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In the interests of avoiding duplication and for the convenience of the Examining Inspector, a group of objectors to this scheme, including Transport Solutions for Lancaster and Morecambe (TSLM), the Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE), the North West Transport Roundtable (NW TAR) and the Campaign for Better Transport (CfBT) are working together. 
Introduction & context
1. It has been accepted by the applicant that the scheme will not resolve the transport problems within Lancaster, Morecambe and Heysham.

2. A condition of the permission granted to a Heysham-M6 Link Road scheme in 2008 was that a range of complementary measures would be required to make the scheme acceptable. This was because the scheme itself did relatively little in terms of reducing congestion across the area and nothing to promote modal shift. The majority of the traffic within the Lancaster, Morecambe & Heysham urban area has both its source and destination within the area.

3. The Local Plan (Core Strategy adopted July 2008) states that (with our highlighting):-

6.25 The City Council supports the link road subject to the following issues being addressed:

· The scheme should be delivered in connection with a full range of sustainable traffic initiatives to avoid the released road space being filled by private vehicular traffic;

· The scheme should also include provision for park and ride facilities to the north of the City;

· Consideration be given to measures to reduce construction noise; and

· All HGV’s should be routed along the link once it is constructed.
4. It is therefore clear that the support lent to the current scheme both by the previous permission granted, and by the Local Plan, is entirely dependent on the delivery of a comprehensive package of ‘complementary’ measures.
5. We maintain for the reasons set out below that it is unsafe to assert that the scheme is either the most effective solution to the transport problems of the area, or even that it is a necessary component of the solution, largely due to a failure to robustly assess how a comprehensive, integrated package of alternative, rather than ‘complementary’ measures, would perform against the scheme objectives or the transport problems of the area.
6. However, at the very least it is clear that the scheme should not be given consent unless and until the precise nature of a comprehensive package of integrated ‘complementary’ measures, and certainty about their funding and delivery, can be established. 

Currently identified measures
7. The Environmental Statement (Volume 1, Part A, paragraphs 3.5.2 – 5.5.11) lists the ‘complementary measures’ that are intended to be implemented. These are:-

· A6 Owen Road/B5321 Torrisholme Road traffic signal junction – install MOVA software (where cycle times vary with changes in traffic flows)

· A683 Morecambe Road/Scale Hall Lane traffic signal junction – install MOVA software and bus priority detection

· Review and modernise Lancaster city centre’s traffic control system to current Urban Traffic Management and Control (UTMC) standards. This may, or may not, enable the following results:

· Reduced delays to traffic and public transport, depending on other network management policies and strategies;

· Potential to reduce the signal cycle times to ease conditions for pedestrians and cyclists when crossing the highway

· Greater opportunity to implement a higher level of priority to buses at some traffic signal junctions

· A6 Stonewell, Lancaster City Centre – convert pelican crossing to a toucan crossing

8. “Further measures” are listed as:

· Providing financial support for the Community Rail Partnership improvements;

· Promoting and supporting smart cards to encourage greater use of public transport;

· Introducing 20mph schemes in key residential areas, commencing with Halton.

9. It is quite clear that this list, even in combination with the Park and Ride scheme planned for Junction 34, falls very far short of the “full range of sustainable traffic initiatives”, without which the Local Plan does not give support to the scheme. It should be noted that the funding and delivery timetable even for the few measures set out in the Environmental Statement do not appear to be clearly established with any certainty.

Lancaster District Transport Vision and Strategy: July 2008
10. As a result of the condition written into the previous permission, Lancaster & Morecambe Vision and Lancashire County Council commissioned Faber-Maunsell to research and present options on a wide range of ‘complementary measures’. In 2008, Faber-Maunsell published their “Lancaster District Transport Vision and Strategy” Baseline and Final Reports (available from http://www.l-m-vision.org/reports/transportstrategy/home.htm). 
11. Lancaster City Council say this in relation to this report, in their Land Allocations DPD consultation of July 2011 (our emphasis):-

15.11 The Lancaster District Transport Vision and Strategy was prepared by Faber Maunsell on behalf of Lancaster and Morecambe Vision Board and Lancashire County Council in 2008. The Strategy looked at the potential alternatives solutions to the traffic problems in the Lancaster area should the M6/Heysham link not be developed. The study considered a number of different schemes for their suitability is solving the problems, these included:

· The creation of a rapid transit scheme between Lancaster and Morecambe;

· Park and Ride Schemes;

· Interceptor Car Parking;

· Congestion Issues in Galgate;

· Management of Lancaster city centre's one-way system;

· Regeneration of MorecambeTown Centre; and

· Congestion charging in Lancaster.

