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The Planning Inspectorate,

Temple Quay House, Temple Quay,

Bristol,  BS1 6PN.
Tuesday, May 8th, 2012
Dear Mr. Rowbottom,
HEYSHAM - M6 LINK ROAD (HM6L) WRITTEN REPRESENTATION 
CASE REF. NO. TR010008.  UNIQUE REFERENCE NO: 10015179
The North West Transport Roundtable  (NW TAR) is one of eight regional roundtables run under the auspices of the Campaign for Better Transport.  We are an umbrella organisation whose main purpose is to promote sustainable transport, sustainable land use and healthy lives.  We engage in transport and planning policy work at all levels, serving on a number of regional and sub-regional bodies and taking part in public inquiries and examinations in public.  
The Campaign for Better Transport (CfBT) was established as Transport 2000 nearly 40 years ago.  An independent charity, its goal is to achieve better public transport and improved conditions for walking and cycling for the sake of communities and the environment. It works to achieve this by lobbying national and local government, publishing research work, fielding speakers for many events and engaging in a wide variety of fora.  CfBT’s predecessor, T2000, set up the Transport Roundtables around the UK during the late 1990’s. 
NW TAR took part in the 2007 public inquiry into the Heysham - M6 Link Road as part of the ESTA alliance of environmental NGOs objecting to the scheme.  Our involvement in this new inquiry into the HM6L has previously consisted of a brief summary of our views in correspondence dated February 6 and March 22, 2012 addressed to the Infrastructure Planning Commission (IPC) which was dissolved on April 1. This detailed submission/evidence is to the National Infra-structure Directorate of the Planning Inspectorate.  It is a joint one in two parts:
Part 1 is by the NW TAR.  It addresses bullet 1 of the Principal Issue ‘Consideration of realistic alternative options’ in Annex D of the examining authority letter of March 9 2012, plus other closely related issues.  
Part 2, by CfBT, addresses aspects of questions 1 and 27 that appear in the Rule 8 letter of April 12, 2012, notably in relation to traffic growth.    
For your information, we have been working in concert with Professor John Whitelegg, Alan James, the Campaign to Protect Rural England and Transport Solutions for Lancaster & Morecambe in an attempt not to duplicate evidence. 

We would like to give notice that we wish to appear at the issue specific hearing into traffic flows and at the open hearings to speak on planning/ transport policy. 

Yours sincerely,
                LILLIAN BURNS, Convenor, NW TAR (and on behalf of SIAN BERRY, CfBT)


PART 1

Heysham to M6 Link Road (hm6l) – WRITTEN REPRESENTATION (WR) TO THE EXAMINING AUTHORITY (ExA) - FROM interested party the North West Transport Roundtable  
CASE REFERENCE NO. TR010008.  Unique reference: 10015079
1.   PART 1 – EVIDENCE SUMMARY

1.1
These comments are relevant to Principal Issue ‘Consideration of realistic alternative options’
· “The extent to which the history by which the DCO scheme has arisen determines the general nature of the scheme and its alignment”  

(Annex D, letter from Examining Authority ‘To all interested parties’, March 9, 2012)

     They include other transport appraisal evidence that is highly relevant to the case. 

1.2
Whilst the issue of the Department for Transport’s ( DfT’s) WebTAG (Web-based Transport Appraisal Guidance) was aired at the 2007 public inquiry, it was seen by the scheme promoter Lancashire County Council (LCC) as only pertinent to the Major Scheme Business Case and that is also the only extent to which it was referenced in the Inspector’s report.  This, although it was the subject of a proof of evidence by transport consultant Alan James on behalf of Transport Solutions for Lancaster & Morecambe.  [Refer to Mr. James’ WR for this inquiry].  WebTAG should have been a basic ingredient from the outset.  That apart, WebTAG has been and is being constantly up-dated as referenced in this paper.  Additionally, last April the DfT published ‘The Transport Business Case’ guidance which LCC should have followed. The arguments made here are valid, relevant and fundamental.

2
Government guidance/ transport appraisal

2.1.
HM Treasury’s ‘Green Book on Appraisal and Evaluation’ is the starting point for all appraisal across government departments (www.hm-treasury.go.uk/data_greenbook_index.htm).  The DfT’s WebTAG appraisal guidance, (www.dft.gov.uk/webtag/), refers back to the Green Book. 

2.2
The approach is very clear.  In the first instance the need to take any action must be justified.  The second step is to set out desired outcomes and define objectives (Green Book, paras. 2.6 & 2.7).  The objectives are not to be scheme specific.  

2.3
Only once the initial steps have been satisfied should the option appraisal stage be tackled.  This (third) step requires that a “wide range of options should be created and reviewed”.  Only after that should a shortlist be created (para. 2.8) and “As the stages of an assessment progress, data must be refined to become more specific and accurate” (para. 2.5).

3
WebTAG and its requirements

3.1
WebTAG is considered to be an essential part of the ‘evidence framework’ that makes up the strategic case for a transport intervention.  It is defined thus:  

“WebTAG is the Department’s website for guidance on the conduct of transport studies.  The guidance includes or provides links to advice on how to:

· set objectives and identify problems

· develop potential solutions

· create a transport model for the appraisal of the alternative solutions and

· conduct an appraisal which meets the Department’s requirements”

(Para. 8, The Transport Business Case, DfT, April 2011) *
3.2
On the WebTAG website home page it says:

“The [WebTAG] guidance should be seen as a requirement for all projects/studies that require government approval” (www.dft.gov.uk/webtag/)  (Our underlining)

3.3
It should be noted that WebTAG is about meeting the government’s overall policy objectives, not just about demonstrating value for money.  Basically, the Green Book principles and the initial WebTAG Units should be used in the first instance to prove whether or not a transport intervention is necessary and has a strategic fit and only if it does should the expert tier of WebTAG (Unit 3) then be applied.  

3.4
TAG Unit 2.1, under ‘Step 1: Objectives’ lists “the five main criteria for transport”: 

· Integration

· Safety

· Economy

· Environmental impact

· Accessibility

(Para. 1.2.1)

3.5
The ‘In Draft’ version of TAG Unit 2.1.2, published for consultation in September 2009, re- emphasises the need for a wide range of options to be generated and appraised.  

3.6
TAG Unit 1.1 (last up-dated in April 2011) is clear about the open-minded approach that should be followed in order to ensure the correct solution is arrived at.  

3.7
In addition, late last year and earlier this, the DfT consulted on ‘WebTAG 2’ – an easier-to-use format for the appraisal system, which represents the clearest indication of the thinking of the Coalition Government.  The outcome is still awaited.  However, the fundamentals remain the same. 

4
Building up a Business Case

4.1
In April 2012 the DfT published the Transport Business Case Assessment setting out the principles on how the Department assesses the business case for major investments and supports Ministers as they make decisions on them 
* (www.dft.gov.uk/publications/transport-business-case/).  

4.2
“Business cases are developed in line with Treasury advice on evidence-based decision making set out in the Green Book and use its best practice five case model approach.


