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1. Introduction

1.1
In preparing this representation, TSLM, CPRE, NWTAR and CfBT have worked in harmony with each other to avoid duplication and to assist the Examining Authority.
1.2 
The case for the beneficial economic impacts of the Heysham M6 Link (HM6L) Road is made in the Economic Impact Report (EIR), Final Version, October 2010.

This is the revised version of the EIRs produced in July 2005, December 2006, and June 2007. These versions were very similar, except that the final forecast of jobs to be created fell dramatically from 6,014 (version 1), to 1,822 (Version 2) to 1,026 (version 3), of which it was conceded that only 595 would be in the Regeneration Area (RA). As LCC’s expert witness admitted at the 2007 Public Inquiry “not worth building a road for”. The count in the latest version is (“best estimate”) 898.

2. Business Context

2.1 
One theme runs unchanged through all versions (Section 4): the results of a business questionnaire carried out in April 2005 and published in July 2005. 


The EIR seeks to present a picture of Lancaster district as one where development is hampered by inaccessibility on the peninsula and congestion in all areas, and the HM6L will solve these problems.  However, the results of the business questionnaire provide much evidence to the contrary.  Most businesses plan to stay at their current location and regard business prospects as good; skill shortages are the overwhelming recruitment problem; links to the M6 are by no means a majority concern; and lack of serviced sites seems to be the main development problem, rather than lack of accessible sites. 
2.2 
Section 4 of the EIR claims at the outset (EIR 4.1) that the 40% return rate “demonstrates the importance businesses attach to the completion of the Heysham to M6 Link”, which not only stretches a point but rather prejudges the outcome.  The fact that around half the responses came from businesses in areas only marginally affected by the HM6L, such as Lancaster city centre, further undermines this claim.

2.3
The EIR builds up a series of statistics and insights into the local business climate, leading to an overall conclusion that there is support for and an identified need for completion of the HM6L.  However, much of the hard evidence points in the opposite direction:

· 85% of businesses have been at their current location for over 10 years, and 57% for over 20 years, which does not suggest huge dissatisfaction with the location (EIR Table 4.8)

· 85% of responses to the question whether businesses intend to stay at their current location indicated no intention of moving (EIR Table 4.22)

· 75% of businesses have sites elsewhere, which suggests a degree of inter-site travel, but the permanence of businesses at their current location implies that any difficulties travelling between sites is insufficient to motivate a relocation 

· 88.5% of staff live within Lancaster district, which indicates relatively short journey distances in line with sustainable transport good practice

· 49% of businesses regard prospects as ‘good’ (EIR Table 4.9), with higher still percentages in White Lund (60%), Morecambe (56%), and Heysham (55%) (EIR Table 4.10): this in spite of supposed locational disadvantages

· Only 6% of businesses regard prospects as ‘poor’ (EIR Table 4.9), of which the greatest concentration were in Lancaster city centre, and the main concern was uncertainty over the future of town centre retailing rather than accessibility problems

· By far the greatest problem in recruiting staff was skill shortages, where 48% of businesses report “many problems” compared with only 15% for access difficulties (EIR Table 4.17)

2.4
When asked what would improve the location, barely 1/3 of businesses (36.6%) cited “better links to the M6” (EIR Table 4.21).  This is emphasised by the EIR as significantly higher than any other category, but the assertion is misleading as an almost equal number (35.8%) cited various aspects of improved access which were broken down in the questionnaire into 4 categories - better access, better traffic management, better public transport and reduced congestion, none of which presupposes a HM6L.  In any case, the degree of support for the HM6L, in a questionnaire which was expressly about the HM6L, is scarcely spectacular.

2.5
A similar distortion occurs in Table 4.23 on the “Nature of Transport Problems”.  Road congestion appears to account for a significantly higher number of responses than any other issue, but in fact the highest response is ‘problems with public transport’: this is not immediately apparent because the public transport problems are split into three categories.  There is a further technical problem with the questionnaire, in that it asks “What, if any, problems” there are, but there is no box for “no problems”, so ‘absence of problems’ is not reported.  In any case, congestion again only accounts for just over 1/3 of responses for journey to work (37.2%) and visitor trips (35.5%), albeit somewhat higher (44.5%) for work trips.  This suggests a degree of frustration with congestion, rather than a widespread raging dissatisfaction.  

