP/D0650/V/09/2095069, letter dated March 19th, 2009).  
1.2 As such we:

· submitted a statement of case, papers on environmental capacity and appropriate assessment (at the specific request of the inspector), papers on non-compliance with the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) and ‘conditions’, plus several proofs of evidence, meeting the original closing dates in every instance
· made our opening and closing statements on the same days as the project sponsors, Halton Borough Council, on May 19th and June 25th, 2009 respectively
· took up all opportunities offered to us for cross examination

· presented our case for three days on June 9th to 11th inclusive, including putting forward two professional expert witnesses to cover three subject areas plus a volunteer planning expert (who also acted as advocate during the proceedings)
· attended the bulk of the inquiry, including taking part in a roundtable discussion on ‘conditions’ in the event the scheme should go ahead

1.3 However, since ‘The Alliance’ officially closed their/our case, there have been several significant developments relevant to this project which we wish to bring to the attention of the Secretaries of State for Transport and Communities.  (N.B. The programme manager for the inquiry, Ms. Brenda Taplin, assured The Alliance that post-inquiry corresondence would be admissible up to the end of August).
1.4 The Alliance also wish to use the opportunity of making this submission to flag up that, on several occasions during the inquiry, they were not treated as they expected to be treated as a Rule 6 party. (See Section 7 of this submission).  
1.5
So, the purpose of this post-inquiry submission is three-fold:
(i)    To explain to the Secretaries of State the relevence to the Mersey Gateway 

 project of some recently-published government documentation, a DfT road 
 improvement decision, a local authority planning decision and some rail  
 initiatives that have all occurred since the close of The Alliance’s case 

(ii)   To explain about the unequal treatment received by The Alliance and

 (iii)  To lodge with the Secretaries of State for Transport and the Communities 

        the two rejected supplementary proofs (explained about in Section 7 on 

        unequal treatment) as appendices to this document.
2   
DEPARTMENT FOR TRANSPORT:  LATEST STRATEGY & GUIDANCE

2.1 In The Alliance’s closing statement, we raised the fact that a government response was pending to the Climate Change Committee’s report ‘Building a low carbon economy – the UK’s contribution to tackling climate change’.  That response in fact came in the form of a White Paper, published by the Department for Energy and Climate Change (DECC), entitled ‘The UK Low Carbon Transition Plan: National Strategy for Climate and Energy’. A carbon reduction strategy, by the Department for Transport, entitled ‘Low Carbon Transport: A Greener Future’, was issued on the same day, July 15th, 2009.  
2.2 Then, on July 16th, the Department for Transport (DfT) issued its guidance for the third Local Transport Plans and on July 22nd the DfT released its guidance to the regions on Delivering a Sustainable Transport System (DaSTS).  
2.3 The DfT’s carbon reduction strategy and the two guidance documents – both of which emphasise the need to tackle climate change and reduce carbon emissions - have a significant bearing on the Mersey Gateway project.  This is because, if the scheme is given the go-ahead, it would involve the provision of substantial (net) extra highway capacity which The Alliance demonstrated in their evidence to the inquiry would – in due course - generate extra traffic movements that would lead to extra carbon emissions over years to come.  

2.4 Similarly, planning decisions affecting crossings of the Manchester Ship Canal and the River Mersey made in July by Salford City Council and in August by the DfT are highly relevant. Salford granted permission for a multi-modal freight exchange known as ‘Port Salford’ on the banks of the Ship Canal and the DfT sanctioned the Hall Lane Gateway in Liverpool.  Directly and indirectly, they will create extra road capacity for crossing the Ship Canal and river.  (N.B. A key argument in the case for the promoters of the Mersey Gateway, Halton B.C., is that there are insufficient road crossings of the Mersey and the Ship Canal).  