15.12 The strategy work provides an important piece of evidence base when considering both the alternative schemes should the link road not be developed, and also in relation to the compensatory measures that could be included as part of the delivery of the link road.”
12. After an initial assessment of movements across the district, the report identifies the key issues to address and resolve. It then developed a series of themes for the basis of the Lancaster and District Transport Vision and Strategy. These were:

· To reduce the influence of traffic that simply passes through Lancaster City Centre

· To build upon the core existing transport assets of the city rather than create new, such as the west coast mainline and the M6;

· To intercept long stay and long distance visitors to Lancaster and Morecambe at the edges and offer them attractive alternatives to driving into the centre;

· To encourage greater use of more sustainable, high occupancy modes for longer trips (e.g. rail, bus, car clubs);

· To create a walkable and cycleable urban area, making greater use of natural resources such as the River Lune Corridor and Lancaster Canal corridors; and

· To develop a climate that ‘raises the bar’ in terms of public transport.

13. The report then defines a “Long List of Potential Schemes” under the Coarse Appraisal process, amounting to 171 possible interventions that would affect people’s travel habits to some degree or other. The list is then screened to produce a more manageable range of 55 of the most effective Potential Opportunities, each of which would merit further investigation. However, only 24 of these were taken forward to Option Development, but emerged as 32 strategic proposals with timing and costing suggestions. Chapter 5, Table 5.1 ‘Strategy Phasing and Costing’ shows all 32 fully worked elements.
14. Key strategy recommendations in the Final Report include:

· Rail service improvements and upgrade of facilities on existing lines

· Enhanced bus priority measures on the existing network

· Rapid transit standards linking the University, the City Centre, and Morecambe

· Enhanced and new cycling training, routes and infrastructure

· Greater promotion of interchange between modes

· District‐wide Park & Ride and ‘interceptor’ parking strategy

· New River Lune bridge, focused on public transport, cycling and walking

· Modifications to the Lancaster road layout particularly the gyratory system

15. It would seem reasonable to assume that the “full range of sustainable traffic initiatives” required by the Local Plan would include delivery of a substantial proportion of the 32 strategic proposals, phased over time to deliver quick wins that would free up road space in the short term and with larger-scale and more controversial elements being delivered over a longer timescale. It would be fair to expect a serious consideration of at least the 55 potential opportunities that were identified as likely to be the most effective. This does not appear to have been done.
16. It should be noted that this study did not conclude that these measures could only be delivered alongside a road scheme; the delivery of the road scheme was assumed as a given in the parameters of the report. Whether or not any or all of these measures, individually or cumulatively, could be delivered without a major road scheme has never been robustly tested. The applicant has merely made assertions to the effect that it would, on the whole, not be possible to deliver such measures without the road. 

Heysham M6 Link Road Review and Proposal: September 2010

17. In 2010 TSLM commissioned Alan James to produce a report to help inform the government’s Comprehensive Spending Review, reviewing how far the scheme as it then stood satisfied government priorities of sustainable economic growth and carbon reduction, within the overarching constraint of reducing the budget deficit, and proposing a lower-cost package of measures as an alternative to that scheme. The author of this report will submit it alongside an answer to the Examining Inspector’s Question 26; it can also be found at http://heyshamm6link.btck.co.uk/Reports. The basis for this package was the Faber-Maunsell Final Report referred to above.
18. The report is set out with an introduction in Section 1 and three main parts:-
· Section 2 is a brief history of the scheme since submission of a Major Scheme Business Case in July 2005

· Sections 3 & 4 cover reasons why the scheme should be fundamentally reconsidered, in two sections:

· Section 3 covers the failure to demonstrate that the scheme is the optimal solution to transport problems in the area, because the MSBC failed to follow WebTAG and LTP major scheme guidance to identify and appraise meaningful next‐best and low cost alternatives at the same level of detail as the preferred option of the scheme on the northern route

· Section 4 covers changes in context between 2008 and 2010, which lead to a conclusion that previous decisions have to be re‐examined.

