Transport Planning Society response to DaSTS consultation

Part 1 – Information about you 

	Name  Victoria Hills, Chair, Transport Planning Society

	Address  1 Great George Street, London

	Postcode  SW1P 3AA

	Email   tps@ice.org.uk

	Company name or organisation (if applicable)  Transport Planning Society

	Please tick one box from the list below that best describes you/your company or organisation. 

	Small to Medium Enterprise (up to 50 employees) 
	

	Large company 
	

	Representative organisation 
	√

	Trade union 
	

	Interest group 
	

	Local government 
	

	Central government 
	

	Police 
	

	Member of the public 
	

	Other (please describe): 
	

	If you are responding on behalf of an organisation or interest group, how many members do you have and how did you obtain the views of your members? 
	982 members – professional transport planners.
This response was prepared by the Society’s Research & Public Policy working group and approved by the Society’s Board.

	If you would like your response or personal details to be treated confidentially, please explain why: 
	


Consultation response form part 2 – Your comments 

	1. Are there any additional challenges that we should add to the matrix? Or any challenges we should delete? 
	YES 
	NO 

	Please explain your reasons and add any other topics on which you would wish to see further guidance: 

We would note that the amount of repetition of challenges between the categories “cross-network”, “city & regional”, “national”, “international” is illustrative of a wider point regarding the limitations of the categorisation.  The key issue to recognise is that many roads and railways must simultaneously fulfill a local, regional and national function.  This important point is recognised in the document, but needs to flow through the whole DaSTS process.  We need to avoid dismantling “modal silos” only to replace them with new silos based on network hierarchy classification.  

	2. Are there ways in which we could make any of the challenges clearer and easier to understand or measure? 
	YES 
	NO 

	Please explain your reasons and add any other comments you wish to make: 

Para 3.2 of the Consultation Document states that the challenges are framed so as to be “hard-edged – to provide a clear test as far as possible, so that options can be assessed objectively. They should be supported by sound evidence and, if possible, quantifiable indicators”.  We agree with this, but do not see the detail of how performance against the challenges will be measured or monitored.  This could be crucial to the success of the overall approach, and we would therefore value the opportunity to comment further on proposals at a future time.  


	3. Which of the challenges do you consider as most important? 

The key issue is for the methodology to overtly recognise that the challenges are not of equal importance and that trade-offs will often have to be made between them.

	Please explain you reasons and add any comments you wish to make: 

The issue of how trade offs will be made when progress against one objective will unavoidably involve negative impacts against another is not yet clear.  As well as greater clarification of how the DfT intends to weight the challenges’ importance in relation to each other, we would value the opportunity to comment further on the DfT’s proposed approach to weighing pros and cons when trade offs must be made.  The DfT’s Transport Appraisal Guidance (WebTAG) currently contains several hundred pages of guidance on appraisal techniques and only two pages of guidance on weighing trade offs and decision-making.  
The story of NATA is that carbon emissions implications, however great, do not appear ever to be enough to outweigh economic considerations and have a material impact on actual decisions.  This cannot be right, and needs to change.   


	4. Do you agree central government should lead on the development of solutions for the national network and international networks and that regional and local government should lead for the city and regional networks? 
	YES 
	NO 

	Please explain your reasons and add any other comments you wish to make: 

Yes, qualified by the point made in Q1 that in reality there is no such thing as a purely national road or railway, and that very often the same facility needs to simultaneously accommodate local, regional and national movement needs.  The national motorway network may have been built for “national strategic” movement, but was immediately co-opted to play a central role in city/regional networks (for example, the M25, the M4), bringing with it both pros and cons in terms of the economic development of “exurbia” and the decline of the inner cities.  Therefore option generation, appraisal and decision-making of options for the “national” and “international”-designated networks needs to overtly recognise local and regional impacts, including land use/spatial development responses, both positive and negative.   


	5. Are there any strategic corridors that should be added to the national network? Or any corridors that should be removed from it? 
	YES 
	NO 

	Please explain your reasons and add any other comments you wish to make:
Our response to this question is provided under the response to Q8.

We have not spotted any difference between Figures 4.1 and 6.1 in the document.  

 

	6. Do you have any suggestions on how best to ensure that solutions for the national network and international networks and for the city and regional networks are developed in a joined-up way? 
	YES 
	NO 

	Please explain your reasons and add any other comments you wish to make: 

There needs to be a very clear and perhaps formalised means of gathering input and feedback from local and regional authorities on Whitehall-led studies and decisions.  The proposed “sounding boards” on national corridors need to be well organised and properly resourced and supported, perhaps using a dedicated website to the full.  For example, study documents and the minutes of sounding board meetings should be published on the web.  This additional rigour should make all tiers of government raise their game and allow the process of achieving joined-up government to be transparent.  