This approach shows whether schemes:  

· are supported by a robust case for change that fits with wider public policy objectives – the ‘strategic case’;

· demonstrate value for money – the ‘economic case’;

· are commercially viable – the ‘commercial case’;

· are financially affordable- the ‘financial case’ and

· are achievable – the ‘management case’

Ministers take into account the evidence in all five cases when making a decision”

(Paras. 4, 5 & 6, The Transport Business Case)

4.3
The burden of evidence falls on the promoter of a transport intervention to explain in exhaustive detail where the scheme emanated from in the first place and to prove that it is backed by penetrating analysis and evidence.  

5
Systematic failures by Lancashire County Council to consider alternative options

5.1
A ‘scheme history’ on the Lancashire County Council (LCC) website dates a first reference to a road similar to the current one to 1949.  (www.lancashire.gov.uk/corporate/web/?siteid=6092&pageid=35077&e=e) 

5.2
At no point does that history reflect the fundamental change in thinking away from ‘predict and provide’ which started to happen in the mid to late 90’s.
5.3
This consistent, unwavering approach by LCC is also evidenced in application document 6.1, the Environmental Impact Assessment, Part A, Volume 1. 

5.4
LCC have looked at other interventions – but only within the context of also building the link road.  In any event, the studies that were conducted were out of date by the time the Major Scheme Business Case was written in 2005.

5.5
At no point did LCC stand back and take an open-minded/ totally holistic approach to the perceived problems. 

6.
Conclusion

6.1
 

· LCC have failed to follow the evidence framework process and not complied with the requirements of the Treasury’s Green Book or a host of WebTAG Units - either prior to the 2007 public inquiry or between the 2007 and 2012 inquiries.
· LCC have not complied with the Transport Business Case five case approach.
· LCC’s entire approach has been out-moded and narrow-minded.  This has had a major impact on the general nature of the scheme and in a manner which is not only out of step with 21st century thinking but not in conformity with the guidance. 
· In the absence of a designated National Policy Statement that provides a policy framework for the ExA to judge the scheme against, it is particularly important that there should be careful scrutiny of the applicant’s compliance with the Transport Business Case and WebTAG – in particular the guidance on the strategic case in order to assess whether a DCO should be granted.
Lillian Burns, Convenor NW TAR, May 8, 2012
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PART 1 - UNABRIDGED EVIDENCE FROM THE NORTH WEST TRANSPORT ROUNDTABLE
1.1  This proof addresses Principal Issue ‘Consideration of realistic alternative options’
· ‘The extent to which the history by which the DCO scheme has arisen determines the general nature of the scheme and its alignment’  
(Bullet 1, second ‘Principal Issue’, Annex D, letter from the Examining Authority - then on behalf of the IPC - ‘To all interested parties’ dated March 9, 2012)
       It also includes other transport appraisal evidence that is highly relevant to the case. 
1.2
In both our previous submissions for this inquiry, the NW TAR made the contention that the scheme promoters, Lancashire County Council (LCC) did not correctly follow the Department for Transport’s (DfT’s) transport appraisal system.  This submission sets out why that is important and which fundamental guidance has been ignored – both historically and more recently.
1.3
Whilst the issue of the DfT’s WebTAG (Web-based Transport Appraisal Guidance) was aired at the 2007 public inquiry, it was seen by the scheme promoter LCC as only pertinent to the Major Scheme Business Case and that is also the only extent to which it was referenced in the Inspector’s report.  This, although it was the subject of a proof of evidence by transport consultant Alan James on behalf of Transport Solutions for Lancaster & Morecambe (TSLM).  [Refer to Mr. James WR for this inquiry].  WebTAG should have been a basic ingredient from the outset.  That apart, WebTAG has been and is being constantly up-dated as referenced in this paper.  Additionally, last April the DfT published ‘The Transport Business Case’ guidance which LCC should have followed. The arguments made here are valid, relevant and fundamental.

2
Government guidance and transport appraisal

2.1
HM Treasury’s ‘Green Book on Appraisal and Evaluation’ is the starting point for all appraisal across government departments (www.hm-treasury.go.uk/data_greenbook_index.htm).  The Department for Transport’s (DfT’s) WebTAG appraisal guidance, (www.dft.gov.uk/webtag/), refers back to the Green Book and explores its application in the transport field.
2.2
The approach is very clear.  In the first instance the need to take any action must be justified and the second step is to set out desired outcomes and define objectives (Green Book, Introduction, paras. 2.6 & 2.7).  The objectives are not to be scheme specific.  Consequently, building a piece of infrastructure is not an objective – it is only valued as a means to achieving an objective. The over-arching creed, set out in the first paragraph is:

“The purpose of the Green Book is to ensure that no policy, programme or project is adopted without first having the answer to these questions: 
· Are there better ways to achieve this objective?

· Are there better uses for these resources?”

(Introduction, para. 1.1., page 1)

2.3
Only once the initial steps have been satisfied should the option appraisal stage be tackled.  This (third) step, described as “the most significant part of the analysis”, requires that a “wide range of options should be created and reviewed”.  And, only after that should a shortlist be created (Para. 2.8).  The advice is that “As the stages of an assessment progress, data must be refined to become more specific and accurate”.  (Para. 2.5).

2.4
The Green Book goes on to provide a list of 17 generic issues which it says should be checked for relevance to [all] options under appraisal.  These are:  
· strategic impact, 
· economic rationale, 
· financial arrangements & affordability,
· achievability, 
· commercial & partnering arrangements, 
· regulatory impact, 
· legislation, 
· information management & control, 
· environmental impacts, 
· rural issues, 
· equality, 
· health, 
· health & safety, 
· consumer focus, 
· regional perspectives, 
· European Union and 
· design quality 
(Para. 2.25). 
3
WebTAG and its requirements
3.1
WebTAG, conforms to the Green Book but contains much more detail.  It is considered to be an essential part of the ‘evidence framework’ that makes up the strategic case for a transport intervention and it is defined thus:  

“WebTAG is the Department’s website for guidance on the conduct of transport studies.  The guidance includes or provides links to advice on how to:

· set objectives and identify problems

· develop potential solutions

· create a transport model for the appraisal of the alternative solutions and

· conduct an appraisal which meets the Department’s requirements”

(Para. 8, p.3, The Transport Business Case, DfT, April 2011)

(www.dft.gov.uk/publications/transport-business-case/) 

3.2
On the WebTAG website home page it says:

“The [WebTAG] guidance should be seen as a requirement for all projects/studies that require government approval” (www.dft.gov.uk/webtag/)  (Our underlining)
3.3
It should be noted that WebTAG is about meeting the government’s overall policy objectives, not just about demonstrating value for money.  Basically, the Green Book principles and the initial WebTAG Units should be used in the first instance to prove whether or not a transport intervention is necessary and has a strategic fit and only if it does should the expert tier of WebTAG (Unit 3) then be applied.  
3.4
TAG Unit 2.1, under ‘Step 1: Objectives’ lists “the five main criteria for transport” as:
· “Integration – ensuring the all decisions are taken in the context of our integrated transport policy;

· Safety – to improve safety for all road users;

· Economy – supporting sustainable economic activity in appropriate locations and getting good value for money;

