
[image: image2.bmp]

[image: image1]Mr. David Colbert,                                                         Ms. Claire Jones,
Regional Transport Advisor,                                        Principal Planner (Transport),
4NW,                                                                                North West Development Agency,
Wigan Investment Centre,                                           Renaissance House,
Waterside Drive,                                                            Centre Park,

Wigan, WN3 5BA.                                                          Warrington, WA1 1XB. 
Sunday, October 25th, 2009

Dear David and Claire,
DRAFT BRIEF FOR DaSTS REGIONAL STUDY: NW CITY REGION CONNECTIVITY
The North West Transport Activists’ Roundtable (NW TAR) is obliged to you for providing us with the chance to comment upon the draft consultants’ brief for the proposed regional DaSTS (Delivering a Sustainable Transport System) Study currently entitled ‘North West City Region Connectivity’.   
This is the second of the proposed DaSTS study briefs that the NW TAR has been given the opportunity to comment upon.  The other was the national one, ‘Access to Manchester’.  Despite the very short period allotted for feedback, (again), we have once more been fortunate in obtaining comments from a national non-governmental organisation (NGO) officer, Richard George, transport campaigner for CfBT - the Campaign for Better Transport.  (The NW TAR is one of eight regional transport roundtables which CfBT co-ordinates).  This response, therefore, is a joint one.
END OF MODE NEUTRAL APPROACH
We welcome the end of the ‘modally neutral’ approach to transport planning which the Transport Secretary, Lord Adonis, has flagged up with his unequivocal support for  green travel “as a matter of principle” (his speech to the Labour Party conference last month).  It is appropriate, in line with this thinking, that the brief already accepts:

· “Substantial investment in the road network over the past few decades” in the region has led to “a high propensity to travel to work by car” (para. 2.8)

· What is required is “a shift towards more sustainable modes of transport” because “constructing new roads to accommodate future traffic growth is neither environmentally nor economically acceptable” (para. 2.12) and
· There has been an under-investment in rail - both when compared to road and as a stand alone and rail passenger demand exceeds capacity (para. 2.10)

The brief also needs to accept the key principle in the North West Regional Spatial Strategy of reducing the need to travel (Policy DP5).  There is a potential danger with this study that it could fall into the trap of assuming that travel between City Regions is automatically a good thing and should be actively encouraged, as opposed to accepting that transport is a derived demand which can be reduced with better planning policies. The mistakes of the past, which are acknowledged in the draft brief, should not be pandered to.  They should, instead, not be repeated. 
continued ...
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ADDING CAUTION AND NEW OBJECTIVES TO SOME COMMENDABLE AIMS
We welcome the fact that the region and the DfT are seeking to expand their understanding of how and why people travel and also their intention to gather a substantial evidence base across local authority boundaries (para. 2.17).  Particularly welcome is the inference that there is an intention for thorough origin and destination work to be conducted.  In respect of this, we would make the same point we made in our comments on the ‘Access to Manchester’ brief and this is that O & D work must be carried out on public transport users as well as on motorists if a complete picture is to be compiled.  However, we would warn against using past trends to automatically extrapolate future trends at a time when the government is seeking significant reduction in CO2 emissions.   It is worth noting here that the Climate Change Committee stated that total vehicle miles must fall from 2009 levels if the UK is to meet its climate change targets.  An aim of the study, therefore, should be a reduction in the number of vehicle miles.
As far as the list of bullet points in para. 2.19 is concerned, there is a need for the introductory sentence/ 
requirement to include the word “sustainable”.  So, it should read:  “the consultancy should aim to recommend a package of interventions which is the most effective, affordable, deliverable, sustainable and – where possible – innovative ...”.
Also, missing from the list of bullet points in para. 2.19 is:  
· Reducing CO2 emissions from transport in line with government commitments on climate change
POTENTIAL FLAWS IN PROPOSED METHODOLOGY

The brief is at risk of adopting a practice often discredited at public inquiries.  It is not appropriate for the consultants to judge potential actions against a ‘Do nothing’ scenario (as suggested in para. 3.1).  They should make comparisons against a ‘Do minimum’ scenario because, in reality, the various transport authorities would not “Do nothing”.  It is therefore a totally artificial goalpost to measure against.
Also, there is a need to differentiate between “future travel patterns” under a ‘business as usual’ case and an ‘achieved objectives’ case, for instance in the event of succeeding in reducing CO2 emissions.  Currently, the components/ bullet points set out in para. 3.1 place too much emphasis on analysing existing patterns and not enough on using policy levers to bring about desired ends that meet key policy requirements such as reducing the need to travel.  In addition, the M602 is missing from the list of major relevant parts of the road network (as, indeed, it was from the ‘Access to Manchester’ study). 
 The penultimate bullet in para. 3.1 needs to be expanded upon.  There is a danger the consultants might only consider “how and where travel conditions lead to excessive greenhouse emissions” from the point of view of congestion and driver behaviour (driving in low gear and alternately accelerating and braking).   It is imperative this issue is not only tackled from those perspectives, including the need to improve driver training and behaviour.  It also needs to be viewed from the perspective of ‘lack of sustainable options’.

The ‘Development of Objectives, Options and Potential Packages’ – in the main - looks good, with plenty of references to sustainable transport and genuine options.   However, the review of previous work it should take into consideration (para. 3.2) should include the JETTTS – Junction Eighteen To Twelve (multi-modal) Study - because that section of the M60 is relevant to Manchester-Preston movements.  That multi-modal study, like the others, produced a range of recommendations that need to be re-evaluated.  Also, ‘spatial module’ D, (Cheshire) appears to be making an assumption that it would be appropriate for Cheshire to “capture the economic benefits of city region growth”, especially along the M56 corridor, when the last NW RSS actually had a policy in place to protect that honeypot area from developers in order to encourage a focus on areas in need of regeneration.   This module needs to require the con-sultants to address the downsides of such a policy, including impacts on Green Belt and quality of life.
continued ...
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LACK OF BALANCE IN PROPOSED PROJECT MANAGEMENT

There is a disappointing lack of balance in the proposed Project Advisory Group.  There is only one environmental non-governmental organisation on the list, ie. the North West Transport Roundtable.  Meanwhile, sustainable transport is only specifically recognised by the inclusion of the NW TAR (again) and the Confederation of Passenger Transport.  There should be a representation for TravelWatch North West (TW NW) as well as for the North West Rail Campaign.

I trust these comments are of value.  

Please note that the NW TAR would particularly welcome being asked to comment upon the draft consultants’ brief for the proposed regional DaSTS study on behavioural change.
Yours sincerely,

LILLIAN BURNS, NW TAR Convenor, and Richard George, Transport Campaigner, CfBT 
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