	7. Do you have any other comments on the approach, set out in this section, to taking forward the proposals contained in Towards a Sustainable Transport System? 
	YES 
	NO 

	Please explain your reasons and add any other comments you wish to make 

	8. Would you like to see any significant changes (additions or deletions) to these Strategic National Corridors? 
	YES 
	NO 

	Please give the supporting evidence for any suggested changes. 
The response set out below is a detailed response to Questions 5 & 8 prepared by a member of the Society, which has been endorsed by the TPS Board for formal submission to the Department.  The re-definition of strategic destinations proposed flows through to the suggested amendments to SNCs described in the text (and in the attached revised version of Fig 6.1), and to the responses provided to Questions 9 and 10.  
The response is put forward as one possible redefinition of the strategic national networks.  Further analysis would be required to confirm the details set out below, but the general principles are endorsed.  In particular, the TPS Board considers that the geography of strategic national corridors needs to take into greater account the economic geography of England as it exists today, spatial planning policy on growth areas, and the substantial population and economic activity outside the individual biggest urban centres.  
This response to Q5 & Q8 is divided into five sub-sections:

1. Definition of Strategic Destinations - Cities
2. Definition of Strategic Destinations - Ports

3. Passenger/freight issue on SNCs & risk of unintended consequences
4. Acknowledging the importance of territorial cohesion in defining the network

5. Suggested amendments to list of SNCs and their mapping in Figures 4.1 & 6.1
1. Definition of Strategic Destinations - Cities
The starting points for the definition of the Strategic Destinations seem flawed.  The effect is to give too little weight to the importance of population and business, and too great a weight to the importance of ports.  This leads to a serious flaw in the definition of the Strategic National Corridors (SNCs), which could lead to problematic unintended consequences.  

It is suggested that the list of ten Strategic Destinations based on cities as listed in Table 6.1 be extended to twenty, to provide a complete set of Strategic Destinations of national importance in terms of either strategic traffic generation or actual economic importance.  The cities would be added to the list on merit of their importance as centres of: 

(i)  sub-regions of national economic importance not otherwise represented;

(ii)  outlying sub-regions that otherwise would be remote from the SNC network; (iii)  nationally-designated Sustainable Communities Plan growth areas, intended to grow significantly in population and economic importance.

This approach would align DaSTS more closely with the spatial planning agenda and the emergence of planning based on functional sub-regions/city-regions.  

The ten cities listed in Table 6.1 are considered to be the correct ones (with the possible exception of Portsmouth), but the use of the Primary Urban Area population to define them is considered mistaken.  It is clearly the population and economic activity of whole conurbations and sub-regions which is of significance in terms of strategic traffic generation.  It is suggested that the population figures in Table 6.1 be amended as follows: 
Table 6.1: Top 10 cities (and surrounding urban areas) ranked by population

City

Population*
Area used for population figure
London

7,510,000
Greater London
Birmingham
2,600,000
former West Midlands county
Manchester
2,550,000
former Gtr Manchester county
Leeds
2,160,000
former West Yorkshire county
Liverpool
1,350,000
former Merseyside county
Sheffield
1,290,000
former South Yorkshire county
Newcastle

1,090,000
former Tyne & Wear county

Bristol

1,040,000
former Avon county

Nottingham

620,000
Greater Nottingham LTP area

Southampton-Portsmouth

1,000,000
Partnership for Urban South Hampshire area

* source: ONS Key Population and Vital Statistics, 2006
The additional cities that could be added as Strategic Destinations are as follows:
(i) Centres of sub-regions of national economic importance

· Reading/Oxford (Thames Valley, pop 1.5m)

· Ipswich (Haven Gateway, pop 0.75m)

· Middlesbrough (former county of Cleveland, pop 0.65m) 

(ii) Centres of outlying sub-regions otherwise remote from the SNC network 

· Plymouth (South Devon/Cornwall)

· Norwich (Norfolk)

· Hull (Humberside)

(iii) Centres of nationally-designated Sustainable Communities Plan growth areas

· Cambridge (London-Stansted-Cambridge-Peterborough growth area)

· Milton Keynes (Milton Keynes – South Midlands growth area)

· Ashford (Ashford growth area/East Kent sub-region).

The redefinition of strategic national destinations then flows through to the definition of SNCs as set out below, and the inclusion of passenger rail services as well as roads and rail freight services in the definition of the SNC’s components, as detailed in the response to Qs 9-11.  

