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1. New road building is often justified on the basis of future traffic growth which has the effect of feeding into estimates of time savings in the future and the monetarisation of those time savings which then provides a significant component of the total monetarised benefits which in turn produces an attractive benefit-cost ratio. If traffic growth in the future is in fact flattened or even negative these benefits are very much reduced or disappear altogether.
2. The evidence on traffic growth nationally and locally since the mid 1990s is that there is very little growth.  DfT forecasts referred to in the CBT/NWTAR written representation reveal the overestimation of traffic growth in DfT forecasts by comparison to what has actually happened.

3. David Metz, former chief scientist at DfT has said “the absence of future growth in per capita personal daily travel would seem a reasonable assumption for a central case, business as usual scenario”

4. Lancashire County Council data on traffic growth (para 2.1) shows growth (2008 modelled compared to DM 2030) of 27.5%, 26.3%, 20% and -5% at 4 sites.
5. There is a large discrepancy between observed 2008 and modelled 2008 traffic data indicating that the modelling methodology is not performing well and in consequence cannot be relied upon.  Observed flows on the A6 south of the Pointer roundabout are 26% greater than modelled flows and 53% greater on the northbound leg of the gyratory.  On Morecambe Rd observed flows are 21% greater than modelled flows.

6. Mouchel traffic forecasts presented by Lancashire County Council are summarised in para 2.2 of my main written representation.  They show traffic growth between the base year and the year of opening of 5.5%, 6.5% and 5.3% (depending on time of day) and between base year and design year of 21.5%, 23.7% and 21%, again depending on timing
7. These figures are not credible given the explanation presented by David Metz, the evidence presented by CBT/NWTAR and the information in para 2.4 of this written representation.
8. Official UK government statistics from the Department of Energy and Climate Change show a decline of almost 10% on CO2 emissions from road transport in the period 2005-09 in the Lancaster district (para 2.4).  This is the reality of traffic trends in this area.  CO2 from road transport very accurately tracks the totality of vehicle kms driven and is a reliable indicator of traffic trends.
9. The forecasting methodology presented in the Mouchel documentation is flawed.  The difference between observed data and modelled data (2008) is large and points to a modelling exercise that is a poor predictor of reality.
10. There are other factors that cast doubt on the traffic forecasting methodology.  The information on 20mph zones in para 5.2.1 of the Mouchel report is out of date.  There is no prospect of a northern interceptor car park (para 5.2.4 in Mouchel) and a planning application for this was rejected (paras 2.5, 2.6 and 2.7 of this written representation).  Similarly there is no prospect of a southern interceptor car park
11. The information presented in Mouchel (Tables 4.2, 4.3 and 4.4) on committed developments is discussed in para 2.8 of this written representation.  The information supplied is aspirational and judgemental and does not represent hard evidence. It is not accepted that feeding non-validated, judgemental information into a quantitative exercise based on TRICS is a reliable way of forecasting future traffic levels.
12. There is now a considerable body of evidence in existence showing that traffic growth has flattened.  It is no longer credible to position the case for a new road within an overall conceptual framework based on increases in traffic in future years.  If traffic is not increasing in future years the case for new road capacity is very much weakened.  The flattening of traffic growth means that congestion levels will not increase, journey times will not increase, time savings and the monetarised benefits from those time savings will be less than assumed and planners and traffic engineers can use the full menu of transport demand management, travel plans and sustainable towns interventions to bring about modal shift, improvements in air quality and a much improved urban quality of life that becomes possible at lower traffic levels.

13. The flattening of traffic growth curves requires a very different approach to that pursued by the proponents of new road building projects.  The whole superstructure of benefit-cost analysis, time savings and the monetarisation of often quiet small time savings becomes very different indeed if vehicles flows are not growing into the future.  The benefit-cost ratios will decline because a smaller number of vehicles will be navigating the highway system and will represent a smaller number of trips to be multiplied against smaller amount of time saving to produce a smaller total of monetarised time savings benefits.

14. The HM6L project should be re-examined on the basis of realistic forecasts of future growth in traffic based on the experience of what has actually happened in this district since the mid 1990s and should be tested against a low growth/no growth scenario.  The absence of traffic growth in this new transport reality undermines the case for spending c£120 million on 4.5kms of new road and alters the balance of factors that have to be considered when a road proposal emerges that carves a swathe of development through a  green belt.   The loss of green belt integrity and the opening up of greenfield sites to future development is at any time an extremely serious matter that should not be embarked upon outside of some overriding national interest or powerful demonstration of need.  A low growth/no growth future demolishes the need argument.  Given the importance of the green belt on one side of the equation and the lack of need or very much reduced need on the other side the logical conclusion is that a no-road building solution is required to whatever are the distinctive transport problems of this district. 