2.6
Table 4.27 appears to support a view that there are problems moving goods in and out of sites, and that these relate to links to the M6, congestion, and poor road conditions.  However, this is not the case: the report sheds no light at all on the extent to which problems exist (as above, the questionnaire asks “what, if any, problems” but does not provide for an answer on whether there are significant/ minor/ no problems).  All the table shows is the relative weighting of several problems against each other; it is hardly surprising that they all relate to roads (not least because the specified categories of answer were about roads) so the answers are not very illuminating.

2.7
The summary to EIR section 4.1 (following Table 4.25) contains a number of statements, which bear at best a tenuous relationship to the findings of the survey:

· “Recruitment of staff has emerged as a significant issue (and) poor accessibility emerged as an issue with respect to this”: what is not mentioned is that skill shortages are the overwhelming problem, and accessibility is a relatively minor issue.
· “In terms of location, businesses clearly see the geographical proximity to the motorway as being an advantage,”: it is not clear where this emerges in the survey.
· “but congestion on links to the motorway is a major disadvantage of the Regeneration Area”: this statement is implied in only just over 1/3 of responses to a question which asked only about transport problems.

· “The vast majority of businesses are looking to stay at their current location, or move elsewhere within Lancaster District”: it would be rather more representative of the findings to say that the vast majority of businesses (85%) intend to stay at their current location.  Only 15% intend to relocate, of which 2/3 are moving within Lancaster District: this is the only group for which a move due to locational problems might be inferred, and it is not clear from the survey where they are currently located.
· “An issue which emerged from the face to face interviews is the shortage of accessible business and industrial land”: this does not emerge in the survey findings, and elsewhere the EIR presents hard evidence of the lack of good quality serviced sites, but only opinions about accessibility.  This is discussed further below.
2.8
The EIR warns (EIR 4.1, survey methodology) that there is a possibility of bias in the survey, because businesses were told that it was being undertaken as part of the scheme submission.  There is another area of potential bias in the survey, in that businesses are asked if they would like something of apparent benefit to them without having to pay for it or commit any other resources.  Businesses are very likely to support the scheme on the basis that it could do good, certainly cannot do any harm, and will not cost them anything. 

2.9
Since the questionnaire was produced, local businesses have had clear opportunities to support the scheme. In October 2010 the Department for Transport (DfT) asked LCC for a Best & Final Funding Bid, including cost reductions of 10%. As part of this, the local newspaper reported: 


At a meeting organised by Lancaster & District Chamber of Commerce [on Friday 26 November 2010], Steve McCreesh, Lancashire County Council’s project director for the scheme, said savings had to be found.   “We’ve never asked for contributions before. It was never meant to be like that, however the government have made contributions part of the measuring scheme. We’ve written to various organisations in terms of asking for contributions, but timescales are against us anyway.” (Lancaster Guardian 3 December 2010) 


At the consultation event in Torrisholme on 15 June 2011, Mr. McCreesh was asked what contributions had been received from businesses. He confirmed that none had been received. 

2.10
There is no mention in the application documents of this clear request to local businesses, or of their refusal to make any contributions whatsoever towards the costs of the scheme. However, it does confirm that while businesses may claim they want the road, or that they need it, with varying degrees of urgency, they are unwilling to contribute even the smallest amount of money towards it, even when specifically asked as part of the Government’s national cost-cutting strategy.
2.11 
A further opportunity has presented itself for local businesses to show their support for the scheme, this time at no cost to themselves, and with very little effort. They were able to register with the IPC as interested parties in January-February 2012 and make “relevant representations”. From the IPC website, it would appear that local business supporters comprised 5 port or shipping companies, 5 haulage firms, 15 local businesses not directly in transport as their business, and the power station operators EDF. A total of 26 is not impressive. According to the EIR (4.1), 390 businesses are located in Lancaster District and registered with the LCC Business directory, which would make the support rate among local businesses only 6.7%. 
2.12 The Stakeholder Interviews have been updated somewhat, and now include one with Heysham Power Station. At the time of the interview, EDF intended to develop a new nuclear plant: Heysham 3.