2.5 Additionally, there have been several recent relevant rail announcements.   

2.6
Low Carbon Transport: A Greener Future

2.7
The DfT’s carbon reduction strategy is unequivocal (as is the Energy and Climate Change White Paper) about the government’s intention to reduce carbon emissions and for transport to play its part.  It opens with the words:
“Putting Britain on the path to a low carbon future is one of my key tasks as Transport Secretary...We have also long recognised that transport has adverse impacts on the environment. Avoiding dangerous climate change means we must act, both in the UK and internationally, to reduce green-house gas emissions from transport” (Foreword by Lord Adonis, p. 3).  
2.8
Whilst the strategy places quite a lot of reliance on improved technology, it also recognises the need for an across-the-board new approach.  Under the heading of ‘Promoting lower carbon choices’ it looks at the role which different parts of society can play.  It begins with the over-arching statement:
“Technology measures are important in reducing transport emissions, but they are not enough on their own.  We also need to think about the choices that we, as individuals and businesses, make on a daily business about when and where and how to travel and transport goods” (p.8).   
2.9
The document then moves on to the essential delivery role occupied by local and regional government.  It comments:
“Local authorities and regions have considerable influence over the way we travel, through direct delivery of transport services as well as through their decisions on strategic planning” (p.10).

2.10
It returns to this theme later, in the chapter on ‘Promoting Lower Carbon Choices’, when it says: 

“We need to understand what options are available for changing the way we use transport in the longer term.  And we must do more to realise the contribution that local authorities and regions can make to our carbon reduction goals” (p.63).

2.11
And again DfT re-emphasises the role local authorities must play in reducing harmful emissions in the chapter on ‘How the strategy will work’.  It points out:

“Almost all journeys take place in part on infrastructure or services which are the responsibility of local authorities.  They have the opportunity to affect emissions through the transport services they provide, the schemes and ways of travelling they promote and the ways they manage their networks” (para. 7.10, p.106).
2.12
‘The Alliance’ contend that Halton B.C. are not meeting their responsibility to cut emissions in the long term by promoting the Mersey Gateway project. 
2.13
We would also point to the latter part of the ‘Promoting Lower Carbon Choices’ chapter where the strategy turns to the theme of ‘The need to travel’.  It says:

“Beyond the measures set out above that seek to promote lower carbon transport choices, we should not lose sight of a more fundamental long-term solution – identifying ways of reducing the amount we need to travel.  We see two main areas of possibility: the use of technology and spatial planning” (para. 4.74, p.83).

2.14
Providing so much extra net road space as is the case with this project is clearly not going to have the effect of encouraging people to travel less.  Quite the contrary, it panders to the out-moded philosophy of ‘predict and provide’. 
2.15
The carbon reduction strategy then goes on to promote the use of ‘telepresencing’ and of on-line services and also better land use planning.  The former are generally considered to rank as ‘smart choice’ measures which ‘The Alliance’ pointed out during the inquiry did not feature in the Mersey Gateway project.  The latter is a key tenet of the North West RSS, with which ‘The Alliance’ contend the project does not comply (see inquiry evidence).
2.16
Finally, explaining how the strategy will be enacted, the DfT makes a promise:

“We are also committed to changing the way long-term decisions around transport planning are made.  We have identified five goals (including one that focuses explicitly on reducing emissions of CO2 and other greenhouse gas emissions) that will guide future transport policy-making and infrastructure investment decisions.  We are already taking these into account in the guidance we give to our delivery partners” (para. 7.5, p. 105).   
2.17
It would appear to be contradictory, therefore, if the DfT were to endorse the Mersey Gateway project.

2.18
LTP 3 Guidance
2.19
The new Local Transport Plan (LTP) Guidance, which is statutory, requires local authorities to deliver on five key goals set by the DfT.  One, following on from the 2008 Climate Change Act, is ‘tackle climate change’.
2.20
On climate change, the guidance says:

“Local authorities are particularly important partners in leading change, influencing the patterns of journeys, development and promoting more sustainable choices.  There is still much to be done if local authorities are to make the maximum contribution to the climate change agenda, and particularly so in transport.  DfT encourages local authorities to develop strategies and implementation plans that take significant steps towards mitigating climate change by encouraging the development of sustainable transport systems, facilitating behaviour change and reducing the need to travel through, eg. Smarter Choice measures” (Chapter 3, para. 10).
2.21
This prompts the question – how would building a six-lane motorway-standard road and improving access roads to it meet these statutory requirements? 
2.22
Another of the key goals is ‘improve quality of life’.  Amongst the challenges this goal lays down are:

“Minimise the impacts of transport on the natural environment, heritage and landscape and seek solutions that deliver long-term environmental benefits”  and
“Enhance well-being and sense of community by creating more opportunities for social contact and better access to leisure activities and the natural environment” (Chapter 3, para. 3)
2.23
It is difficult to see how the first challenge could be met by building a massive new road bridge structure across an estuary, close to two existing listed bridges,  particularly as this would involve spanning over the area’s only Green Belt and potentially disturbing a century and a half of chemical dumping immediately upstream of a Special Protection Area.  