· Environmental impact – protecting the built and natural environment;
· Accessibility – improving access to everyday facilities for those without a car and reducing community severance”.  (Para. 1.2.1, p.3).
3.5
And, significantly, it goes on:

“These criteria, which can be couched as objectives, should form the cornerstone of studies and are shown in Figure 2.1 as Step 1.1 – Central Government objectives.  So, Step 1.1 is, in effect, complete for all studies at the outset; the Government’s five main objectives are a ‘given’ starting point”.  
(Para. 1.2.2, p.3)

3.6
This, in effect, confirms that WebTAG is as important for appraising social and environmental issues and objectives as it is for economic issues/ objectives.
3.7
The ‘In Draft’ version of TAG Unit 2.1.2, which was published for consultation in September 2009 (ie. after the previous public inquiry) re- emphasises the need for a wide range of options to be generated and appraised.  It says:

“The purpose of option generation is to develop a range of alternative measures or interventions that look likely to achieve the objectives identified in Step 4a [‘Identifying Objectives’].  Analysts should start with a wide range of possible measures and then narrow these down (in Steps 6 and 7) [‘Initial Sifting’ and ‘Development & Assessment of Potential Options’] in a robust, transparent and auditable manner.

It is important that as wide a range of options as possible should be considered, including all modes, infrastructure, regulation, pricing and other ways of influencing behaviour.  Options should include measures that reduce or influence the need to travel, as well as those that involve capital spend.  Revenue options are likely to be of particular relevance in bringing about behavioural change and meeting the government’s climate change goal.

Studies should not start from an assertion about a preferred modal solution or indeed that infrastructure provision is the only answer.  Following the Eddington Transport Study, Sponsoring Organisations will be looking to encourage the better use of existing infrastructure and avoiding ‘solutions in search of problems’.  In this context, it is recognised that small schemes can represent high value for money”

(Paras. 1.7.1, 1.7.2 & 1.7.3).

3.8
The DfT overview units (the units in 1) are scheduled for review by the Department for Transport (DfT) next year but, for the period of the present inquiry, the existing ones will apply.

3.9
TAG Unit 1.1 (last up-dated in April 2011) is quite clear about the open-minded approach that should be followed in order to ensure the correct solution is arrived at.  It says:
“To be effective, transport appraisals must deal consistently with competing proposals, be even handed across modes and take account of a wide range of effects”.  
(Para. 1.2.2)

3.10
And it goes on:

“The [1998] White Paper framed the move away from ‘predict and provide’ solutions to transport problems and put at the core an integrated transport policy.  Appraisal of problems is key to the efficient delivery of this policy.  The decisions made as part of the delivery need to be based on a full range of options and a comprehensive analysis of the impacts using a consistent approach”.  
(Para. 1.2.3)  (Our underlining)   
3.11
WebTAG sets out an objective-based process that begins by examining the problems and should lead to the evolution of a number of potential solutions, all of which should be subjected to a similar level of analysis.  The aim should be to evolve a multi-stranded approach.  It says:

“In all cases, however, the process of identifying solutions should be broadly 
similar and:

· be easily comprehensible to those commissioning, steering and undertaking the work and where possible to a wider public
· avoid leading to a particular outcome simply by virtue of the method or process adopted

· enable a wide range of solutions and the synergy between combinations of components to be investigated in a cost-effective manner
· enable a preferred solution to be developed which addresses the objectives and problems at which it is aimed and

· provide a means by which the acceptability of the solution to the public can be tested and taken into account

Typically, a study should include:

· agreement on a set of objectives which the solution should seek to satisfy
· analysis of present and future problems on, or relating to, the transport system

· exploration of potential solutions for solving the problems and meeting the objectives

· appraisal of options, seeking combinations which perform better as a whole than the sum of the individual components and

· selection and phasing of the preferred solution taking account of the views of the public and transport providers”  
(Paras. 1.4.3 & 1.4.4)
3.12
Unit 1.1 then goes on to describe how to draw up an appraisal summary table (AST) and requires that one is produced for each likely solution.  It says:
“An Appraisal Summary Table is produced for each option and sets out simply and concisely the key consequences of different options for tackling a particular problem” 
(Para. 1.7.2)

3.13
Meanwhile the ‘In Draft’ version of TAG Unit 3.1, published in April 2011, says: 
“An AST should be produced for each option considered as part of the study”.  
(Para. 1.1.3).  
3.14
It is worth noting that all the units in 3 (expert), plus 2.8, were consulted on until March 9 this year.  These should be published ‘In Draft’ in mid May, which will be after the closing date for this submission but during the time the HM6L inquiry is in progress.  During the three-month period while they are ‘In Draft’ they should be taken account of but they will not be definitive.  After this period (ie. August) they will replace existing units.  (The one exception to this is the road pricing unit where there will be some changes from the ‘In Consultation’ to the ‘In Draft’ versions).  
3.15
The DfT do not currently have plans to up-date units in 2 (Project Manager).  It is therefore worth flagging up a particular piece of advice from TAG Unit 2.1 (Overall Approach).  It is:  

“Generally options that reduce the need to travel are likely to be more sustainable than those that cater to travel demand”  (Para. 1.6.2). 
3.16
In addition it is relevant to note that, late last year and earlier this, the DfT consulted on ‘WebTAG 2’ – an easier-to-use format for the appraisal system, which represents the clearest indication of the thinking of the Coalition Government.  The outcome of that is still awaited but the DfT have said it will not become definitive this year.  However, the fundamentals in it remain the same.   In the consultation document, the ‘Overview of Transport Appraisal’ confirmed:  
“Development of analysis using WebTAG guidance is a requirement for all projects/ studies that require government approval” 
(Para. 1.2.2) (www.dft.gov.uk/webtag/documents/webtag2.php)  (Our underlining)
3.17
And, whilst the intention is to have separate guidance for the ‘Senior Responsible Officer’ and for the ‘Technical Project Manager’, there is no proposal to change the requirement to assess a wide range of options and the social and environmental impacts as well as economic ones.    
3.18
It says:
“transport appraisal draws together information of a wide range of impacts – it does not just consider the direct impacts on the transport users and service providers affected by the proposal, but also the impacts of the proposal on the environment, wider society and government” 
(Para. 1.3.1)
3.19
It also says:
“Before commencing a transport study, a clear mandate needs to be established setting out the rationale for the transport intervention.  Once this mandate is created, analysts need to establish the study objectives and consider a broad range of options in early stages; these are then sifted against a set of criteria to shortlist preferred options” 

(Para. 1.4.2)

3.20
From this it can be discerned that the DfT do not intend to change the thrust of WebTAG, its approach to the early stages of potential interventions or its status.

4
Building up a Business Case
4.1
In April 2012 the DfT published the Transport Business Case Assessment setting out the principles on how the Department assesses the business case for major investments and supports Ministers as they make decisions on them (www.dft.gov.uk/publications/transport-business-case/).  The WebTAG 2 consultation set this in context in the following way:

“The transport appraisal process is about options generation, development and evaluation of scheme impacts.  In contrast, the decision-making process involves a separate government process concerned with identifying and implementing schemes that deliver the needs of the sponsoring organisation and fits best with its investment funding objectives”
(Para. 1.2.3, Transport Analysis Guidance, An Overview of Transport Appraisal, Nov. 2011)

4.2
The Transport Business Case document explains:
“Ministers take decisions on investment in support of their objectives for transport and are informed by evidence set out in a business case.  Business cases are developed in line with Treasury advice on evidence-based decision making set out in the Green Book and use its best practice five case model approach.