A “Key finding” notes that 

The link road is considered to be of benefit to the proposed new power station at Heysham – it would allow for the transportation of construction materials and would support a vital component of the local economy and employment base.

Since then, EDF announced (14 March 2012) that it will not be developing Heysham 3, but will concentrate instead on Hinckley and Sizewell. Incidentally, these locations have poor road transport links.
2.13
Other “key findings” are added which were not in the 2007 EIR. They claim to be findings from the interviews, although no evidence is offered to back this up.

 One is  

New employment land would be opened up along the proposed route of the link road – it is felt that there is a need to expand employment land to the north of the River Lune.

Yet the proposed route runs entirely through the North Lancashire Green Belt, and LCC has previously given assurances that existing planning restrictions would continue to apply to prevent development in the Green Belt.

2.14   Another key finding states:
The link road will help to relieve congestion through Lancaster city centre, which is currently considered to experience significant journey time delay and journey time variability.

Yet LCC’s traffic figures for Lancaster City Centre show very little change in Lancaster City centre on the DS scenario, indeed the forecast is for an increase in traffic on A6 Southbound.
3. Impacts of the Scheme
3.1 
Section 5 of the EIR begins by describing accession journey time isochrones. AM Peak Car Journey Time isochrones are given for White Lund Industrial Estate and Heysham Port, for 2014 Do Minimum (DM) and Do Something (DS) scenarios. Considering the journey to Junction 34 of the M6 (where traffic would be expected to re-assign to the Link Road) the timings appear to be:
White Lund to J34: 

DM   7 mins, DS   5 mins, reduction 2 mins

Heysham Port to J34: 

DM 12 mins, DS 10 mins, reduction 2 mins

A 2 minute reduction on these important routes can hardly be described as significant.
3.2 
The EIR describes in tables 5.1 and 5.2 specific journey times in the “Base” scenario (2008) and a forecast of what they will be in 2014 without a scheme (Do Minimum – DM). The text claims that the Base times highlight the existing levels of congestion. However, what is more striking is to compare the times to those in the previous report (EIR 200&), which this report fails to do.
3.3
To take 2 routes:

Lancaster Business Park (J34) to Lancaster City Centre (and return): 

· Base increased by 6.5 minutes (mean Peak) from 2001 to 2008, and 

· DM increased by 5.0 minutes (mean Peak) from 2010 to 2014.

Lancaster Business Park (J34) to Morecambe (and return): 

· Base decreased by 3.7 minutes (mean Peak) from 2001 to 2008, and 

· DM decreased by 5.0 minutes (mean Peak) from 2010 to 2014.

Decreases also occurred on 2 of the other 6 journeys.
3.4    This raises some questions:

· This is clearly not a picture of increasing congestion which can only be cured by a new road

· Where journey times have decreased, some routes are where traffic would be expected to re-assign to the new road; yet traffic has reduced without the new road.

· The last set of forecasts made in 2007 (based on 2001 figures, for journey times in 2010) have proved wide of the mark.
· If the times changed so much between 2001 and 2008 (Base), and forecast between 2010 and 2011 (DM), how much have they changed to date (to 2012)?

· What confidence can we have in the most recent forecasts? 

· The benefits calculation, on which BCR is based, assumes traffic increases inexorably for 25 years, then levels out. But it has not increased on many routes in 7 years. What confidence can we have in the BCR?

3.5 
The EIR goes on to compare forecast journey times in the DM and DS scenarios, and the time reductions, at peak times. The time savings on the 8 journeys are shown below, and summarised as a mean.
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Time savings (mins) DM to DS 2014
	
	
	
	Units: 
	minutes

	
	
	AM Peak
	PM Peak
	

	Origin
	Destination
	Out
	Return
	Out
	Return
	Mean

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City Centre
	Morecambe
	0.87
	1.81
	1.30
	0.47
	1.11