· Section 5 is the alternative proposal
19. We submit that section 5 of this report provides the basis for a realistic alternative to the scheme, which could be delivered at much lower financial and environmental cost, and which would have substantially better transport, economic and quality of life outcomes for the residents and businesses in Lancaster, Morecambe and Heysham.

20. We accept that this package – or any other integrated package of alternative measures that could be worked up into a major scheme - has not been assessed robustly against the proposed scheme. We consider this to be a serious failure in the case put forward by the applicant, rather than by objectors. 
21. This report demonstrates that it is possible to assemble, cost and test such a package. The applicant’s failure to do so, and to compare a comprehensive package with the scheme on a like-for-like basis, means both that there has been a serious failure to follow Government requirements for developing such a scheme, and that the end result – an old-style road scheme not merely from the transport, economic and environmental mindset of the 1980s, but from the 1950s – is not an adequate response to the transport problems of the area.
22. We accept that the applicant has, over a number of years, in a piecemeal fashion, looked at a number of different non-road building initiatives through a range of disparate studies without consistent objectives, all of which are now arguably out of date. But they have never robustly examined a comprehensive package of measures in combination as an integrated alternative to the proposed scheme. It cannot therefore be established with any certainty that the proposed scheme performs better either against the defined scheme objectives, or against the transport problems of the area as a whole, than a non-road building alternative. 

23. Making such a like-for-like comparison is a fundamental requirement of Government policy, as set out in the Treasury’s “Green Book on Appraisal and Evaluation” and WebTAG. This is addressed in more detail in the first written representation from NW TAR (unique reference number 10015179).
Park & Ride at junction 34
24. The only ‘complementary measure’ now included as an integral element of the road scheme is the Park and Ride proposal at Junction 34. A Park and Ride scheme will only be successful (ie replacing significant numbers of car journeys) if travellers can be assured of a quick, convenient, reliable and low-cost journey. The journey by Park and Ride would need to be made more attractive in these terms than an equivalent journey by car. 
25. This would require high-speed, traffic-free dedicated bus lanes for Park and Ride buses to get into, around and back out of the city centre. We are not aware of any studies into how such autonomous bus routes could be integrated into the current system, or into what the costs of this might be. As this is not a part of the current proposal, it is highly questionable whether the proposal will be an effective measure. 
26. Furthermore, there is no current proposal to reduce the number of car parking spaces in central Lancaster to reflect the creation of 600 new spaces at the park and ride site, and the applicant and the City Council have also supported the creation of significant additional city centre parking (500 spaces) as part of the proposed Canal Corridor North development. This strongly suggests a failure to understand how park and ride can be made to work effectively as part of a integrated approach to traffic management, especially with regard to planning for future development, or that the additional traffic generation that is clearly intended to be catered for will militate against effective operation of the proposed park and ride system. 
27. The applicant claims that significant reductions of traffic on Caton Road as a result of the scheme being built will enable the effective operation of a park & ride system. However, given that Caton Road will still be the main approach to Lancaster from the north and east, including from the M6, reductions in traffic in the region of 40% appear unduly high, which must cast doubt on the assumptions being modelled. And in any case, the predicted journey time savings between Junction 34 and the city centre if the scheme is built, of a mean of around 1 minute on a journey of over 11 minutes, do not indicate the difference between conditions which prevent, and conditions which permit, a park and ride service to operate effectively.
28. Even if we accept that significant reductions in traffic flow will occur, if we also accept the figures put forward by the Council – and by national Government – on background traffic growth, then these reductions will be eroded fairly quickly and buses are likely to become an increasingly unattractive choice. However, as the Written Representation from the Campaign for Better Transport / NW TAR demonstrates, DfT’s national forecasts have been repeatedly proved wrong over several decades, consistently overestimating levels of traffic growth. And Professor John Whitelegg’s evidence shows a specific local divergence from these growth predictions.
29. But in the absence of designated bus lanes, any growth in traffic (eg as a result of other developments such as Canal Corridor North or Luneside, or traffic induced by the creation of new highway capacity) will have a tendency to reduce the attractiveness of the park and ride bus. It requires a high-speed traffic-free lane to give it the comparative advantage to provide people with the incentive to get out of their cars. A park & ride bus that merely has the same journey time and reliability as the equivalent car journey, but that suffers from other perceived disadvantages, is unlikely to attract sufficient custom.
30. This raises another question, which relates to the operating costs of the park and ride system. It is not clear what level of custom is anticipated and on what basis, what the cost to customers will be, and whether it will require an ongoing subsidy from the Council to make it sufficiently affordable to attract adequate numbers of travellers. This raises another element of uncertainty as to the park and ride scheme’s ability to function effectively.
31.  It is therefore far from clear whether the claimed reduction in traffic will indeed make the park and ride site viable, and if it does, for how long it will remain so. On Caton Road to the west of the canal there is one lane of traffic in each direction, and there would have to be one lane of traffic in each direction irrespective of any reduction in flow that the scheme may cause. There is little scope on this stretch of the road for widening the road to incorporate the bus lanes required to ensure an effective park and ride system that will be well-used. 
32. Furthermore, no account appears to have been taken of the evidence which exists (for example research by Dr. Graham Parkhurst of the University of the West of England) of the generation of perverse traffic movements, journey distortions and other unsustainable consequences of poorly-positioned park & ride sites, especially those that can only be accessed by car and which are not part of well-planned multi-modal exchanges for which there is a proven need. It also seems likely that a park and ride site in this location would encourage long-distance commuting by car.