2.24
As far as the second challenge above is concerned, widened access roads would create more severance than currently exists and because the new bridge and the existing one would be tolled to pay for the project, further severance is likely to result as deprived communities exist on either side of the river.  (N.B. Halton’s economic case was based on market-rate tolls for all users).  
2.25
The guidance also requires LTPs to comply with Regional Spatial Strategies (Chapter 3, para. 21). ‘The Alliance’ maintain that if Halton B.C’s plans continue to revolve around building a massive new road bridge, then they will not comply with the North West of England Plan: Regional Spatial Strategy to 2021.  We presented a paper to the inquiry on non-compliance with the RSS.

2.26
The LTP guidance also calls on local authorities to identify a broad set of goals and challenges and then develop a wide range of options (Chapter 4, Section 2, parts ‘B’ and ‘C’).  This modus operandi is the same as that required by webtag.  Evidence was presented on behalf of ‘The Alliance’ by two expert witnesses to show that the Mersey Gateway project failed to comply with webtag in many instances, including failing to identify problems in the first instance and then generate operations.  
2.27
Guidance to Regions on Delivering a Sustainable Transport System
2.28
The DfT’s command document ‘Delivering a Sustainable Transport System’ (DaSTS) requires, amongst other things, reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, notably carbon, as part of the strategic transport planning work to be undertaken for post 2014.  This work is to be taken forward via national and regional DaSTS studies for which the guidance aims to set out the ground rules.  It explains:

“The DaSTS approach presents regions with new opportunities to develop programmes which best support the sustainable economic and social development of the region, whilst taking account of the need to reduce carbon dioxide emissions” (para. 10, p.3).

2.29
On ‘tackling climate change’ it is quite definitive.  It says:
“Carbon emissions will become an increasingly important determinant of the transport choices we make” 
and

“The Department expects regions to develop proposals to tackle climate change through their DaSTS work including, where possible, through sustainable transport and climate change adaptation measures.  Regions should note that the requirement of the DfT’s overall goal within DaSTS is to ‘deliver quantified reductions in greenhouse gas emissions within cities and regional networks’, which goes further than the requirement to ‘consider and estimate the effects on carbon emissions which may result from their proposals’ in RFA advice.  This reflects the national importance of tackling climate change and the challenging targets that the UK must address, including a 34% reduction in GHG emissions by 2022 and an 80% reduction by 2050” (paras. 22 & 23, p. 5 & 6).
2.30
On the subject of delivering quantified reductions in greenhouse gas emissions, the guidance refers regions to webtag unit 3.3.5, ie. the greenhouse gases sub-objective (Annex C: Core Metrics, p.19).  This unit was flagged up by Keith Buchan, The Alliance’s expert witness on climate change, in his proof of evidence, but not considered of any moment by the promoter of the Mersey Gateway scheme who virtually ignored the topic of climate change throughout most of the inquiry.  In fact their only real foray into the subject was their very late rebuttal to Mr. Buchan on June 24 referred to in Section 7 of this paper.  
2.31
The guidance also says:

“options to reduce the carbon emissions of transport will be considered at an earlier, strategic stage” (Annex B, p.16).  
2.32
This advice emphasises the need for a wide range of sustainable options to be generated, reflecting the five Departmental transport goals (para. 40, p.8) and for these to then be sifted using a range of criteria (para. 58 to 60, p.11).  This type of approach did not apply to the Mersey Gateway.  A new road bridge was the only solution ever seriously considered to a defined problem and the only options appraised were for different alignments for road bridge crossings.