	Carnforth
	Port of Heysham
	5.42
	2.35
	4.18
	2.18
	3.53

	Lancaster Business Park (J34)
	Port of Heysham
	5.44
	4.86
	6.20
	4.45
	5.24

	Lancaster Business Park (J34)
	City Centre
	1.47
	0.34
	0.89
	1.53
	1.06

	Lancaster Business Park (J34)
	Morecambe
	2.30
	2.57
	2.88
	2.19
	2.49

	University
	City Centre
	0.65
	0.11
	0.38
	-0.02
	0.28

	Carnforth
	City Centre
	1.92
	-0.43
	0.88
	0.40
	0.69

	Lancaster Business Park (J34)
	White Lund
	4.84
	5.18
	5.68
	4.74
	5.11

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	


Taking only the mean time savings, on these 8 routes the time saving on two is under a minute, on four under 2 minutes, on five under 3 minutes, on six under 4 minutes. The highest recorded saving is 6.20 minutes (J34 to Heysham Port, AM Peak). These time savings cannot be described as significant. When one considers that the scheme is intended for strategic, i.e. long-distance, traffic, these time savings are particularly insignificant.
3.6 
Yet that is exactly how the EIR does describe them on page 61. 

Key Update

Significant decreases in journey times are predicted for most trips, particularly in the PM Peak. The most significant decreases are to be expected between Lancaster Business Park and Morecambe, White Lund and the Port of Heysham. This reflects the alignment of the proposed Heysham to M6 Link.
Lancaster Business Park to Morecambe is specifically mentioned, yet that decrease is 2.49 minutes (mean), the highest being 2.88 minutes (PM Peak).  The description “significant” seems inappropriate.
3.7 
There are several problems with the journey times listed in the EIR

1. They are different from the figures deduced from the isochrones in the same section of the EIR.

2. They are significantly lower than the journey time savings given in the previous version of the EIR, but without an explanation.
3. They do not match the claims of “significant reductions” which are made for them in the text.

4. They are so low as to be barely noticeable in the real world by drivers travelling on those journeys

5. As the time savings have reduced, so must also the benefits assumed in the calculation of the Benefits- Costs Ratio, on which the justification for the road was previously built.
6. While the financial, social and environmental costs of building the road are very real and tangible, the purported benefits are made up of negligible amounts of time shaved off many journeys over many years, and will not deliver any real economic benefit, e.g. in terms of additional productive working time.
3.8 
Further information on journey time savings is in section 8 of the Forecasting and Economics Report (February 2011). The time saving between DM and DS across the modelled network in opening year is 3.4% AM peak, 1.6% interpeak, 3.3% PM peak (table 8.8). This equates to roughly 1 minute saved for every 30 minutes travelled in the peaks, and half that in the interpeak hours. Understandably, it is higher on the journeys most benefiting from HM6L - although even for those only up to 6 minutes is saved - but for every journey that saves more than average there has to be a corresponding range of journeys that take longer and/or save less than a minute. The text asserts: (8.3.4 page 105)

"In all three time periods, there is a substantial reduction in the total travel time between the Do-Minimum and Do-Something scenarios.”

The figures hardly bear out the claim.

3.9
Figure 8-4 (page 104) presents the data graphically. While the DS savings appear substantial, the vertical axis begins at 5000 for data ranging between about 5250 and 8500. If one presents this data with the vertical axis anchored to zero (below), a rather different, but true, picture emerges, showing journey time savings which are far from impressive.
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4. Employment Forecasts
4.1 
The EIR notes (3.9) that total employment land increased between the Employment Land Survey (ELS) of 2006 and that of 2008 by 99.6 ha to 414.1 ha, and vacant employment land increased by 1.4 ha to 58.9 ha. It does not go on to draw the simple arithmetic conclusion that occupied employment land increased between 2006 and 2008 by 98.2 ha to 355.2 ha (a 38.2% increase). This does not paint a picture of a district where further economic development is impossible without a road.
4.2 
Table 3.20 (Employment Sites Experiencing Change 2006-8) is not directly comparable to the Table 3.19 (Allocated Employment Land in Lancaster District) in the 2007 version, so it is not possible to see where the 38.2%  increase in occupied employment land has occurred. Nor is it possible to verify the assertion (page 28) :
The PELR suggests that the majority of sites will benefit from the proposed link road, particularly the following:

- Mellishaw North;

- White Lund;

