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5.0
ALTERNATIVE PROPOSAL

5.1
As outlined in section 1, TSLM proposes that HM6L be abandoned as ineffective and unaffordable, and replaced with an integrated proposal to improve all transport in Lancaster District, led by a package of sustainable transport measures based on the Faber Maunsell (FM) report.  The target cost would be £30-£40 million over the next 5 years, thereby saving at least £100 million on the cost of HM6L alone.  Since the HM6L scheme also requires a package of FM measures to satisfy the conditions of planning permission, the overall saving should be greater still.

5.2
The FM report itself commented on the limitations of HM6L in relieving congestion on the local road network:


“Whilst the Heysham to M6 Link Road provides significant benefits to journey time reliability and reduces the level of congestion on a number of key corridors (in part or whole), in isolation, it does not resolve all transport problems on the city centre gyratory and would require other complementary measures as indicated in this report.” (final report para 3.2.3)

This was written in the context of HM6L going ahead, since this was what the Brief stipulated.  It is one of several statements that identifies why the road needs the sustainable transport measures: but the report at no point makes the case for why the measures need the road.  It is simply the starting point of the Brief that the road will be built.

5.3
Even the assertion that HM6L reduces the level of congestion on certain key corridors is questioned elsewhere in the FM report:


“Whilst some road infrastructure work is planned that should improve access between Lancaster and Morecambe, not least the Northern Relief Road linking the M6 Junction 34 with Heysham, it is clear that little benefit will be gained by improving accessibility by private vehicle since traditionally extra road capacity is quickly filled by additional car trips. Instead, it is proposed to create some form of fast, efficient, and frequent public transport between the locations.” (Final report para 4.2)

This statement recognises the commonly experienced effect of induced traffic, which the MSBC did not admit, that traffic expands to fill the available roadspace.  The MSBC acknowledged some, but not much, induced traffic, and even then there were few roads where forecast with-scheme traffic levels fell enough to justify a claim that previously congested roads would as a result become uncongested: and for every road on the existing network where traffic reductions were claimed, there was another where levels would increase.

5.4
Still less is there any tenable claim, either in the FM report or elsewhere by LCC, that traffic flow reductions would enable reallocation of roadspace to other road users.  In some cases FM proposals are for sections of road where traffic volumes are actually forecast to increase, most notably the proposals for Dalton Square.  In another case, LCC tried to argue at the 2007 inquiry that the traffic reductions on Caton Road would enable insertion of a bus lane to enhance performance of the J34 P&R, but this was shown not to be so.  The roadway would need widening to accommodate a bus lane, and its viability would be unaffected by whether the opening year flow was 24,000 AADT (do-minimum) or 18,000 AADT (with-scheme): added to which forecasts indicated the with-scheme flow at year 15 would return to that of opening year without scheme.
5.5
This section outlines a proposed sustainable transport strategy and objectives, and a series of measures largely drawn from the FM report that would work towards delivering those objectives.  A summary of the FM measures is included at Appendix 1.   The section has also been informed by the relatively newly formed Sustainable Transport Groups forum, facilitated by TSLM: this group has made additional comments on this report and added some detail including on the nature of some of the soft measures which augment and complement the major scheme package (see Appendix 2).

Alternative strategy

5.6
The strategy proposed here is focussed on major scheme measures that will improve the ability of transport users to move around Lancaster District over a timescale of about 5 years.  A comprehensive sustainable transport strategy looks more widely into measures to reduce the need to travel and reduce distances travelled, and work towards a wider range of objectives such as benefits to health.  The ‘focussed’ strategy would be part of the coherent wider strategy, which is both longer term – for example land use planning to promote shorter journeys by more sustainable modes – and embraces ‘smarter choices’ activities outside the direct orbit of major schemes, such as promotion of walking and cycling, or travel planning, some of which is already happening. 
5.7
The essence of the focussed ‘major scheme’ strategy is relatively simple:
· Promote modal shift measures to reduce traffic volumes on the existing network
· Identify ways of using existing transport infrastructure more efficiently
Provided that enough is done, concertedly and consistently, the strategy will help to achieve the Holy Grail sought by the present government, of improving transport efficiency by all modes, thereby contributing to economic efficiency but at the same time reducing CO2 emissions and saving money.  This does however require ‘enough’ to be done, both to have a meaningful impact on traffic levels and to head off the release of suppressed demand for more road travel as and when traffic reduction through modal shift occurs.