2.33
In addition, the guidance makes the following commitment:

“Following Eddington’s approach, the Department will be looking to encourage better use of existing infrastructure and avoiding ‘solutions in search of problems’.  The Department recognises that, in this context, small schemes can represent high value for money” (para. 41, p.8).
2.34
The massive Mersey Gateway project has little to do with making better use of existing infrastructure, despite its plans for the existing Silver Jubilee Bridge.  In the view of The Alliance, it has always been a solution seeking a problem.
3
LOCAL AUTHORITY GO-AHEAD FOR PORT SALFORD SCHEME
3.1
When Peel Holdings first applied to build a major distribution park served by  road, rail and short sea shipping on the north bank of the Manchester Ship Canal, immediately west of the M60 Manchester orbital motorway and of Barton Locks, the Highways Agency objected because of potential problems it foresaw on the motorway network.  Peel suggested that the adjacent stretch of the M60 should be widened but the HA were not agreeable to this.  In the end, Peel overcame the HA’s objections by agreeing to construct, as part of the scheme, a new road crossing over the canal, in addition to making alterations to this part of the canal itself to allow large freight container vessels to turn around.  
3.2
The new road bridge will be upstream of Barton Locks, linking to M60 junction 10, thus relieving pressure on the existing Barton Bridge that carries the M60.
3.3
Although this new development, which was granted planning permission by Salford City Council in mid July, will be some miles to the east of Halton, it will assist strategic movements across the Ship Canal and the River Mersey.
4
DfT GO-AHEAD FOR LIVERPOOL GATEWAY IMPROVEMENT SCHEME
4.1
On August 6th, the DfT announced it will invest up to £17.1 m. in the Hall Lane Strategic Gateway Improvement to do away with a bottleneck between the western end of the M62 and Liverpool city centre.  Road traffic currently has to negotiate a tortuous route in the vicinity of the university and the hospital which themselves generate significant numbers of trips.  Construction work on the gateway scheme is due to start in October and be completed by July 2011. 
4.2
Without prejudice - as environmental NGOs objected to the scheme - we would point out a likely advantage to Halton of this decision by the DfT.  It will make the M62 a more attractive route for entering central Liverpool than it currently is.  Long distance travellers to the city centre by road coming from a south easterly direction (from the M6 or South Manchester/East Cheshire for instance) who have the option of using the M62 or routing via the M56 and the Silver Jubilee Bridge at Halton or the M56, M53 and Mersey Tunnels often chose the alternatives to the M62 because of the present convoluted and frequently congested routing that currently exists at Hall Lane.   
4.3
The new/ improved route will not be tolled and will therefore undoubtedly take some strategic business away from the Mersey Tunnels in the short term but, in doing so, will free up capacity in them.  Similarly, there will undoubtedly be less through traffic for Halton and a reduced demand on the Silver Jubilee Bridge. 

5
RECENT RAIL IMPROVEMENTS/ ANNOUNCEMENTS
5.1
At the end of June, Network Rail announced it was to spend an extra £50 m. further improving the West Coast Main Railway Line (WCML) because, despite the recently-completed £3 bn. up-grade to the line, train services using it were still not meeting reliability standards.  Some of this extra investment is to be spent on points renewal and heavy maintenance at Runcorn, making strategic routes such as the Liverpool-London and Liverpool-Birmingham services via Runcorn more reliable - and also the local rail services.  This is in addition to the recent Runcorn station upgrade, which has included new concourses and extra parking and which has made rail travel more accessible and attractive.       
5.2
On July 23rd the DfT announced it would be electrifying the 32-mile railway line between Liverpool Lime Street station and Manchester Victoria station, reducing travelling time by nearly 15 minutes and increasing capacity.  Although this line does not pass through Halton, (it routes through Newton-le-Willows and Warrington), it will benefit the area because it will provide a diversionary route when required for WCML trains between Liverpool and London and it will be attractive to commuters who travel between Merseyside and Greater Manchester, so reducing strategic road traffic – some of which passes through Halton.  This project is expected to be completed in four years’ time.
5.3
A further positive announcement is expected in September from MerseyTravel when they conclude their Chester-Liverpool Airport (Halton Curve) rail study. 

