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1 Introduction
1.1 Roads are built for a variety of reasons but traditionally forecasts of future traffic growth have figured in the justification for building new roads and in producing a large number on the benefits side of the equation as the promoter seeks to demonstrate that very large amounts of monetarised time savings can be used to produce a healthy befit-cost ratio.  It is now clear that this growth is not taking place and this has very important implications for the consideration of the HM6L.
1.2 In a rent article by David Metz, former chief scientist at the UK Department of Transport, he says:
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Source:  Metz, D (2012) Demographic determinants of daily travel demand, Transport Policy, Volume 21, pages 20-25

1.3 The inaccuracies at the heart of DfT forecasts and the need for a low growth or no growth scenario in all transport planning, option generation and appraisal has been dealt with in the CBT/NWTAR submission and to avoid duplication will not be dealt with here.  I would ask  the examiner to consider the CBT/NWTAR submission at the same time as this submission to acquire a full picture of the relationship between the HM6L proposal and the evidence-based reality of the transport world that we are now experiencing
2 What are the assumptions made on traffic forecasts in the case for the HM6L proposal
2.1 The Environmental Statement, Part B, Figures describes traffic flows in 2008 (observed), 2008 (modelled)  2015 and 2030 in the Do Minimum scenario (no HM6L) and DS 2030  and this gives an insight into the basic underlying assumptions of the county council on the future development of traffic in the area covered by Lancaster City Council.  Extracts from these data for four locations are summarised in Table 1
Table 1

Traffic flow data, baseline, DM 2015, DM 2030 and DS2030
	Highway Link
	Observed  2008

Fig 3.3.1
	Modelled 2008

Fig 3.2.4
	DM 2015

Fig 3.2.5
	DM 2030

Fig 3.2.6
	% change modelled 2008-DM2030
	DS 2030 Fig 3.2.8

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	A6 South of Pointer
	29100
	23000
	20100
	21800
	-5%
	26500

	Gyratory North
	22900
	14900
	16900
	19000
	27.5%
	18400

	Caton Rd
	24100
	23200
	25700
	29300
	26.3%
	18500

	Morecambe Rd
	30900
	25400
	21100
	30600
	20%
	23000


Source:  Volume 1, Environmental Statement, Part B, Figures

Figures 3.2.4, 3.2.5, 3.2.6 and 3.3.1

http://infrastructure.planningportal.gov.uk/wp-content/ipc/uploads/projects/TR010008/2.%20Post-Submission/Application%20Documents/Environmental%20Statement/6.2%20Vol%201%20ES%20Prt%20B%20Figs%20(03%20Purposes).pdf
My observations on the traffic flow data reproduced in Table 1 are as follows:

· 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.
· The percentage change between modelled 2008 flows and DM 2030 flows show very large increases in traffic (20-27.5%) with the exception of the 5% decline on the A6 south of the Pointer Roundabout.  These large increases are unlikely to materialise given the information presented in the CBT/NWTAR submission and the additional information presented in para 1.2 and 2.4 of this submission

· The difference between traffic flows at two locations (DM 2030 compared to DS 2030) reveals that in DS 2030 traffic levels on the A6 south of the Pointer Roundabout are much higher with the bypass than without and on the northbound leg of the gyratory the difference is between 19000 (DM) and 18400 (DS).  This does not provide very much comfort or relief to Lancaster city centre for a project costing c£120 million.  At Caton Rd and Morecambe Rd the same comparison shows the DS producing significant reductions in traffic compared to DM but these reductions are not tested against a low growth/no growth scenario which would reduce the scale of the reductions claimed for DS 2030.
2.2 The traffic forecasting report submitted in support of the HM6L and written by Mouchel summarises its assumptions about traffic forecasts in Table 7.10 (page 94) and is reproduced below.  These data relate to the whole of the district.
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Source: 

Heysham-M6 Link Road Traffic Model, Mouchel

http://www.lancashire.gov.uk/corporate/documents/heysham/Heysham%20Forecasting%20Report.pdf
2.3 It can be seen in Table 7.10 looking at totals that the change from base year levels is 5.3- 6.5% in the opening year and 21-23.7% in the design year.  These forecast increases are well outside the realms of plausibility and experience since the mid 1990s and cannot be relied upon.