 This approach shows whether schemes:  
· are supported by a robust case for change that fits with wider public policy objectives – the ‘strategic case’;
· demonstrate value for money – the ‘economic case’;

· are commercially viable – the ‘commercial case’;

· are financially affordable- the ‘financial case’ and

· are achievable – the ‘management case’

Ministers take into account the evidence in all five cases when making a decision”

(Paras. 4, 5 & 6, p.3, The Transport Business Case, April 2011)

4.3
So, the Transport Business Case process is supposed to follow on once the need for an intervention has been established and a range of options developed.  The first stage of this, as is evident from the previous paragraph, is the preparation of the Strategic Outline Case which provides suggested or preferred ways forward and presents the evidence for the decision.  The Business Case document explains:



“The purpose of the Strategic Outline Case is to:

· define the scope of the project/ programme and its outputs and benefits;
· make the case for change;
· conform the strategic fit with the Departmental business plan and wider Government objectives;
· state the assumptions made;
· set out how achievements will be measured;
· outline options, including innovative options, to tackle the problem and carry out initial sift options
· identify and analyse its stakeholders
· confirm the assurance arrangements “
(Para. 19, p.6)
4.4
This ‘five case’ approach to the decision-making process is supported by guidance documents for each case.  These provide a series of questions which need to be posed and which Ministers need to be satisfied have been answered.  The ‘Strategic Case’ document poses the following:
· “What is/are the identified problems, with timescales and the key drivers?  What would happen if the scheme didn’t get the go ahead?

· Who is the target and/or affected population(s) and what is known about their needs, current behaviours and attitudes?
· What are the existing arrangements for the provision of services?  Can they be better utilised or are more fundamental changes required?  What are the constraints?
· Why is the scheme needed now?

· What are the aims of the proposed scheme and how do they address all the problems identified?
· How does the proposed scheme draw on evidence about what has worked in the past and/ or understanding of existing and potential barriers to behaviour change?
· What are the attitudes of key groups (eg. the general public, residents, businesses and wider stakeholders) to the proposed scheme and how have those attitudes informed the strategic plan?
· Are there any internal or external business drivers that support the scheme or pressures that make it necessary to act?

· What was the process for generating and shortlisting options?

· What is the scope of the project?
· What are the constraints and dependencies in light of other programmes and projects which are underway?

· What are the high-level strategic and operational benefits envisaged?  How do they link to the objectives of the scheme?

· What are the main risks to the business in taking the project forward?

· What are the organisation’s main aims and how does the project fit within this?

· How does the scheme contribute to key objectives, including wider transport and government objectives?
· Are there any other objectives such as local, regional or network objectives that the scheme might contribute to? 

· What is the overall level of impact in combination with other connected schemes?

· What will constitute success for the project and how will it be measured?  Is there a clear logic model for how the outcomes will be achieved?  What wider impacts will the project have?

· Was a Starting Gate review undertaken before the decision was taken to proceed with the project or programme? (mandatory for all projects requiring Treasury financial approval)

· If this is a major project or programme, is there an integrated assurance plan in place as required by the Major Projects Authority?”
(Para. 5, The Transport Business Case: Strategic Case)
(http://assets.dft.gov.uk/publications/transport-busness-case/strategic-case-guidance.pdf)

LCC have not addressed these questions.

4.5
Checklists of questions are also annexed to the Treasury document ‘Assessing Business Cases - A Short Plain English Guide’ 
(www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/d/greenbook_businesscase_shortguide.pdf)
4.6
As is apparent, the burden of evidence falls on the promoter of a transport intervention to explain in exhaustive detail where the scheme emanated from in the first place and to prove that it is backed by penetrating analysis and evidence.  This is confirmed over and over again.
5
Systematic failures by Lancashire County Council to consider alternative options
5.1
The Integrated Transport White Paper was published in 1998, closely followed by the introduction of the New Approach to Appraisal (NATA).  The current edition of the Green Book dates to 2003 (with some parts up-dated in July 2011) and the current, relevant TAG Unit 1.1 was published in June 2005.  Each of these were game-changing developments to the previous thinking in relation to road-building.   Prior to this there was a far more simplistic approach which assumed that traffic was going to carry on growing ad infinitum and that sufficient highway capacity must be provided to meet this growth.

5.2
Despite the seismic changes going on around them, however, Lancashire County Council (LCC) continued in its single-minded approach to building the M6 to Heysham Link Road without any pause for a reassessment as to whether or not it was the correct solution to identified problems.  This, despite the fact that the NATA approach requires identification of a wide range of options without preconception of mode or infrastructure requirement, comparison on a consistent basis using the standardised AST/ worksheet format and progressive distillation towards the options that best meet the objectives.  There are in fact no ASTs for realistic alternative options.
5.3
A full page ‘scheme history’ on the LCC website dates a first reference to a road similar to the current one to 1949.  It catalogues various iterations of the road, including a Western Bypass, and repeated attempts to move a road scheme through the plan process.  (www.lancashire.gov.uk/corporate/web/?siteid=6092&pageid=35077&e=e). 
5.4
At no point does that scheme history reflect the fundamental change in thinking away from ‘predict and provide’ which started to happen in the mid to late 90’s following the publication in 1994 of Planning Policy Guidance 13 on Transport, the Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution report on vehicle emissions and the seminal report ‘Trunk Roads and the Generation of Traffic’ by SACTRA (the Standing Advisory Committee on Trunk Road Assessment) (Dec. 1994).  The SACTRA report proved for the first time that building new highway infrastructure generates more traffic and can have a host of other unintended and unwelcome consequences.  (The report was accepted by the government).  
5.5
The government also accepted SACTRA’s follow-on report, ‘Transport and the Economy’, which demonstrated that - in a mature economy such as that which exists in the UK - there is no automatic economic benefit from providing new highway infrastructure.  That report flagged up the ‘two-way’ effect of building new roads – particularly in respect of peripheral areas (such as Morecambe and Heysham) – whereby new roads can just as easily encourage people to out-commute as they can encourage new businesses to move into the targeted areas.   The LCC web page is, in effect, a litany of one Local Authority’s repeated attempts to deliver a version of a road scheme come what may right up to the present day.    
5.6
This consistent, unwavering approach by the principal authority is also evidenced in application document 6.1, the Environmental Impact Assessment, Part A, Volume 1.  The Introduction opens with the following:
“A connection between Morecambe Road and a North-South Bypass of Lancaster (future M6) was proposed as far back as 1949 and a route north of Lancaster between the M6 motorway and the Morecambe and Heysham area was a concept in the 1950s during the development of the Lancaster Bypass.  The alignment of this route connected Morecambe Road in the Torrisholme area with the M6 near Halton.  As a result, land alongside the Lancaster and Morecambe College has been protected for highway purposes in all subsequent Lancaster Local Plans”  
(Para. 1.1.12).   
5.7
LCC have looked at other interventions such as rail freight to the port, a light rail proposal and even a study of ‘soft’ measures for Lancaster in the late 1990s – but only within the context of also building the link road.  In any event, the studies that were conducted were out of date by the time the Major Scheme Business Case was written in 2005.