6
CONCLUSIONS DRAWN FROM LATEST STRATEGY, GUIDANCE AND ANNOUNCEMENTS

6.1
Since approval was given by government for the Mersey Gateway project to proceed through the planning process, the government has become even more resolute about the need to reduce carbon emissions in particular but to take whatever measures are necessary to address climate change.  As part of this across-government approach, the DfT has produced its five key goals which include ‘tackle climate change’ and ‘improve quality of life’.  The regions and local authorities (LAs) are now being required, through the DfT’s latest strategies and guidance, to comply with these goals, eg. via the guidance on ‘Delivering a Sustainable Transport System (DaSTS).  The same guidance also requires them to make better use of existing infrastructure.  Such an approach, if followed by Halton B.C. and neighbouring authorities, would remove the perceived need for a new road bridge spanning the River Mersey and the Ship Canal.
6.2
LAs are now required to: “develop strategies and implementation plans that take significant steps towards mitigating climate change by encouraging the development of sustainable transport systems, facilitating behaviour change and reducing the need to travel through, for example, Smarter Choice measures” (LTP 3 Guidance).     
6.3
In any event, since closing statements were made by the promoters of and the opponents to the Mersey Gateway project, there have been two significant planning decisions which will have a positive effect on the highway capacity available for crossing the Manchester Ship Canal and the River Mersey.  Towards the eastern end of the Ship Canal, Peel Holdings will be building a new road bridge crossing of both to the west of the M60 at Barton.  And in Liverpool the DfT will be the major funder of a road improvement scheme that will have a favourable effect on the carrying capacity of the Mersey tunnels.
6.4
In addition, recently completed and recently announced rail improvements will help to attract more modal shift to trains.  All these strategies and physical improvements elsewhere will have a positive impact to varying degrees on the existing Silver Jubilee Bridge which crosses the Ship Canal and the River Mersey at Halton.
6.5
The Alliance demonstrated at the public inquiry that the case for a new six-lane motorways standard road bridge across the Mersey was a poor one.  Events which have occurred since have further weakened the case.
7
UNEQUAL TREATMENT RECEIVED BY ‘THE ALLIANCE’  
7.1
The witnesses appearing for ‘The Alliance’ received unequal treatment from the inspector, despite the fact they were Rule 6 parties.  For instance, they were not permitted to read out their proofs of evidence or summary proofs.  

7.2
An instruction was circulated that any proofs over 1,500 words required a summary.  However, the instruction did not state how long the summaries shoud be. Consequently, the sizes of the summaries – both by the promoters’ witnesses and by the objectors varied considerably.  

7.3
Of the promoter’s 19 witnesses, three of their summary proofs were under 2,000 words (and only two of those qualified as being under or about the 1,500 mark), six were between 2,000 and 3,000 words, five were between 3,000 and 4,000 words, one between 4,000 and 5,000 words, two between 5,000 and 6,000 words and one was over 7,000 words.  All of Halton B.C’s witnesses were allowed to read their summary proofs regardless of length.  
7.4
In comparison, of The Alliance’s original proofs, Keith Buchan’s on climate change/environmental aspects was between 1,000 and 2,000 words, his proof on traffic modelling and that of Professor Alan Wenban-Smith were between 4,000 and 5,000 words and Lillian Burns’ was between 5,000 and 6,000 words.  Yet none of The Alliance’s witnesses were allowed to read their proofs and length was the reason given for refusing ‘The Alliance’ their equal rights.  

7.5
In addition, the inspector twice refused to accept supplementary proofs from one of The Alliance’s expert witnesses, whilst continuing to accept late rebuttals and evidence from the promoters of the scheme, Halton Borough Council.  We are concerned that these decisions may prove to the disadvantage of our case.
7.6
Keith Buchan -The Alliance’s expert witness on traffic issues and climate change - had produced an errata to his traffic proof (ALL/2/8) prior to his appearance at the inquiry on June 11th.  This was accepted.  But his supplementary traffic proof, submitted on June 16th, with the intention of clarifying his answers to cross examination, was not.  This is offered here, therefore, as Appendix 1.
7.7
The refusal by the inspector to accept this supplementary proof was puzzling for two reasons:  (1) a second supplementary proof by the Alliance’s other expert witness, Prof. Wenban-Smith, lodged shortly after his appearance at the inquiry was accepted and (2) the promoters, Halton B.C., were allowed to register an 11th hour rebuttal to Mr. Buchan’s original climate change proof (which The Alliance had lodged prior to the start of the inquiry) on the evening of June 24th,  13 days after The Alliance had closed their case and Mr. Buchan had appeared at the inquiry and on the night before The Alliance’s closing statement.  