- Lancaster West Business Park; and

- Lancaster Business Park
The inclusion of Lancaster Business Park is curious. It is adjacent to Junction 34 of the M6, so motorway access could not possibly be better. Yet there has been vacant land and offices there for many years. However, by comparing the tables referred to above, it is possible to deduce that vacant employment land there reduced from 6.5 ha in 2004 to 5.27 ha in 2006, a take-up if 1.23 ha. If motorway access is as crucial as the EIR claims, and motorway access could not be better from Lancaster Business Park, it is surprising that the take-up of vacant land there was as low as 1.23 ha between 2004 and 2006.
5. Development Land

5.1 
The EIR (6.1) explains that in generating employment forecasts 

The approach adopted for this scheme has therefore focused on producing a conservative set of forecasts that can be strongly supported with evidence from the stakeholder interviews and business survey. Specifically, this has involved an assessment of the jobs that could be generated if currently inaccessible allocated employment land is developed following the implementation of the scheme.
It then assesses 4 sites and produces a forecast of 898 new jobs (“best estimate”) by 2020, or 1125 in the “High” scenario.

One of these sites is White Lund Industrial Estate. There, 8.64 ha are available, which are forecast to be taken up at a rate of 90% (as opposed to the DM rate of 25%), and produce 249 new jobs.

The same technique was applied to the same 4 sites in the 2007 forecast. Then, White Lund Industrial estate had 17.5 ha available, which were forecast to be taken up at a rate of 90% (as opposed to the DM rate of 25%), and produce 503 new jobs. This was 49% of the total forecast for Lancaster District of 1026.
However, the above figures show that vacant land on White Lund Industrial estate, far from being taken up by only 25% in the DM scenario by 2020, was in fact taken up by 51% by 2010. Clearly, the road had not been built. So the assumption that the land was inaccessible, and could only be developed significantly following the implication of the scheme, has proved false. The forecast for 13 years hence has been proved false in 3 years. And this forecast was the basis for 503 (49%) of the 1026 new jobs forecast. Many new jobs have come without the scheme, and it is not unreasonable to assume that the others will come in the remaining 10 years of the forecast period.

5.2 
This must cast doubt on the jobs forecasts. The claim to “a conservative set of forecast that can be strongly supported” seems dubious. How reliable are the forecasts? If the figures changed so much between 2007 and 2010, invalidating half the forecast total of new jobs, how much did they change between 2010 and 2012, and what are they now?

The figures in any case suffer from a troubled history, as this brief summary shows:

Total new jobs forecast in the Economic Impact Report of:




July 2005

6014

December 2006
1822

June 2007

1026 (of which 595 in RA)

October 2010
 
 898

This appears to show a declining trend. Is this maintained to the present? What would a new forecast be?

5.3 
The “Risk Assessment” at the end of the report considers “uncertainty about adverse impacts: 

“A number of questions are to be considered in relation to the possibility of the proposed transport scheme reducing employment in the regeneration area by exposing it to competition from outside that it cannot withstand. This is known as the ‘two-way’ road effect... Table 18 in Appendix C estimates that 1,095 residents will lose jobs as a result of this impact.” (EIR 6.6).

In other words, an overall loss of 197 jobs in the area is forecast in the best estimate scenario, with at best an increase of 30 jobs in the ‘high’ scenario.

5.4
This recognises perhaps the most widely known conclusion from the SACTRA report “Transport and the Economy”, that there is no simple unambiguous link between transport provision and local regeneration.  Benefits could occur at either, both, or neither end of the road or points in between (the two way road effect) and all cases have to be examined individually to see where if anywhere benefits may accrue.  Roads can suck jobs out of an area as well as bringing them in.

5.5
Many studies demonstrate the lack of a convincing association between road investment and economic gains.

The European Conference of Ministers of Transport (1991) found:
"..when companies are deciding where to locate their activities, transport is a secondary criterion in company strategy. Infrastructure is an advantage to the entrepreneur who can use it to break into new markets. Otherwise location decisions are influenced less by the cost of transport than by other factors such as fixed costs, particularly labour costs. By and large businesses do not consider transport costs to be an important factor as they average only 3-5% of operating costs"





ECMT (1991) Transport and the spatial distribution of activities p 115
The Leitch Report of the Advisory Committee on Trunk Road Assessment (SACTRA) notes:
"At the national and regional levels, therefore, all the evidence points to the conclusion that improvements to the trunk road system can only have a limited effect on industrial location and growth"