5.8
At the 2007 public inquiry complementary measures were merely an ‘add on’ and wholly inadequate and there was no guarantee they would be delivered.  The proposal for the park and ride site at junction 34 of the M6 was lodged on the last day of the formal hearings and even that had many failings including the fact that it did not include plans to reduce the number of car parking spaces in Lancaster city centre or measures to give traffic priority to park and ride buses. 
5.9
Key TAG Units 2.1 (Overall Approach) and 2.1. (Objectives and Problems) date back to 2004 and 1.1 (Introduction to Transport Analysis) dates to 2005.  However, LCC’s concerted efforts to get a version of a Link Road built have meant that they have failed to comply with WebTAG and they have also now failed to meet the requirements of the DfT’s Transport Business Case Assessment.  At no point did they stand back and take an open-minded approach to the perceived problems.  There was no opportunity to: “enable a wide range of solutions and the synergy between combinations of components to be investigated in a cost effective manner”.  

5.10
Nor did they undertake “appraisal of options, seeking combinations which perform better as a whole than the sum of the individual parts” (TAG Unit 1.1).

5.11
There was no identification of a wide range of options that were summarised consistently on Appraisal Summary Tables against specified government objectives, to be progressively refined down to a preferred option with an audit trail explaining the reasons why the preferred option was favoured.  

5.12
Nor, before submitting HM6L scheme to the latest inquiry process, did LCC apply the DfT’s Transport Business Case criteria which was published over a year ago. 

6
Conclusion

6.1
To conclude:
· WebTAG was raised by objectors at the 2007 HM6L inquiry but their case in relation to it was not mentioned in the Inspector’s report (ref. Mr. James’ evidence) 
· LCC have failed to follow the evidence framework process and not complied with the requirements of the Treasury’s Green Book or a host of WebTAG Units - either prior to the 2007 public inquiry or between the 2007 and 2012 inquiries
· LCC have not complied with the DfT’s Transport Business Case staged approach.
· LCC’s entire approach has been out-moded and narrow-minded.  This has had a major impact on the general nature of the scheme and in a manner which is not only out of step with 21st century thinking but not in conformity with the guidance.  
· In the absence of a designated National Policy Statement that provides a definitive policy framework for the ExA to judge the scheme against, it is particularly important that there should be careful scrutiny of the applicant’s compliance with the Transport Business Case and WebTAG – in particular the guidance on the strategic case in order to assess whether a DCO should be granted. 
May 8, 2012

LILLIAN BURNS, Convenor, NW TAR
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HEYSHAM – M6 LINK ROAD (HM6L) WRITTEN REPRESENTATION

CASE REF. NO. TR010008. UNIQUE REFERENCE NO:  10015179 

(associated with interested party North West Transport Roundtable) 
CASE REFERENCE NO. TR010008.  UNIQUE REFERENCE: 10015179)
These comments are relevant to Questions 1 & 27 put by the Examining Authority in its examination timetable (rule 8 letter) of April 12, 2012.  We would request these issues are considered further at the Issue Specific Hearing on traffic flows scheduled for July 12/13 
1.  PART 2 EVIDENCE SUMMARY 

1.1
Campaign for Better Transport believes that this examination should include consideration of a future ‘low traffic scenario’ in its assessment of the level of need for the Heysham to M6 Link Road (HM6L). 

1.2
In order for this consideration to take place, we request that an updated transport case for the road and a remodelling of the scheme is carried out by Lancashire County Council and a further appraisal of the scheme is undertaken with a model that uses a ‘low traffic scenario’ with future traffic levels entered into the modelling that are significantly lower than the estimates available from the current National Transport Model (NTM). 

1.3
Evidence is given in the detailed submission for the following points to back up the call for lower future traffic growth to be considered:

1) Baseline traffic growth forecast in the Major Scheme Business Case for HM6L at programme entry in 2005 had not materialised by the time revised modelling was carried out in 2008.

2) National road traffic forecasts, derived from the NTM have consistently over-estimated traffic growth over the past 22 years.

3) There is now a near consensus among academics and transport and planning bodies that the methods and assumptions underlying the NTM need to be revised. 

4) There is also evidence that road freight traffic and economic growth have decoupled.

5) Many diverse organisations are looking at this issue and will be producing new evidence over the course of the next few months. 

6) Highways Agency estimates for traffic growth on the M6 near the proposed HM6L also show lower growth rates than national forecasts.  The HA confirmed to CPRE it would not be carrying out more than minor improvements to junction 34 without the proposed scheme and the agency is not bearing the cost of the modifications.

1.4
In addition, the Government is producing a new Roads Strategy which is likely to emerge in draft before the end of the current examination. During this period, the DfT will itself be looking at the NTM.  It can be reasonably predicted that a lower estimate of future traffic growth will emerge from this process. Therefore we are also calling for the new Roads Strategy and its likely conclusions with respect to traffic growth to be considered as an important and relevant matter throughout the examination.
Sian Berry, Public Transport Campaigner, CfBT, May 8, 2012          E: sian.berry@bettertransport.org.uk

PART 2 – UNABRIDGED EVIDENCE FROM THE CAMPAIGN FOR BETTER TRANSPORT
1.  Introduction

1.1
To supplement the submissions by other interested parties on factors affecting local traffic flows, Campaign for Better Transport would like to add some points relating to both local and national traffic forecasts against a background picture of falling traffic levels. 

1.2
Because of these issues, Campaign for Better Transport believes there is a strong case that this examination should include the consideration of a future ‘low traffic scenario’ in its assessment of the level of need for the Heysham to M6 Link Road (HM6L). 

1.3
This would reflect good practice in assessing the uncertainty of model forecasting (as set out in WebTAG unit 3.15.5
) and would also take account of likely new national policy changes that will emerge during the examination process. 

2.  Consistently wrong local and national road traffic forecasts need revising

2.1 Comparison of predicted 2010 Do Minimum traffic flows from the 2005 Major Scheme Business Case
 with validated baseline screenline flows in the 2008 revised business case
 shows that that traffic growth forecasts for the area in 2005 had not in fact materialised and this reflects a general trend seen at a national level.
2.2 Looking first at the local case.  It is pertinent to compare the diagrams of the 2001 baseline and the 2010 ‘Do Minimum’ (DM) with ‘Do Something’ (DS) taken from the 2005 Local Model Validation Report (LMVR), which is Annex C of the HM6L Major Scheme Business Case 2005, with figures 3.2.4, 3.2.5 and 3.2.7 from the Environmental Statement (ES) Vol. 1 part B which is document 6.2 of the current application (from the 2009/10 modelling exercise).

2.3 The comparison shows that there were some absolute declines in baseline traffic volumes between 2001 and 2008 on several key routes e.g. The Lune bridges, Morecambe Road, Lancaster city centre gyratory, A6 south of city centre and A683 east of M6 junction 34.  There are also, though, routes where baseline traffic increases, e.g. The A683 Caton Road west of M6 J34, the A5105 Coastal Road, the A683 link to Heysham Port and the M6 itself.