5.8
A recent study by the Campaign for Better Transport showed that Nottingham is the least car-dependent city of its size in England, and Milton Keynes the most car-dependent.  This is neither surprising nor coincidental.  Nottingham has been in the vanguard of sustainable transport since long before the term was invented, whereas Milton Keynes was designed in the 1960s to deliver mobility by car from the outset.  Nottingham had three of the four widely quoted pioneer travel plans in the mid-1990s; its bus operators have received national bus operator of the year awards twice in the past 10 years; the city has invested heavily in trams, and cycleways; and the council has recently become the first to propose a workplace parking levy (a measure available for the past 10 years, but which most councils refuse to contemplate).  Nottingham is testimony to the potential for demand management to make significant inroads into car dependency.

5.9
Lancaster and Morecambe is self-evidently a smaller urban area than Nottingham, but in some ways smaller towns are more amenable to other transport modes than the car.  In particular, distances are generally more amenable to travel by walking and cycling, and in the Lancaster area many routes are relatively flat with the obvious exception of the eastern suburbs of Lancaster.  The Lancaster urban area is also very fortunate in that the main travel movement is linear, albeit in a horseshoe, between Heysham-Morecambe-Lancaster-University.  The urban form lends itself to a high quality linear route with spurs, which is easier to provide for than a form with a number of radial routes of similar weight.  

5.10
The main downside for sustainable transport is the local rail network, with limited capacity, somewhat difficult location of Lancaster station (though close to the city centre), archaic signalling and paucity of stations on the Morecambe branch line, and problems of rail freight access to Heysham Port.  On the other hand, Carlisle bridge is a vital and neglected asset as a further Lune crossing for local travel, and rail offers a very quick journey time between Lancaster and Morecambe town centres (and further afield on the WCML).  The role of rail in local passenger travel is too often understated – peak hour trains between Lancaster and Morecambe, and on the Carnforth/ Barrow lines, attract very heavy usage.

Proposed package of FM measures

5.11
The total package of measures recommended by FM for consideration as future options was costed at over £96 million, phased over 15-20 years.  Not everything can be included in a package of measures over 5 years at a cost of £30-£40 million; but in any case not all the proposed measures are supported by TSLM or regarded as part of an essential minimum for the strategy to do enough to make a difference.

5.12
The following key elements of the proposed package to be discussed here are:

· High quality spinal bus route between Heysham and the University of Lancaster
· Rail system upgrades 
· Cycle infrastructure

· Revisions to Lancaster gyratory systems

· Park and Ride


In addition, the possibilities of online improvements to the existing highway network are explored, as potential complementary measures to the central demand management scheme.
5.13
Spinal bus route
A high quality spinal bus route, with enhanced feeder spur routes, is perhaps the key element in reducing traffic levels on the route that the HM6L is intended to relieve, and is a prominent recommendation in the FM report.  However, FM seeks to promote the spinal route as a Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) scheme including taking over the Lancaster and Morecambe Greenway (cycle/ walkway on former rail line) and constructing a new restricted access bridge at Luneside.  

BRT systems are currently fashionable, in the belief that they can capture the glamour of light rail in a way that ordinary bus route enhancement cannot, but at lower cost than light rail.  This belief is not well grounded in evidence, least of all that the significantly higher capital costs than for ‘conventional’ bus systems give a meaningful return in increased ridership by car users.  Many of the features of BRT, such as modern, comfortable, low-emission buses, high frequency, and real time information, can equally well be provided by quality bus contracts (QBC) for conventional on-road bus services.
In my view the aim should be to provide a ‘QBC+’ service from Heysham to the University of Lancaster, using every opportunity to provide dedicated bus lanes and junction priority measures to ensure good journey times and reliability throughout the route.  This would be supported by other bus improvement measures on ancillary routes, one example being the FM proposal for a bus shuttle between the bus and railway stations in Lancaster.
One aspect of the FM BRT proposal that is probably worth further consideration is the Luneside bridge.  The attractive aspects of this proposal are that it would provide a more direct route between Morecambe Road and Lancaster city centre, connect well with Lancaster railway station, and open up accessibility of the western suburbs of Lancaster.  The large question mark is how it would be routed between Lancaster rail station and South Road, which would appear to involve either a contraflow along King Street missing out the bus station, or a detour round to the bus station which would add to the end-to-end journey time.

An alternative to the bus bridge at Luneside would be a contraflow eastbound bus lane on Greyhound Bridge, providing a somewhat more direct route free from general traffic.  The bridge has three lanes which are underutilised because of traffic flow constraints on the bridge approaches, and the traffic streams have in any case to resolve into two lanes at the northern end.   