Leitch (1977) p207
Blonk (1979) in a review of transport and regional development evidence from 12 countries concludes:
"A new link between an area of concentration and an underdeveloped region improves the flow of traffic not in one direction but in two. This entails a risk of competition from outside and of a draining of resources from the underdeveloped region"






Blonk: Transport and Regional Development (1970) p335
There is evidence that new roads have allowed rationalization in the location and concentration of economic activity (McKinnon 1989), with a consequent loss of jobs in many local economies, as large firms rationalise their activities.
5.6
The EIR does refer to this issue, as part of risk assessment (EIR 6.6), but surely this is back to front.  It should start from the point that improved accessibility can work either way and seek to establish how it will work in practice in the particular circumstances of Lancaster district. Instead, it builds up a rosy picture of positive benefits due to improved accessibility, and only at the end of the report, as an afterthought, assesses the risk of unintended consequences.

6. Tourism
6.1
In relation to tourism development, the assertion that the HM6L is essential to the regeneration of Morecambe as a visitor destination is suspect.  The notion that a 5 to 6 minute journey time improvement for car users - less outside peak hours when most visitors would travel - on the last leg of the journey to Morecambe, would make or break a decision to visit Morecambe is highly questionable.  It is also not borne out be evidence from elsewhere, which points to the quality of visitor experience as the overriding determinant of visitor choice.  

6.2
As part of the stakeholder consultation (EIR 4.2) Morecambe Chamber of Commerce expresses the view that the HM6L is essential to the regeneration of Morecambe as a tourist resort.  
In terms of access to Morecambe, visitors, particularly those travelling from the east and south, are required to drive through Lancaster to access Morecambe. Delays between Lancaster and Morecambe are thought to be a major issue for attracting visitors to Morecambe, particularly in terms of attracting repeat business. It is perceived that the peak period in terms of congestion has extended over recent years. The link road would therefore have major benefits in terms of access link to Morecambe from the M6 and enabling better marketing and promotion. The chamber continues to believe that, without implementation of the proposed link, economic development and regeneration in Morecambe will progress very slowly. 
6.3
There is a long history of congested travel to tourist destinations, and an equally long history of apparent indifference of tourists to such travel problems.  South West England had notorious traffic bottlenecks in the 1960s, such as the Exeter bypass, but its attraction as a tourist destination was undiminished.  In the assessment of the A30 Bodmin-Indian Queens upgrade, both the Atlantic Consultants report and the EIR prior to the public inquiry considered the possible deterrent effect of congestion on this single lane stretch of trunk road between two dual carriageways, most of which was caused by and occurred during peak tourist traffic periods.  Both concluded that the deterrent effect of congestion was negligible.

6.4
The Atlantic Consultants report found that “there is no hard evidence that visitors are deterred from visiting Cornwall as a result of these (A30) delays” (report para 9.3).  The report further notes that in Cornwall there are very high levels of occupancy during the peak season months, so there was “no evidence that any deterrence is actually resulting in overall loss of business” (report para 9.4).

6.5
The A30 EIR supported these conclusions.  It found that “peak season congestion at Goss Moor (A30 Bodmin-Indian Queens) is not having an overall adverse effect on visitor perceptions” (A30 EIR Executive Summary Para 15), and congestion at key points at peak times is accepted as part of the trip (A30 EIR para 5.2.13).  It also reported that “In the 5 years 1996-2001 there was a 20% increase in numbers of tourist visitors” (A30 EIR 4.6.5), at a time when there had been no improvements to the A30 and none were in immediate prospect.

6.6
The evidence from Cornwall indicates that if the attractiveness of the tourist destination remains strong, any problems getting there do not figure largely in decisions to visit (an unpublished MSc thesis found that a surprisingly high proportion of repeat visitors to Cornwall did not even make any attempt to avoid known congestion hot-spots by changing route or time of travel).  The same could be said of modern package tourism: the frequently reported hellish conditions and significant delays at airports seem to have little deterrent effect provided that the destination remains attractive.  The problem with Morecambe is that its attractiveness as a traditional resort declined and it is struggling to find a new image, but this is no reason to treat the quality of access over a relatively short stretch of road as a scapegoat, or its resolution as a panacea.