2.4 When the comparison is made between the 2008 baseline and the 2010 DM growth forecast (from 2005 modelling) the discrepancies are significant on most routes.  (N.B. The volumes in the 2008 baselines are lower than the 2005 modelling predicted they would be in the DM scenario for 2010).  
The figures (all AADF) are:

· Greyhound Bridge forecast 24700, 2008 baseline 20200
· Skerton Bridge forecast 25300, 2008 baseline 21400
· Morecambe Road (at Scale Hall) forecast 32300, 2008 baseline 25400
· A683 west of M6 J34 forecast 24900, 2008 baseline 23200
· A6 Bolton-le-Sands forecast 24300, 2008 baseline 13400
· City Centre gyratory northbound forecast 19500, 2008 baseline 14900
· City centre gyratory southbound forecast 18100, baseline 17800
· M6 south of J34 forecast 72600, 2008 baseline 63800 

· M6 north of J34 forecast 66400, 2008 baseline 58400
2.5
There are just a few links where the 2008 baseline is higher than the 2010 DM forecasting. One example is the A5105 at Bare – which is somewhat anomalous as the 2010 DM is higher on the same route on both sides of the Bare figure. Another is the A683 Heysham Port link – which is also anomalous as the DM figure on the A683 at White Lund is higher.  In the instances where the baseline is higher than the forecast, the difference is generally much less than vice versa, as shown in the list above.

2.6
Moving to the national case.  There is clear evidence that national traffic forecasts for the UK have consistently over-estimated traffic growth. The chart below, reproduced from a recent article by Professor Phil Goodwin of UCL/UWE
 shows this very clearly in a comparison of the actual traffic levels seen in England compared with forecasts made from 1989 to 2011.

[image: image3.bmp]
2.7
This record of forecasts being proved wrong over several decades has now led to a near consensus among academics and transport and planning bodies that the methods and assumptions underlying the National Transport Model (NTM), which underlies the DfT’s road traffic forecasts, need to be examined and revised in order to make the model and forecasts more accurate. 

2.8
Writing recently on this subject, Keith Buchan, Transport Planning Society Chair, said: 
 

“The NTM is now so far away from reality that there must be an urgent review of how this has come about. For example, the results of TfL’s modelling for the Mayor’s strategy shows economic growth and population growth but no growth in car trips in Greater London between 2006 and 2031

The NTM covers a slightly different 25-year period, 2010 to 2035, but predicts a 43% rise in London’s road traffic. This difference is so huge it is nowhere near being explained by the DfT using last year’s economic growth forecasts which had GDP rising 13.5% between 2010 and 2015. We should be so lucky – the Office of Budgetary Responsibility’s most recent forecast is 9.7%.”

2.9
David Metz of the Centre for Transport Studies at University College London has also argued – most recently in May 2012 – that with personal daily demand for travel having reached a peak in in the UK, future determinants of road traffic levels would depend principally on demographic and land-use factors.
 His analysis of results from the annual National Travel Survey has found that growth in travel demand per-person across the population reached a plateau in around 1995, despite subsequent increases in income and economic activity.
	Chart based on National Travel Survey 2010 (data from table 0101)
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2.10
Metz also points to a decoupling of economic growth from road freight transport – again preceding the current recession – and attributes this to saturation effects from the high level of access already provided by the UK’s road system and diminishing returns from additional capacity, casting further question marks over the growth in freight traffic predicted by the National Road Transport Forecasts (these currently predict a 43% increase in HGV traffic between 2010 and 2035). Metz says:6 

“In effect, the development of the modern trunk road system allowed improved access to outlets for the freight distributors, a process in which returns inevitably diminish, leading to demand saturation.”

2.11
New work is currently being commissioned by diverse organisations including the Independent Transport Commission, Campaign for Better Transport and the RAC Foundation to examine these issues.  The results will be submitted to the DfT for use in developing its Roads Strategy later this year, (see point 2), and in future revisions of the NTM and traffic forecasts.
 

3. The government is producing a new Roads Strategy & re-examining its forecasts

3.1
At a central government level, following on from a recommendation in the Cook Review of the Strategic Road Network,
 which was published in November 2011, the Department for Transport is currently producing a Roads Strategy
 and, as part of this, we understand that the Department is looking closely at its current traffic forecasts and examining their basis and assumptions in a similar vein to the complementary work being carried out by the individuals and organisations above. 

3.2
The new Roads Strategy is expected to be ready in September or October this year. According to the current timetable for this examination, this will be after the examination period and during the period when the Examining Authority’s recommendation on the scheme is being prepared. We therefore believe that the strategy should be regarded as an important and relevant matter throughout the examination because it is a highly relevant emerging new policy and its conclusions with respect to road traffic forecasts can be reasonably predicted. 

3.3
We also request that the current examination process should consider the impact of these likely changes to national traffic forecasts on the need for this scheme. 

· This should include examining an updated transport case and a re-modelling of the scheme by Lancashire County Council, taking into account the changes to traffic forecasts that have taken place since the last time this was done in 2009

· In addition, a further appraisal of the scheme should feature a model that uses a ‘low traffic’ scenario, in which future traffic levels over the appraisal period are significantly lower than the ‘low’ estimate in current traffic forecasts 

· The likelihood of this scenario coming about should also be considered by the Examining Authority, taking into account the current work being carried out at the DfT as well as any relevant evidence that emerges to support the likelihood of low or negative traffic growth in England in the future

· The implications of these new models can then be discussed as part of the Issue-Specific Hearing on traffic flows 

4.
HA forecasts for M6 show low background traffic growth in the more local area

4.1
The Highways Agency (HA) has recently confirmed to the Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE) North West Regional Group that the agency would not be contemplating anything more than minor improvements to junction 34 of the M6 without the proposed scheme, and that the agency is not bearing the cost of the modifications necessary as part of the scheme (responses provided in February 2012 in reply to questions from CPRE, both within a meeting of the HA’s joint Northern Environment Committee/ Road Users Committee on March 22 and before and afterwards in written answers to questions). (See Appendices 1 & 2). These responses clearly imply that the Highways Agency cannot foresee a substantial level of traffic growth in this part of the country in the near future, with or without the scheme.

4.2
Evidence to support this conclusion also comes from the HA. Its responses to CPRE include a table of specific figures for modelled traffic flows on the M6 itself, which were prepared for the HM6L Forecasting and Economics Report published in 2011.
 These figures are reproduced in the table below, to which percentage increases in traffic for each scenario between 2015 and 2030 have been added. 

4.3
From this table, it can be seen that traffic on the M6 itself around junction 34 is forecast to increase by between 12% and 19% between the opening year (2015) and design year (2030) in the Do Minimum scenario. 

4.4
The ‘Do Something’ scenario can also be compared for these two years and show 10% to 23% growth over this 15-year period. 