A further possibility relates to the future of the ‘Centros’ site between Lancaster city centre and the canal.  The land use and layout of this area are in the melting pot following the demise of the previous Centros development, and there may be possibilities to provide dedicated sustainable transport routes through this area.
5.14
Rail network upgrades

The main proposals in FM were to upgrade the station environment at Bare Lane and Morecambe stations, and to upgrade the signalling on the Morecambe branch line.  In my view, this is fine but not ambitious enough.  The significant problem of the branch line for passenger services is that it has too few places at which residents can access rail services – in other words, stations.  There might be room for an additional halt between Morecambe and Bare Lane, which may be feasible for a tram-train type of service: but there is certainly scope for two further stations on the line between Morecambe and Heysham, each serving good residential catchment areas.


The other problem with rail is freight access to the Port of Heysham, though the problem should not be overstated. Port freight services are constrained by the limited track length for the reversing movement at Morecambe station, and by the poor signalling infrastructure on the branch line.  However, the Rail Freight study conducted in 1999/ 2000 concluded that “the port is in an advantageous position in that a reasonable basic freight terminal can be provided at a low cost compared to many other ports in the UK”.  A further study in 2003 identified existing port traffic currently using road access to the port that would be amenable to transfer to rail with upgrade of rail facilities at the port but accepting the capacity limitations of the line.

Some transfer of port freight from road to rail is an integral component of the alternative proposal.  To an extent, what could be done depends on how willing potential partners are to do it.  The earlier study made the interesting observation that rail linkage to ports may come to be regarded as a competitive necessity to maintain a port’s activity in a low carbon transport future, and in this respect Heysham is at an advantage compared with for example Fleetwood simply by virtue of still being rail linked.  In other words, rail access may become an issue not just of desirability to move towards low carbon transport to the Port of Heysham, but of the port’s long-term survival.


It is sometimes said that the WCML between Lancaster station and the junction with the Morecambe branch line is operating close to capacity.  According to timetables this line can operate at headways of 6 minutes between passenger trains, and rarely carries more than four passenger trains per hour in each direction.  Even allowing for freight train paths, if one of the most important main line railways in Britain is close to capacity at these levels of usage, there is something fundamentally wrong!

A very useful summary of the potential measures for the local rail network has been produced by LAMRUG, a member of the Sustainable Transport Groups forum, included as Appendix 3.  This explains the nature of for example the signalling problems on the Morecambe branch line.  Not all the actions in the LAMRUG analysis would be included in the proposed major scheme package, and items such as signalling and line upgrades would normally come under a Network Rail programme of works rather than LTP measures.    
5.15
Cycling infrastructure

The FM report recognises the importance of cycling in the local transport mix, but does not allocate enough of its budget to cycling provision.  Lancaster’s position as a national Cycling Demonstration Town has raised the profile of cycling and led to the preparation of a potential programme of infrastructure development, but it is understood that CDT funding ceases in 2011 and much of the programme will be unlikely to be funded through the relatively small sums of money available through the LTP block grant.  

Without knowing the detail of CDT infrastructure proposals it is not possible to develop the cycling element further in this report, but it is proposed that cycle infrastructure be allocated a meaningful amount within the £30-£40 million proposed budget.

5.16
Lancaster city centre gyratory
The interlinked one-way systems in Lancaster are described in the FM report as follows:

“it is felt that Lancaster’s gyratory system no longer represents the best use of traffic management and is actively contributing to congestion and delay” (Final report para 4.5)

Given such an unequivocal verdict, the report somewhat disappointingly fails to do the necessary evaluation of options to arrive at a shortlist of costed proposals, unlike other measures such as potential P&R sites which are equally aspirational at present.  Eleven options are outlined, mostly permutations of similar sets of measures and therefore very difficult to follow, and uncosted although notional budget amounts are included for gyratory modifications.

In principle:

· There is no real need for the one way system around Kingsway, and shortening the distance travelled between Skerton Bridge and North Road would on its own be likely to reduce CO2 emissions.

· The city centre would benefit environmentally from traffic reductions/ restrictions along King Street and especially China Street where traffic currently severs the Castle area from the town centre

· Measures should seek to limit or discourage traffic movements through the centre, especially north-south: in most European towns of similar size it is possible to reach the edge of the centre by car and leave in the same direction, but far more difficult to travel from one side to the other

· Measures should not be afraid of reallocating roadspace on the gyratories, as a means of managing demand for travel by car in tandem with the improved offer by other modes.
· As the FM report comments, changes to the town centre gyratory should probably not be aimed at reducing journey times through the centre, as this could encourage more use of the route to Morecambe via J33. 

Without more resolution from FM on the best changes to make on the one-way systems, the detailt cannot be taken any further, but the need to improve the efficiency of the existing network is clear.