7.8
Despite this exceptionally late deposit by Halton, (their ref. HBC/8/16/R), Mr. Buchan wrote a sur-rebuttal the same evening.  It was sent electronically overnight to the programme manager and a hard copy offerred to her on the morning of closing speeches.  However, the inspector refused to accept this from him also.  The Alliance therefore now submit this as Appendix 2. 
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1.1
This supplementary proof of evidence provides references and clarification for three issues raised during the cross examinations on day 13 of the Mersey Gateway public inquiry (ie. June 11).  These are:

· Responsibility for action on climate change and impact of national policy on ‘Do Minimum’ and ‘Do Something’

· Cost of bus ‘step change’ improvements

· Toll plazas for the existing Silver Jubilee Bridge (SJB)

Responsibility for action on climate change
1.2
Matters established during the cross examination of Ms Browne and Mr Pauling will be dealt with in the closing statement.  However, during cross examination of myself by Mr Straker, two matters were raised in relation to climate and in my reply I quoted several documents without giving specific references.

1.3
The first concerned the issue the Secretary of State for Transport and his responsibility to ‘ensure’ that the emission targets are met.  It was put to me that this meant that only the Secretary of State had to act, for example through national standards on fuel efficiency.

1.4
I referred in my reply to the DfT’s command document ‘Delivering a Sustainable Transport Strategy’ (CD 177) but without quoting specific paragraphs.  In this regard, para 2.6 is helpful, which states

“For example, a package of measures for an urban area may involve public transport investment, demand management, promotion of smarter choices and the use of land use planning to reduce the need to travel.”

This is clearly the responsibility of the relevant urban authority, in this case Halton.

1.5
A second but no less important issue is the way in which some action taken nationally, in particular improving vehicle efficiency, will reduce emissions, both in the ‘Do Minimum’ and ‘Do Something’ cases.  As I said, this is correct, but is already fully included in both.  I quoted webtag.  The precise reference to fuel efficiency can be found in Table 13 of Unit 3.5.6, ‘Values of Time and Operating Cost’, (April 2009) which is appendix no. 20 of Alan Wenban-Smith’s appendices (ref: ALL/3/4A).  Given the size of webtag it is convenient to reproduce this table below.

	Table 13: Assumed Vehicle Fuel Efficiency Improvements

	Vehicle Category
	Change in Vehicle Efficiency

	
	2002-2003
(actual)
	2003-2004
(actual)
	2004-2005
	2005-2010
	2010-2015
	2015-2020

	
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(%)
	(% pa)
	(%)
	(% pa)
	(%)
	(% pa)

	Petrol Car
	-0.74
	-0.75
	-0.76
	-4.18
	-0.85
	-5.96
	-1.22
	-7.18
	-1.48

	Diesel Car
	-1.18
	-1.19
	-1.21
	-5.95
	-1.22
	-5.84
	-1.20
	-6.03
	-1.24

	Average Car
	-1.08
	-1.10
	-1.11
	-6.49
	-1.33
	-7.62
	-1.57
	-8.21
	-1.70

	Petrol LGV
	-1.22
	-1.56
	-1.78
	-7.24
	-1.49
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Diesel LGV
	0.97
	-1.40
	-1.78
	-7.24
	-1.49
	0
	0
	0
	0

	Average LGV
	0.64
	-1.42
	-1.78
	-7.24
	-1.49
	0
	0
	0
	0

	OGV1
	0.46
	0
	0
	-6.0
	-1.23
	0
	0
	0
	0

	OGV2
	-0.17
	0
	0
	-6.0
	-1.23
	0
	0
	0
	0

	PSV
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0
	0


Source: webtag Unit 3.5.6

1.6
It can be seen that significant improvements are envisaged and these are in fact derived from the impact of achieving the current EU target for new vehicles on the efficiency of the total vehicle fleet.  This amounts to just over 20% between 2005 and 2020.  This is the major national action to support carbon reductions and is quite ambitious.  Its effect is integrated into the traffic growth predictions as well as the economic calculations through TUBA.

1.7
In support of this, there is the national action on biofuels, the ‘Renewable Transport Fuel Obligation’.  This is dealt with in webtag, Unit 3.3.5, ‘The Greenhouse Gases sub objective’ (April 2009) which is appendix no. 5 of Alan Wenban-Smith’s appendices (ALL/3/4A), Table 1.  This shows how the carbon content per litre of fuel should be reduced in all appraisals and thus should be in both the ‘Do Minimum’ and ‘Do Something’.  For convenience this table is also reproduced below.