Table 1 – M6 Modelled Traffic Flows through junction 34 - data from HA

	M6 Junction 34
	2015 AADT
	2030 AADT
	
	

	
	Do Min
	Do Something
	Do Min
	Do Something
	Growth 2015-2030 Do Min
	Growth 2015-2030 Do Something

	NB, south of junction
	34,200
	36,500
	39,900
	43,300
	16.7%
	18.6%

	NB, through junction
	26,800
	25,900
	30,100
	28,500
	12.3%
	10.0%

	NB, north of junction
	31,800
	35,500
	36,500
	42,100
	14.8%
	18.6%

	SB, north of junction
	29,700
	31,000
	34,400
	36,800
	15.8%
	18.7%

	SB, through junction
	24,400
	24,100
	27,700
	27,000
	13.5%
	12.0%

	SB, south of junction
	32,500
	33,800
	38,500
	41,700
	18.5%
	23.4%


4.5
These increases are much lower than the equivalent national forecasts for traffic growth and show again that increasing traffic in the local area – even at levels calculated using current forecasting methods – is not an problem that requires urgent road-building, but could be tackled in many other less destructive ways. 

4.6
For comparison, data from Table 4.1 of the DfT’s Road Transport Forecasts 2011,8 is shown below, with percentage growth rates added. The forecast national growth rate in traffic between 2015 and 2030 is 28.6% – much higher than that forecast for the M6 around Junction 34.

Table 2 – DfT National Transport Forecast traffic growth rates:

	England
	Year
	Traffic (billion vehicle miles)
	Growth vs 2015

	Central Forecast
	2010
	261.2
	

	
	2015
	275.9
	

	
	2020
	303.7
	10.1%

	
	2025
	333.0
	20.7%

	
	2030
	354.7
	28.6%

	
	2035
	375.6
	36.1%
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Sian Berry

Campaign for Better Transport

Campaign for Better Transport’s vision is a country where communities have affordable transport that improves quality of life and protects the environment. Achieving our vision requires substantial changes to UK transport policy which we aim to achieve by providing well-researched, practical solutions that gain support from both decision-makers and the public.
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APPENDIX 1
M6 to Heysham Link Road
Questions raised by the CPRE / HA Response

February 2012

Q1.
What impacts are expected on the M6 if Lancashire County Council were to build the revised version of the M6 to Heysham Link Road which has just been accepted by the IPC?  (Latest modelling figures please and kindly reveal the date the modelling was carried out and which model was used). 

HA Response: In 2008, a new SATURN highway traffic model with a Base Year of 2008 was developed. The model was developed to support the design, appraisal and continuing funding bid for the proposed Heysham – M6 Link Road. The model simulates, in detail, the movement of vehicles through the network and calculates the effect of the traffic on queues and delays at junctions. The model was developed using survey data collected in May/June 2008. The development and validation of the Base Year model is detailed in the Local Model Validation Report (LMVR), published in April 2010.   
Future Year models were developed using the validated 2008 Base Year model as the basis. The principal requirement of the Future Year models was to provide traffic forecasts for the Do-Minimum (Without-Intervention) and Do-Something (With-Intervention) scenarios for two years, namely the Opening Year (2014) and the Design Year (2029). The Forecasting and Economics Report, published in February 2011, describes the methodology and assumptions adopted in the development of the Future Year traffic forecasting models. It also presents the traffic forecasts for the design and appraisal of the scheme as well as the results of its economic assessment.

Both the Base Year model and Future Year forecasting models were developed in accordance with the latest guidance available at the time, provided by the Department for Transport (DfT) in the Transport Analysis Guidance (TAG) series of documents.
Since the development of the Future Year models, it has been recognised that the Opening Year of the Heysham - M6 Link Road is likely to be 2015 and, therefore, adjustments have been made to the modelled traffic flows in order to assess the impact at Opening Year 2015 and Design Year 2030.  Table 1 summarises the Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) flows for the four M6 Junction 34 slip roads, and the sections of the M6 mainline north and south of the junction. The table includes Opening Year (2015) and Design Year (2030) Do-Minimum (DM) and Do-Something (DS) traffic flows.

Table 1 – M6 Modelled Traffic Flows 
	M6 Junction 34
	2015 AADT
	2030 AADT

	
	Do Min
	Do Something
	Do Min
	Do Something

	NB Off-Slip
	7,500
	10,600
	9,800
	14,800

	NB On-Slip
	5,100
	9,600
	6,400
	13,600

	SB Off-Slip
	5,300
	6,900
	6,700
	9,800

	SB On-Slip
	8,100
	9,800
	10,800
	14,700

	NB, south of junction
	34,200
	36,500
	39,900
	43,300

	NB, through junction
	26,800
	25,900
	30,100
	28,500

	NB, north of junction
	31,800
	35,500
	36,500
	42,100

	SB, north of junction
	29,700
	31,000
	34,400
	36,800

	SB, through junction
	24,400
	24,100
	27,700
	27,000

	SB, south of junction
	32,500
	33,800
	38,500
	41,700

	Junction 34  Overall
	77,100
	86,900
	91,500
	108,400


With the proposed Heysham - M6 Link Road in place, it is clear that M6 Junction 34 will experience a change in traffic levels. The change is due to the effects of flow redistribution of the Heysham – M6 Link Road, and the increased traffic that the link road attracts as traffic to and from the M6 travels via the shorter, faster route. The proposed design improvements at M6 Junction 34 will assist in providing this traffic with a much safer connection to the motorway.  

 

Q2.
It is understood that Lancashire County Council will be bearing the cost of the alterations to M6 J34 and the slip roads.  Is this correct?  Will there be any costs at all falling on the HA and, if there are, what are they anticipated to be? 

HA Response: The split between the HA and the county funding was discussed with the DfT in the early days of the scheme design and DfT's view was that, as their contribution would be sourced from the major schemes fund, there would be no point it then splitting it into HA and County payments, it would all go to the county to use.   DfT are therefore, in effect, funding the slip roads.  The £12m contribution from the county will go towards the rest of the scheme.  The only costs falling directly to the HA are those costs for the time spent by our managing agents, Enterprise Mouchel, checking the design, attending progress meetings and the future monitoring on site, in so far as the scheme relates to the motorway junction.  It is estimated that these costs will be in the order of £10k - £20k.  
The HA and the County have also worked together to reduce the overall costs of the scheme by sharing traffic management during the survey / investigation phases of the project.  That is, and where practicable, the County has undertaken investigations at those times when our agents, Enterprise Mouchel, have installed traffic management to carry out routine maintenance works.  This arrangement will hopefully be reciprocated during the construction phase of the scheme.   

 

Q3.
How long is the work of re-building the motorway junction and slip roads expected to take and how much is it estimated this particular aspect of the scheme will cost (regardless of who is funding it)? 

