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[image: image1]Mr. David Colbert,

Regional Transport Advisor,

4NW,
Wigan Investment Centre,

Wigan, WN3 5BA.

Monday, October 12th, 2009

Dear David,

NATIONAL NETWORK ACCESS TO MANCHESTER STUDY BRIEF
The North West Transport Roundtable (NW TAR) is one of eight regional transport roundtables around the country, established over 10 years ago, which operates under the auspices of the Campaign for Better Transport (formerly Transport 2000) and which promotes sustainable transport, sustainable land use and healthier lives.   
Please note that, despite the extremely short consultation period on this study brief (just under two working days, plus a weekend) the NW TAR has been extremely fortunate in being able to canvass comments on it from Stephen Joseph and Richard George, Executive Director and Roads and Transport Campaigner respectively at the Campaign for Better Transport.  This response, therefore, incorporates their input. 
ROADS BIAS AND YET RADIAL ROUTE OMISSIONS
As drafted, this brief has a bias from the outset towards focusing on road transport issues and the M60 Greater Manchester Ring Road in particular.  Yet, illogically, key parts of key radial routes into Manchester appear to have been excluded, when this study would be a prime opportunity to reassess major road schemes involving them.

The list of roads to be included in the study area do not currently include three new and ‘improved’ ones at the planning stages as a result of receiving endorsement via   the RFA process.  They ought to be there in order for their (pre-DaSTS) raison d’être to be subjected to the latest transport appraisal (see next section).  The schemes are:  the A556 Knutsford to Bowdon Improvement, the Mottram Bypass and the SEMMMS Relief Roads.  This DaSTS study presents an excellent opportunity to carry out option assessments and to review the robustness of the basic premises for these schemes, especially when judged against bringing forward the Manchester Rail Hub schemes and, for example, the non-road recommendations that emanated from the MIDMAN, SEMMMS and JETTS multi-modal studies.  For instance, SEMMMS suggested a tram-train type rail service between Macclesfield and Manchester and MIDMAN proposed the establishment of a parkway station on the Mid-Cheshire rail line near where it bridges the M6, where travellers into Manchester could park up and mount an improved heavy rail service into Manchester and/or take advantage of the Metrolink extended from Altrincham to the same point.  No feasibility study was ever subsequently conducted into this proposal.  Yet it has the potential to make signifi-cant impacts on the A556 and the A56 between M6 junction 19 and the city centre.
continued ...
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NEW GOVERNMENT THINKING
The Secretary of State for Transport, Lord Adonis, has pledged his wholehearted support for ‘green’ travel, flagging up a change of government thinking.  Speaking at the Labour Party conference at the end of September, he asked:   “What does green transport mean?” and answered his own question with:  “It means a plan for fundamental change, not incremental change, in the way we travel.  No lazy cop-out that Government should be neutral between different forms of transport, but going for green as a matter of principle”.  This statement over-turned the modal agnosticism approach that has prevailed since the government accepted the Eddington Report.   

This speech by the Transport Secretary came immediately prior to the Department for Transport issuing extensive up-dates to the WebTAG transport appraisal guidance which, amongst other things, demands a lot more from transport project promoters in terms of justifying the need for their preferred schemes.   Notably, project promoters will now have to prepare ‘Option Assessment Reports’ setting out the need for intervention, the range of possible interventions and the identification of options to be taken forward for further analysis.  For schemes costing over £20 m, (which would apply to the A556, Mottram and SEMMMS road schemes), promoters must also prepare a separate ‘appraisal specification report’ clarifying the methodology for further appraisal of the better-performing options.  None of the three major road schemes mentioned have been through such a testing process and indeed none of the promoters for any of them have yet carried out an economic impact assessment or a health impact assessment.  All have been solutions decided upon as the answers to perceived problems and have foundations in the ‘predict and provide’ ethos.  It would be a tragically missed opportunity if the ‘Access to Manchester’ Study did not review all three in light of the new government thinking and appraisal.