	Table 1: Carbon emissions per litre of fuel burnt

	Year
	Emissions from petrol/bioethanol blend
(gCarbon/l)
	Emissions from diesel/biodiesel blend
(gCarbon/l)

	2005/6/7
	627.57
	717.15

	2008
	618.94
	707.29

	2009
	614.23
	701.91

	2010
	609.27
	696.23

	2011
	608.74
	695.64

	2012
	608.22
	695.04

	2013
	607.70
	694.44

	2014
	607.17
	693.84

	2015
	606.65
	693.25

	2016
	606.13
	692.65

	2017
	605.61
	692.05

	2018
	605.08
	691.45

	2019
	604.56
	690.85

	2020 and onwards
	604.04
	690.26


Source: webtag Unit 3.3.5

1.8
These two tables show clearly that the figures for regional emissions produced by TUBA and used in evidence from all sides are after the two key national actions have been applied.

1.9
The need for local action is also reflected in the key spatial principles of the extant RSS, ie. the North West of England Plan:  Regional Spatial Strategy to 2021 (CD/99), Policy DP9 - ‘Reduce Emissions & Adapt to Climate Change’ and in the North West Climate Change Action Plan (CD/269) and in ongoing technical work to meet its targets.  The general duties are reflected in the latest Transport Act (CD/171) and in draft Local Transport Plan Guidance 3 (CD/243).  Extracts are set out below.

1.10
It is thus not accepted that local authorities should rely on national action by the Secretary of State to solve climate change.




Cost of ‘step change’ bus improvements
1.10
My first proof contained analysis of bus use in London and PTE areas.  This contrasted policies which increased fares and reduced services (PTEs) with those which stabilised and slightly reduced fares (London).  In London bus revenue support alone (excluding tube, tram and rail) is £675million (2007/8).  This amounts to £90 per head of population.  

1.11
As part of the bridge proposal, £500,000 from toll income is ring fenced for public transport as a whole.  This amounts to £4.18 per head.  There is of course existing Local Transport Plan (LTP) expenditure, but this is, presumably, already built in to both ‘Do Minimum’ and ‘Do Something’ and does not contain support for stabilising fares or providing new concessions.

1.12
Transforming bus performance requires end to end priority and so called ‘new generation’ intelligent bus priority.  This can be effective but is not cheap, even when there is no separate busway.  For example, the mixed busway and on street scheme between Huntingdon and Cambridge is currently estimated to cost £4.7million per mile.  Comprehensive priority schemes without dedicated busways, but with linked traffic signal systems, can cost between £1million and £2million a mile.  As regards operating costs, £500,000 would pay for running four to five buses six days a week.  This cannot begin to provide the step change which is supported by the Council.

1.13
The Mersey Gateway Sustainable Transport Strategy (MGSTS) has not been costed by the bridge promoters but will clearly need capital investment and revenue support of an order of magnitude much greater than that currently proposed.

Toll plaza for the existing bridge alone
1.14
In cross examination I was asked about the siting of toll booths for the SJB alone.  I referred to the Northern approach and the clear possibilities there.  This is supported by the Environmental Statement (CDS/14) Chapter 2, where the main toll plaza for both bridges is shown to the North.  A plaza is not proposed to the South.  The toll entries are shown in the following Figure, Areas A and B, reproduced from the Environmental Statement, Chapter 2.

[image: image4.emf]
1.15
It is clear that tolls for the existing bridge could be collected to the North similar to the plaza planned for the new bridge proposal.  This could also be part of a PFI package renewing the SJB and its cycle/walking facilities and bus priority on the approaches.  The Council should, however, examine the comparative costs of this approach and a local authority built and run option.

1.16
It would also be possible to offer further encouragement to automated methods of collections if the Council were more in control of tolling policy.
Appendix 2
Response to matters asserted in HBC/8/16/R

From Keith Buchan

1.1
The HBC response refers both to matters raised in examination of Mr Pauling and in examination of Mr Buchan.

1.2
The lateness of its delivery makes it difficult to respond with further detailed analysis.  However, the statements made are not accepted as clarificatory and some are clearly misleading.

1.3
The issue of discounting and its application requires further calculations which are simply not possible in the time.  It is noted that the basic conclusion, that the scheme would fall into the medium category, if this approach were accepted, is not challenged.  It is understood that the approach is not accepted by Mr Pauling.