33.  As an example in this case, when the last park and ride application was submitted for this site, 25% of forecast usage was from traffic originating south of Junction 33. We believe that the applicant needs to do much more to demonstrate how this measure can be made to function effectively and sustainably.
34. This is just one indication of the failure to develop an integrated package of effective measures, be they alternative or complementary. There may well be a role for a park and ride system as part of such a package, but the existing proposal is not part of a wider strategic approach to traffic management in Lancaster and Morecambe. It is indicative of the piecemeal approach that has built up around the perceived need to justify a predetermined conclusion – ie that the solution to Lancaster’s traffic problems rests largely in a new road.

35. It is noteworthy that the Local Plan, in setting out its requirements for supporting the road scheme, requires both that “The scheme should be delivered in connection with a full range of sustainable traffic initiatives” and that “The scheme should also include provision for park and ride facilities to the north of the City”. It would therefore clearly be inappropriate to claim that the park and ride scheme in itself forms a major part of the “full range of sustainable traffic initiatives”. However, it is clear that if it is going to make a positive contribution to resolving the transport problems of the area, it must be properly integrated with those other initiatives in a strategic approach to traffic management.
Conclusions
36. In developing this scheme, the applicant was required to assess the scheme’s performance against a range of options, including alternatives that did not require major road-building. They have failed to do this, despite the existence before this application was submitted of:- 
· a long list of strategic proposals supplied to them by Faber-Maunsell, none of which have been demonstrated to be undeliverable without the scheme, and

· an integrated package of measures derived from that long list, presented specifically as an alternative to the scheme, by a transport consultant with over a decade’s experience of specialising in sustainable transport
37. Therefore, not only has due process not been adhered to, but it is entirely unsafe to assert that this is either the most effective solution to the transport problems of the area, or even that it is a necessary component of the solution. For this reason alone the scheme should be refused permission.

38. However, at the very least it is clear that the scheme will not have an acceptable impact on the area, or comply with the requirements or the Local Plan, in the absence of a comprehensive range of additional measures delivered alongside it. 
39. The measures put forward in the Environmental Statement are very far from sufficient to achieve this. A full list of measures, drawn from the Faber-Maunsell report, with a timetable for delivery and clearly identified funding mechanisms, must be in place before the scheme can be considered fit for approval. The Examiner should also be satisfied that these measures will be effective in practice, for example requiring resolution of issues around the need for dedicated bus lanes for the park and ride system. These measures should then be included as requirements in Schedule 2 of any Consent Order.
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