MISSING IDENTIFIED ‘CHALLENGES’     
Neither heavy nor light rail, nor freight, nor short sea shipping are mentioned in the introduction to the brief or in the list of ‘challenges’ (they should be) and congestion and overcrowding issues relating to rail do not receive anything like the same emphasis as traffic issues.  A key challenge is going to be the highlighted (p.9) phrase: “The focus of the study particularly in the short to medium term should not be in generating major new road schemes”.
The potential role that could be played by low-emission strategic bus and coach services is not mentioned and nor are GMITA’s aspirations for new park and ride sites, some around the M60 (revived after the unsuccessful TIF Bid) which would  have dedicated bus services running between them and the city centre.  This should be another two-pronged challenge, ie. what contribution could low-emission public service vehicles make to reducing harmful emissions and what contribution could they make to reducing the total number of traffic movements on access roads to Manchester?  (The C-Net bus proposals made to MIDMAN by Cheshire County Council deserves re-appraisal here).  This also becomes a cross-cutting issue because it leads into the need to improve air quality. 
This ‘Access to Manchester’ study has evolved from the DfT work on DaSTS - ‘Delivering a Sustainable Transport Strategy’ - and yet the ‘challenges’ which are core to the study do not reflect DaSTS’ five objectives and miss out health.  Challenges should include addressing factors which deleteriously affect health and the quality of life.  
Key principles in the North West Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) which ought to be listed as ‘challenges’ are:  
· making better use of existing resources and infrastructure (Policy DP4) and 
· reducing the need to travel, managing travel demand and increasing accessibility (Policy DP5).  
Although there is a welcome reference at the bottom of page two of the brief to this being a “joined up study”, outputs from the Manchester Rail Hub investigative work are no more than “expected to be relevant for this study” (p.3) when, in fact, the two pieces of work should be melded together.  The challenge is to fit together the various work streams currently underway relating to rail in the Manchester City Region, to identify any gaps and to assess what will produce the greatest benefits from a social, environmental and economic perspective. 
The unique asset of the Manchester Ship Canal is merely mentioned in passing and there is no reference to Port Salford, a major multi-modal freight distribution park, given planning permission in July by Salford City Council *. 
_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
* Immediately west of the M60 and Barton Locks, it will be served by a new road bridge over the Ship Canal that connects to M60 junction 
   10 and will help relieve Barton Bridge. It will also be served by rail and short-sea shipping with large containers able to turn around here.  
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LOGICAL AND BALANCED APPROACH NEEDED TO STUDY AREA, EVIDENCE COLLECTION AND METHODOLOGY
It is very noticeable that the proposed road corridors to be incorporated into the study are all meticulously listed under ‘Methodology’ (p.8), whereas rail is merely a one-line afterthought, ie.  “Relevant rail routes and services”.  Equally unbalanced – and illogical – are the boundaries of the study and omissions from it.  Despite the fact that the study proposes to extend a tentacle as far south west as the border with the West Midlands region, via the M6 south of junction 20, it resolutely excludes the  A556 – which is a trunk road signposted as the main route between the M56 and the M6 for access to and from M6 south and Manchester.  Also, despite the fact that South East Manchester and North East Cheshire have a higher than average car-owning population, it is proposed to curtail the study area before it reaches the highest car-owning populations which are well within the established commuter areas.  Inexplicably, it proposes to include the A6 south east to Hazel Grove, which brings in just part of the proposed SEMMMS Relief Roads, ie. the A6 Stockport North-South Bypass, but to exclude the A523 Poynton Bypass and the A555 Manchester Airport Link Roads (West and East).  Similarly, it is only proposed to extend as far south on the A34 as Handforth.  This prompts the question, where on the A34 Handforth-Wilmslow Bypass would the cut-off point be and why exclude the A34 Wilmslow Bypass which follows on from it and the Alderley Edge Bypass, currently under construction?  Meanwhile, looking to the east, the proposal is to stop at Mottram, even though the entire corridor is a trunked one and a new bypass is proposed for Mottram and the Trans-Pennine DaSTS study is going to concentrate on rail.  In addition, to the north west and west, the key route of the A580 (the East Lancashire Road) up to the M6 is not listed.   It is also unclear why there is no mention of the trunk route which includes the M602 and the M62 (junctions 10 to 12 inc.), connecting through to the M6 to the west.      

It is puzzling that under ‘Data and Modelling Issues’ (p.9) it says “The consultant will not be expected to undertake primary data collection” (author’s underlining) and yet under ‘Understanding the patterns of travel’ (p.4) the consultant is expected to “develop an in-depth understanding of journey purposes and their economic and social functions” when there are significant data gaps.   We strongly urge re-consideration of the advice on page 9.  If this study is going to be a really robust one, which adds value to previous studies, then detailed origin and desti-nation research is going to be essential and not only on road trips.  Surveys which establish the real objective of journeys (eg. obtaining essential supplies or services or leisure or work) need to be carried out amongst both  rail and road passengers heading into and out of Manchester as well in order to achieve a rounded picture.  The collection of such data would allow journey purposes to be assessed in a far more sophisticated and useful way  than simply ‘passenger miles’ or ‘travel to work patterns’ and it would also provide very useful data on barriers to mode choice (which, ideally, could be regarded as another ‘challenge’).   It is necessary to find out how travel conditions and/ or lack of options affect people’s ability to exploit their earning capacity and/or forces them to drive.  And, are there better/more sustainable land use planning choices which could be made which would help?  
Despite the phrase quoted on page two of this letter about this work not being used to generate new road schemes, there is substantial emphasis in the draft brief on capacity restraint, on roads in particular.  This implies, strongly, that solutions involving extra highway capacity are being sought, possibly in the form of extra lanes and /or improved junctions.   The evidence base must be required to consider all possible options such as strategic bus and coach, dedicated park and ride services and rail and water-borne freight - as per the advice of the new WebTAG guidance currently out for consultation.  And the effect of applying smart choices should be applied. 
GOVERNANCE AND THE NEED FOR ROBUST CHALLENGES TO EMERGING FINDINGS 
The proposed stakeholder/project board comprises mostly DfT/ Highways Agency representation with only three regional representatives.  Network Rail are notably not included (but should be) and neither are local authorities adjoining the Greater Manchester ones or any representatives of rail freight groups - or a large range of ‘SEEP’ (Social, Economic and Environmental Partners).  Passenger Focus should be on the list and so should bodies such as TravelWatch North West and the North West Transport Activists Roundtable if there is to be a fair across-the-board mix of input.  But, if the involvement of wider stakeholders at the project board level is not to be permitted then, as a minimum, there should be an external ‘challenge’ group - as has been established for High Speed 2.  
Yours sincerely,
LILLIAN BURNS, NW TAR Convenor, with substantial input by STEPHEN JOSEPH and RICHARD GEORGE, CfBT
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