2.4 The reality of traffic trends in the area covered by Lancaster City Council can be tracked through CO2 emissions.  CO2 emissions from road transport faithfully track changes in distances travelled by fossil fuelled vehicles so cover the bulk of passenger vehicles, vans and HGVs.  Only electric vehicles and some alternatively fuelled vehicles would not figure in trend data on CO2 emissions and these represent a very small fraction of the total.  CO2 data is published by DECC (the Department of Energy and Climate Change) and was referred to in my submission on climate change.  For ease of discussion this table is repeated here with an additional column showing the percentage change from 2005

Table 2 Lancaster City Council area, local authority road CO2 emissions excluding motorways (thousands of tonnes)

	
	Kt CO2 A roads
	Kt CO2 Minor roads
	Total Kt CO2
	% change on 2005

	2005
	94
	105
	199
	

	2006
	88
	104
	192
	-3.5%

	2007
	88
	105
	193
	-3%

	2008
	85
	102
	187
	-6%

	2009
	83
	97
	180
	-9.5%


Source:

http://www.decc.gov.uk/assets/decc/11/stats/climate-change/2751-local-and-regional-co2-emissions-estimates.xls
Traffic has declined by almost 10% in the period 2005-2009 a fact that under most circumstances would obviate the need for any discussion of providing new road capacity especially in fiscally constrained times.
2.5 There are a number of other factors in the Mouchel which cast doubt on the robustness of the forecasting methodology presented in the report.  The information in 5.2.1 on 20mph zones is incorrect.  The whole of the highway system not categorised as a main commuter route has been converted to 20mph (20mph sign only scheme project, report to cabinet member for highways and transport, report submitted by executive director for environment, Lancashire County Council, 14th October 2011).  This general 20mph conversion eliminates the concept of a zone.
2.6 The reference to a northern interceptor car park in 5.2.4 is incorrect.  This car park was part of a larger set of planning applications rejected after Inquiry by the Secretary of State.  There is no immediate prospect of a northern interceptor car park.  Appendix 1 reproduces the decision letter rejecting planning applications which included the northern interceptor car park
2.7 The reference to a southern interceptor car park is premature.  There is no planning application in place and no funding set against that possibility. On 1st May 2012 I contacted Councillor Jon Barry, a cabinet member on Lancaster City Council, and I asked him about the southern interceptor car park and he replied: 

“I have heard nothing. There is no planning application, nothing has come to cabinet for years”

2.8 The information presented in the Mouchel traffic forecasting report on committed developments which is then converted via TRICs into estimates of future traffic flows is out of date and is not supported by evidence.  This applies to 

Section 4.6.1 on dwelling units and table 4.2 on page 22

Section 4.6.2 on retail development and table 4.3 on page  22

Section 4.6.3 on employment development and table 4.4 on page 23
This information can be found in

Heysham-M6 Link Road Traffic Model, Mouchel

http://www.lancashire.gov.uk/corporate/documents/heysham/Heysham%20Forecasting%20Report.pdf
2.9 The information in these 3 tables summarising committed development is not hard evidence.  It is aspirational and judgemental and yet has been used to contribute the high traffic forecasts quoted in para 2.2 above and taken from the Mouchel road traffic model.  The traffic forecasts are based, in part, on highly unreliable judgements on what might happen in the future and without any corroborative evidence indicating what actually did happen in the calendar year 2011 with dwelling units completed, retail development delivered and employment development delivered.  In the latter two examples there is reason to believe that we have actually had “de-growth” i.e. retail units closing down and employment sites abandoned.
3 Conclusions
3.1 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.
3.2 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 BCA 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.
3.3 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.
Appendix 1

Extracts from decision letter rejecting Centros planning applications which include the northern interceptor car park
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