5.17
Park and Ride
There is already a commitment and a funding allocation to build a P&R site at J34, which could go  ahead without HM6L, although its configuration and possibly its site would have to change.  The FM report has several other proposed locations, including White Lund, Carnforth railway station, Salt Ayre, A6 at Beaumont, and just off A6 north of Galgate (the latter eventually in conjunction with new slip roads off the M6).  Together with the upgrade to the Caton Road shuttle bus route for the P&R, these account for a significant chunk of the total FM budget - £10.4 million plus £20 million for the M6 slip roads at Galgate.
Park and Ride may be a component of demand management strategies, and is undoubtedly popular among local authorities, but should be treated with caution.  The amount of capital outlay, and continuing revenue costs in providing shuttle buses, may not be justified for the amount of traffic reduction actually achieved, and P&R schemes are notorious for their unintended consequences.  It is calculated that a 500 space P&R site at J34 could reduce traffic along Caton Road by no more than 4% (a proposed major rail P&R site for Manchester was found at a public inquiry several years ago to reduce traffic approaching that side of Manchester by 0.16% in the AM peak!).

P&R may well be part of the package of measures in this proposal, but not to the extent envisaged by FM.  
5.18
Online road improvements

The need to improve the efficiency of the existing road network has become something of a mantra in recent years, linked to the principle accepted since 1994 (SACTRA report “Trunk roads and the generation of traffic”) that you cannot build your way out of congestion, and more recently that a large amount of major new road building is unaffordable.  Improved efficiency often relates to removing specific pinch points or safety hazards, often at junctions or relatively short stretches of sub-standard roadway.

TSLM’s basic strategy has long been that with demand management to bring about reductions in locally generated traffic, and some online improvements to the route between J34 and the Port of Heysham, the need to build HM6L as a lorry route to the port would be obviated.  The already relatively small journey delays, largely in the two peak hours, would be reduced provided that the modal shift measures were strong enough to absorb the pressures of suppressed demand release (in other words, any tendency towards increased travel demand would be largely met by modes other than the car, because the other modes would be more attractive than using the car).


The 2007 inquiry inspector appeared to misunderstand this strategy completely, as his analysis was that he could not see how demand management could be applied to reduce HGV journeys to the port, other than by modal shift of freight to rail which he regarded as unrealistic.

Possible elements of online improvement of the A683 route are:

· Minor widening of A683 Caton Road to accommodate an inbound bus lane, already proposed in FM as part of the J34 P&R (could also allow HGV use, or could become HGV lane from the point where buses turn off into Newton Estate)
· Revisions to Kingsway gyratory and the bridges

· Contraflow bus lane on Greyhound Bridge, as outlined above

· Traffic light modifications along Morecambe Road, as proposed in the LCA but more closely bound into a coherent strategy

· Possible widening opportunities on Morecambe-bound carriageway and/ or reduction in centre hatching, if this can create more bus/ HGV lane opportunities

· Right turn ban at Scale Hall, which appears to be the most significant bottleneck westbound along Morecambe Road.

· Bus route on parallel road to A683 at Ryelands, potentially freeing up existing bus lane for HGV use

· Junction improvements at Morecambe Road roundabouts, if needed, could include segregated left-turn lanes, bus bypass gates, part time signals

5.19
Alternative proposal costs

Where possible these are taken from the FM report costing exercise, otherwise an order of cost is given representing the proportion of cost relative to the overall budget.  These costs would be spread over 5 years, but at present no implementation programme or annual spend is indicated.  This would be subject to further consideration and is very flexible.
1. Quality Bus Corridor and other minor bus infrastructure: £15 million without Luneside bridge, £23 million with bridge (based on downgrade of FM BRT costing, without the ‘Greenway’ section and the high costing for the southern section which would be excessive for an on-road QBC)
2. Rail upgrades: £4.5 million for station upgrades (including Carnforth) and two new stations on Morecambe-Heysham line: signalling upgrade should be in Network Rail budget rather than LTP major scheme, port infrastructure enhancements subject to rail freight grants (??)
3. Cycle infrastructure: £2 million, CDT schemes to be prioritised and funding allocated accordingly

4. Gyratory revisions: £1.5 million (FM uncosted budget allocation £1.2 million)

5. Park and Ride: £3.4 million – J34 site plus White Lund as costed in FM, excluding bus route upgrades assumed covered in 1 above

6. Online improvements: £5 million (equivalent to spend in LCA minus the cost of J34 rebuild)


Total cost: £31.4 million without Luneside Bridge, £39.4 million with bridge.
5.20
This cost appraisal meets the criterion of a package in the range £30-£40 million enabling a saving of £100 million compared with HM6L.  Since it is a package of measures it is amenable to amendment in the light of more detailed costings, and the programme can be adjusted to suit the overall budget over 5 years, with a degree of flexibility in annual budget profile.    
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