6.7
Even for a declining tourist area improved road infrastructure is not a prerequisite to regeneration and renewal.  Morecambe has many assets on which to base its revival, and should not rely on a new road as a substitute for imaginative best use of these assets. Morecambe has good train and bus links to Lancaster and other tourist destinations beyond. Morecambe and Lancaster enjoy a compact, human, walkable scale.
6.8
The hypothesis that the regeneration of Morecambe as a visitor resort will be significantly influenced by a road scheme that reduces journey times between M6 J34 and Morecambe by 5 to 6 minutes at peak times, is implausible.  The proportionate effect would be greatest for local trips, but most of these are not to or from J34 and the reasons for travelling will be largely independent of travel time.  For visitors from further afield, the proportional time saving decreases, and is progressively less likely to be a material consideration in trip planning as distance increases.  

6.9
Morecambe should be entirely capable of re-inventing itself and prospering without the need for an expensive and environmentally damaging road scheme.  If it is unable to do so, it is unlikely that the road scheme would help it anyway.

7. Creating Jobs

How exactly are jobs to be created in the district? The Risk Assessment considers uncertainty about real decisions:

It is acknowledged that the completion of the Heysham to M6 Link can only provide opportunities for new economic activity and businesses may or may not, choose to exploit them.
In Appendix A, a former officer in the Economic Development Service of Lancaster City Council discussed the mechanisms for attracting businesses to the district. He notes that some of the factors that shaped decisions to relocate to the district included (in no particular order):
· Availability of sites and/or premises

· Availability of a skilled workforce

· Availability of training in new skills

· Availability of legitimate grant aid from local, regional or European sources

· The presence of companies with similar end products or with the technology to assist e.g. research or non-destructive testing – Lancaster University and M.E.T. spring to mind

· Good transport links to markets and for suppliers via rail, sea and the M6

· An affordable range of good quality housing for relocating staff of all grades

· Good quality schools for the families’ children

· A high quality of life

· A pleasing environment

· Access to culture and the arts in general

· Easy access to sporting facilities

He observes that in all the promotional activity rarely, if at all, was the matter of the quality of road access a prime reason for coming to this area.

Appendix A

CREATING JOBS IN THE LANCASTER DISTRICT
By Peter G Crowther, former Marketing Officer in the Economic Development Service of Lancaster City Council 

INTRODUCTION

One of the much-vaunted claims made by Lancashire County Council and supporters of the proposed Heysham-M6 Link Road is that the road will create hundreds, if not thousands of new jobs in the area. There seems to be no substance to this claim, only a pious hope. It is worth examining how jobs have been created in the past and just why job creation in the future will be a completely different story.

THE PAST

During my 32 years as an employee of Lancaster City Council I served the last 15 or more in the Economic Development Service, the last seven of which were as the Marketing Officer. Part of the remit of the Service was to create jobs across the District in two ways. The first was to assist businesses already in the District to expand and create new jobs. This may or may not involve a company in moving to larger premises or enlarging its existing premises. Any new jobs created usually went to the local workforce where training and re-skilling helped them to move around in the labour market but also to remain in their home area.

The second, and by far the more difficult of the two methods of job creation, was to attract new companies to the area, or to attract potential relocations to this District. The largest single problem was that of competition with other towns and cities in Lancashire, the North West Region and nationally. We really had to work exceptionally hard to convince companies of several factors that could be crucial in creating a new company or relocating an existing company to this District. I conducted surveys to discover why some companies had shown initial interest but never actually converted that interest into a move to the area. Some of the factors that shaped decisions included (in no particular order)

· Availability of sites and/or premises

· Availability of a skilled workforce

· Availability of training in new skills

· Availability of legitimate grant aid from local, regional or European sources

· The presence of companies with similar end products or with the technology to assist e.g. research or non-destructive testing – Lancaster University and M.E.T. spring to mind

· Good transport links to markets and for suppliers via rail, sea and the M6

· An affordable range of good quality housing for relocating staff of all grades

· Good quality schools for the families’ children

· A high quality of life

· A pleasing environment

· Access to culture and the arts in general

· Easy access to sporting facilities

A budget existed and marketing programmes were undertaken in high quality business journals on a local and regional basis, with occasional forays into the national market if terms were advantageous. We also undertook extensive mail-shots to companies that were suspected to be interested in relocation. We also attended selective trade and business exhibitions. However, I was well aware when conducting marketing campaigns that we were up against places like Manchester, Salford, Liverpool, Bolton, Blackburn and Preston as well as other sub-regions like Cumbria and Cheshire. 