1.4
Even if the approach is not accepted, no withdrawal has been made of the statement provided to The Alliance in written response to questions, Appendix 3 to ALL/2/1S which confirms that DfT also consider the scheme is within the medium category.

1.5
On the issue of climate change, it would have been useful to the Inquiry to have had a full discussion of the issues.  I note that Mr Pauling does not question that existing national policy to reduce climate change through vehicle efficiency and use of biofuels is fully included in TUBA.

1.6
The statement that future policy changes are not included in the calculation is correct, but contradicts Mr Pauling’s scepticism, expressed in his rebuttal, that future Governments would take any such action if targets were not being met.  He now explicitly refers to the Climate Change Committee recommendations to Government.  This reference needs close attention, since significant additional policies in this document are very closely related to non-road based solutions.  One is the implementation of behavioural change measures (including Smarter Choices) and the other is the implementation of lower speed limits.  

1.7
The first should have been included in a comprehensive local policy as the Alliance has always said.  Improving the attractiveness of car use makes increasing the use of sustainable alternatives significantly more difficult.  For example, the current model has already shown how the creation of benefits for the use of the private car will make public transport use fall.

1.8
Reducing the speed limit would, of course, dramatically reduce any time saving benefits from the scheme and thus completely change the economic assessment.  There would be differential effects between the Do Minimum and the Do Something.  Lower speed limits have not been tested, either using the model or any other broad brush method.  

1.9
It would have been informative to the Inquiry and to the Secretary of State if both of these policies raised in Mr Pauling’s response had been properly tested.  

1.9
It is unfortunate that these issues have been raised so late by the proposers, but the facts on which they are based do not support the arguments against sustainable alternatives which are made in Document HBC/8/16/R.   In particular the Climate Change Committee do not suggest that national technological change will be sufficient to meet emission reduction targets.
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Extract from:	Main consultation on Local Transport Plan 3 Guidance, December 2008


“3.4 Climate change


8. The Climate Change Act 2008 commits central Government to reducing greenhouse gas emissions across the UK economy by at least 80% on 1990 levels by 2050. The Act requires Government to set five-yearly carbon budgets with a view to meeting long-term targets. The contribution which will be needed from transport will depend on the cost of action to reduce emissions from the transport sector compared to the cost of taking action elsewhere in the non-traded sector (primarily domestic heating and agriculture). The challenging nature of the targets means that transport will need to make a significant contribution.


9. The DfT is therefore developing a strategy for reducing emissions from transport. This will feed into the wider Government strategy for delivering against carbon budgets, expected in summer 2009. We will keep local authorities informed of developing policy in this area. For longer-term planning, the assumption should be that constraints on the UK’s greenhouse gas emissions will become more challenging over time.� �10. The DfT encourages local authorities to develop strategies and implementation plans that take significant steps towards mitigating climate change, by encouraging the development of sustainable transport systems, facilitating behaviour change and reducing the need to travel through, for example, Smarter Choices measures.  Many authorities have already shown their commitment to this agenda by selecting national indicators 185 and 186 relating to climate change as targets for their LAAs. New Local Transport Plans offer local authorities the opportunity to develop transport systems that move towards more sustainable options.


11. The DfT has been working to provide a more robust evidence base on historic and forecast emissions by mode, journey choice and motivation, and the associated emissions impacts of journeys and to identify the options to reduce transport CO2 emissions most cost-effectively. A summary of work completed by July 2008 has been published on the DfT website[16].


12. In addition to measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, it is important that local authorities put in place measures to improve the resilience of local transport to the impacts of climate change, in line with the Government’s Adapting to Climate Change Programme[17].”





Extract from: Local Transport Act 2008


Part 2


Transport policies


8 	Nature of duty to develop transport policies 


(4) After subsection (2) insert— 


	“(2ZA) Each local transport authority whose area is in England 			must— 


		(a) in developing policies in accordance with subsection 			(1)(a), and 


		(b) in carrying out their functions in accordance with 			subsection (1)(b), 


		comply with the duties set out in subsection (2ZB).


	(2ZB) The duties are— 


		(a) to take into account any policies announced by Her 			Majesty’s government, and 


(b) to have regard to any guidance issued for the purposes of this paragraph by the Secretary of State, 


	with respect to mitigation of, or adaptation to, climate change or 	otherwise with respect to the protection or improvement of the 	environment.
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