HA Response: It is estimated that the whole scheme will take approximately 2.5 years to complete.  The final programme of works is yet to be determined but it is anticipated that the slip road works will continue throughout the duration of the contract.  However, as far as reasonably practicable, full movements at the junction will be maintained throughout.  The only exceptions will be the need for the occasional overnight and weekend closures of individual slip roads. The costs of the slip road works have not been determined in isolation as the scheme has been priced as a whole.  However, based on our knowledge of the cost of constructing new junctions elsewhere on the network, it is estimated that the slip road works will cost in excess of £25m 

APPENDIX 2
COMPLETION OF HEYSHAM TO M6 LINK
North West Transport Activists Roundtable (NW TAR)/ CPRE - Additional Queries 

(April 2012)

Please note that, due to the complexity of some of the issues raised, the HA has required the assistance of the promoting authority (Lancashire County Council) to ensure a fully considered response.
Q.1:
The proposed new layout for M6 J34 was altered between 2005 and 2007 at the behest of the HA at an additional cost of £3.6m. However, in order to make savings, this now appears to have been modified to very close to what it was originally. (The main change was a significant lengthening of the southbound on slip which necessitated re-building the Grimeshaw Lane overbridge. This has now been altered back so that the slip road ends short of the overbridge – more or less where it was to begin with).  It is difficult to understand why, if the changes were deemed necessary by the HA in the first place, they are no longer deemed to be necessary now.  Is it possible that some light could be thrown on this state of affairs?
HA Response: The original design of slip roads, as submitted as part of the planning application in 2005, complied with DMRB design standards current at that time.  However, in 2006 a new design standard was issued, namely TD 22/06.
Traffic forecasts from the previous traffic model, when set against the new DMRB design standard TD 22/06, necessitated provision of a 'Type H' ghost island merge layout complete with auxiliary lane for both the northbound and southbound merges.  They also necessitated a 'Type B' parallel diverge layout, again complete with auxiliary lane, for the southbound diverge. Junction 34 traffic forecasts from a new traffic model (see answer to Qu.4), however, are significantly lower and only necessitate provision of a 'Type C' ghost island merge layout, without auxiliary lane, for the northbound and southbound merges and a 'Type A' taper diverge layout (no auxiliary lane) for the southbound diverge. (Please refer to the attached for details of Type A, Type B, Type C and Type H Layouts)

Q.2:
The issue of precisely which highway authority is funding what is very confusing.  Please clarify if the scenario below is correct.

The HA appears to be saying that DfT scheme funding is paying for J34 and Lancashire County Council funds will be used elsewhere.  However, LCC is now paying the 10% of total scheme costs that is the norm for LA major schemes, i.e. £12.325m on a scheme cost of £123.25m, therefore it is inescapable that the County is paying 10% of the costs of J34.

The previous quoted cost of the J34 upgrade was £19m which, as explained in point no.1 above, went up by £3.6m when the alterations were asked for circa 2005.  However, they have now gone down by £1.78m.  Scheme cost at the 2010 estimate was therefore £21.42m.  With BAFB inflation this would be at most £23.13m outturn cost.  Is this compatible with the HA’s estimate of cost ‘in excess of £25m’ (and is this figure the current price or outturn cost)?  To all intents and purposes, it appears from these figures that LCC’s funding risk has risen by another £2m.

HA Response: The County Council is paying approx 10% of the scheme cost but it is entirely the Council’s own decision to state where that contribution goes.  They prefer to use it towards the cost of the link road, rather than the slip roads.  As stated previously, the County Council has not produced a separate cost for the motorway junction in isolation and the cost of “in excess of £25m” is merely a guideline figure.

Q.3:
The Faber Maunsell report on Lancaster (2007/08) used a figure of £10m per slip as a budget cost for new motorway junctions, i.e. £40m for four completely new, fairly standard slip roads (at Galgate).  Is this compatible with £25m for four far from standard slip roads at J34 (all very long due to chasing the gradient on the M6), including the cost of removing the off-slips and managing traffic?
HA Response: As previously stated, an estimate for the new motorway junction in isolation has not been produced by the County Council.  However, the HA would generally quote a typical cost for a new junction as, “in excess of £25m”.  

Q. 4:
The 2008/09 traffic modelling appears to be radically different from that used for the major scheme business case (MSBC) in 2005, not only in baseline volumes but in patterns of change between DM and the scheme. What is the explanation for this?

HA Response:  As stated above and as you are aware, the promoting authority for the Heysham to M6 Link Scheme is Lancashire County Council and it is their models that have been used to consider traffic flows / growth throughout the scheme development.  It has therefore been necessary to ask LCC to explain the intricacies of the models.  Following this, I can confirm that a new highway traffic model has been developed by them using roadside interview data from May/June 2008, together with manual classified counts, car park interviews in the central areas of Lancaster and Morecambe and an extensive programme of journey time surveys.  
This replaces the previous model which utilised roadside interview data from September / October 2001, with supporting data gathered, primarily, in 2002.  The formal modelling base year has therefore advanced seven years, from 2001 to 2008.

The new SATURN-based traffic model is considerably more sophisticated than the previous TRIPS-based one.  The modelling is now disaggregated by both vehicle type and journey purpose, and there is explicit modelling of junctions throughout the study area.  At the traffic forecasting stage, explicit account is taken of a new set of planned developments.  In addition, account is taken of four locations on the peninsula where development might be influenced by completion of the scheme.  Variable demand modelling is again undertaken, but this time using the DfT-approved DIADEM software rather than the simple elasticity technique adopted previously.  The formal forecasting years have each advanced four years: from 2010 to 2014 for opening, and from 2025 to 2029 for design.

It is also acknowledged that forecast growth within the previous model was above observed growth, both nationally and locally.  Between 2001 and 2008 the previous model predicted growth of 10.6% across the study area.  Over the same period the observed figures were actually much less at 5.9% (nationally) and 3.6% (locally). 

Q.5:
The HA appears to have changed its reasoning for not contributing towards the scheme cost.  Has it?

The previous reason offered by the HA was that upgrading J34 was not a high priority, and the HA did not have the authority to contribute this magnitude of funding.  The HA now appears to be saying that, as the source of the funding is the DfT in any event, it is not worth splitting the funding stream.

HA Response: The HA’s earlier comment regarding priorities and our response provided in March 2012 are not mutually exclusive and both remain pertinent.  

Q 6:
Traffic growth forecasts in the previous model have proved to be far from accurate. Surely the figures quoted in response to the previous questions are also likely to need revision, especially in view of the latest DfT national road traffic forecasts that were released at the end of January?
HA Response:  Again, LCC confirm that the forecast growth at M6 J34 in the previous model, for the period 2001 - 2010, was far higher, at approximately 20%, than the actual observed national figure of 8.2%.  However, it should also be noted that the National Road Traffic Forecasts (NRTF (Great Britain) 1997), current at that time, predicted rural motorway growth of 27.5% for the same period - a figure that was less accurate than the modelled forecast.  
With the new model, the Base Year 2008 to Opening Year 2015 growth prediction at the same location is approximately 5%.  
The latest available forecasts from the Department for Transport (Road Transport Forecasts 2011, Annex tables) predict rural motorway growth in North West England of 6.8% for the 2010-2015 period.  This translates to a year on year growth rate around twice the modelled forecast growth rate.  Looking at the longer term forecasts, the LCC model Base Year 2008 to Design Year 2030 growth predictions are approximately 22%.  By comparison, the national forecast for rural motorway growth in the North West of England is 38.6% for the 2010-2030 period.  Again, this translates to almost twice the modelled forecast growth rate and this longer term modelled rate is exactly that observed nationally on rural motorways between 2001 and 2010.  
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