Some of the notable successes included attracting Barrie Wells - the English financial services and business entrepreneur. He set up his first insurance company, Prospero Direct, in Lancaster where it became so successful that AXA Direct soon bought it out. He then founded Premierline Direct, which also proved so successful that Allianz Insurance acquired it. We brought in sporting giant Reebok and found a site for Dennison Trailers plus some smaller companies that were less well known, largely in the IT sector and we worked alongside Lancaster University and its Business School to bring companies to the campus and into the City Centre. 

In all this promotional activity rarely, if at all, was the matter of the quality of road access a prime reason for coming to this area.

This marketing work was funded by the City Council because at that time there was a general will across all political parties for Lancaster to succeed in this highly competitive world. Two Chairmen of the Economic Development Committee with whom I worked were Cllr Hilton Dawson and Cllr Geraldine Smith, both of whom went on to become Members of Parliament, representing separate Lancaster and Morecambe constituencies.

Supporting the Council in this work was the Lancaster District Chamber of Commerce and parts of Lancaster University and St Martin’s College (now the University of Cumbria). However, much of that support was professional and technical but not financial. 

THE PRESENT 

If the claims of Lancashire County Council are to be believed then thousands of jobs will be created as a result of the “benefits” of the Heysham M6 link. Just who is going to go out and work to bring those jobs to this area? 

Of course any construction work associated with the Link Road will create many jobs but of a temporary nature and most will go to people previously or currently employed by sub-contractors to the main contractor. Few local people will have the skills required or even the opportunity to benefit from this work.

The County Council makes much of the proposed construction of a third Nuclear Power Station that will also create jobs during the construction phase, as happened with Heysham One and Heysham Two. This was a factor that resulted in the wholesale decimation of the Hotel and B and B businesses in Morecambe and Heysham, as accommodation was given over to contract workers and no upgrading was done leading to the loss of much of the accommodation once the contract workers had left. The area needs no repeat of that situation.

Within the last fortnight EDF Energy has announced that it no longer sees Heysham as a viable investment option and will be investing more in the South and East of the country. This immediately strikes at the heart of the County’s claim and further damage has been done to that claim with the news that the Isle of Man Steam Packet Company is actively considering ending sailings from Heysham to the Isle of Man. Behind all this is the news that the owners of the Port of Heysham, Peel Holdings, are clearly deflecting investment away from Heysham and into Liverpool, another port owned by Peel Holdings.

So, far from grand talk of jobs being created the area, we could be in a position to see jobs being lost. So why do we need a road to an area that is undergoing considerable change and possible down sizing over the next five or so years? 

All of this has to be set in the context of the national economic situation where unemployment is high and, sadly, getting higher. The North West region is particularly badly hit in this respect. Jobs are hard to find and companies are consolidating their position rather than considering moving to some place else in the country. Unless and until there is a sustained upturn in the national economy then there will be little sign of activity in job creation that could benefit this area and the presence of a contentious road scheme will make no difference to the number of jobs of a full time and high value nature.    

THE FUTURE

As for these more permanent and high value jobs – who will work to bring them to the area? Lancaster City Council no longer has an Economic Development Service and appears to have no aspirations whatsoever to compete in this area of job creation. Lancashire County Council is no longer a major player in economic development within the County, whilst the North West Development Agency has had the last rites administered by the Government.

Lancaster University and the University of Cumbria have both had well-documented financial problems in common with many educational establishments and have had to cut back funding for activities that might benefit the local community. The District Chamber of Commerce is unlikely to have the resources to fund or mount any kind of meaningful marketing campaign on behalf of the District so, I repeat, just who is going to fight our corner to create jobs and wealth here? Without an economic development “champion” the County Council’s assurances about jobs will remain, sadly, just a pious hope with little or no substance.

Peter G Crowther

April 2012 
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