The above list successfully removes the anomaly of centres of sub-regions of national economic importance being treated as Strategic Destinations (and hence on the SNC network) only by virtue of their having an important port.  The implications of this are described further in the sub-section 3 below.  

2.  Definition of Strategic Destinations - Ports 

What is functionally the single biggest roll-on roll-off port in England is missing from the map of strategic destinations – the Channel Tunnel terminal at Folkestone.  This should be added to the map for the sake of the credibility of the map; however, it doesn’t require any change to the definition of SNC1 London to the Kent Ports.
Although some reservations are held about the derivation of the list of the ten most important ports (using tonnage of cargo can be misleading in terms of accurately identifying the overall economic importance of a port and its importance as a generator of strategic inland transport, because large tonnages of raw materials can be used by portside heavy industries), the outcome is fine and no changes to the 10 ports and 7 airports listed as Strategic Destinations are proposed.  
3.  Passenger/freight issue on SNCs
It is considered that a major flaw in the definition of SNCs has been introduced by basing the definition of a number of Strategic Destinations on their status as ports, rather than as major centres of population and economic activity.   

A good example is SNC11 (Haven Ports to the Midlands), SNC12 (London to the Haven Ports) and SNC13 (Stansted Corridor).  Clearly the Haven Ports and Stansted Airport are Strategic Destinations of the first order.  On this basis the A14, A12 and M11 are rightly designated of national importance.  This has the side effect of putting Suffolk, Essex and Cambridgeshire on the national road network.  These counties should indeed be on the national network, as between them they account for 2.6m people, 5% of England’s population, and probably a greater share of its economy and strategic traffic; however, they should not be on it by a side effect.  

Because SNCs 11 & 12 are only designated because of the freight importance of Felixstowe, only freight services and not passenger services on the rail network are designated of national importance.  This creates an anomaly, because any improvements to the A12 and A14 will be enjoyed by strategic passenger traffic as much as by strategic freight traffic.  The same would not be true of improvements to the rail freight services.  
National network investment in the road network and rail freight services only on these SNCs could therefore, over time, have the effect of eroding the competitive position of rail for strategic passenger movement from an area containing a substantial proportion of England’s population, economy and strategic traffic demand – an unfortunate unintended consequence.  

On SNC13, the M11 as far as Cambridge/the A14 is rightly designated, but on the railway, only London-Stansted is designated, with movement north of Stansted to the rest of the country only being of strategic national importance when it chooses to go by road.  Failing to designate both the road option and the passenger rail option on any given SNC risks damaging the multi-modal approach to the development of the corridor.  

The remedy in this example is to add Ipswich and Cambridge to the list of Strategic Destinations of national importance and to add long-distance passenger rail services on SNCs 11, 12 and 13 onto the list of passenger rail services providing national strategic connectivity, as set out in the answer to Q10.  

4.  Acknowledging the importance of territorial cohesion in defining the network

National territorial cohesion should rightly be an overt consideration in defining the network.  Para 6.30 makes some comments about this under the heading “wider connectivity”, but we disagree with the conclusion.  

The major centres in outlying regions should be designated Strategic Destinations.  Two outlying areas left out of the SNC network are Devon/Cornwall and Norfolk.  Plymouth and Norwich could be so designated on this basis, with the impact on the definition of SNCs set out below.  Meanwhile, Cornwall should at least be present on the map as a basic courtesy.  Fig 4.1 as it currently stands, with Cornwall off the edge of the map altogether, could not do more to give Devon and Cornwall the impression that their needs are not taken seriously by Whitehall.  

5.  Summary of suggested amendments to SNCs and their mapping in Figures 4.1 & 6.1
An amended version of Figure 6.1 is attached for reference.  

· SNC1 becomes London – Ashford – Channel Tunnel – Dover

· SNC4 becomes Portsmouth – Southampton – Oxford – Birmingham

· SNC6 becomes London – Reading – Bristol – Plymouth

· SNC8 becomes London – Milton Keynes – Birmingham – Manchester - Carlisle
· SNC9 becomes Liverpool – Manchester – Leeds/Sheffield – Hull; the Leeds-Carlisle limb is removed from the map (see discussion below);

· SNC11 becomes Felixstowe/Harwich – Ipswich – Cambridge – Birmingham

· SNC12 becomes London – Ipswich/Felixstowe/Harwich - Norwich

· SNC13 becomes London – Stansted – Cambridge - Norwich.  
· A new SNC15 is created, Reading/Oxford – Milton Keynes - Cambridge
A new SNC for the Oxford – Cambridge Arc would be a bold step, but one which would be well justified on the basis of more strongly aligning DaSTS with the national economic development and spatial planning agenda.  It would be bold because it would designate a strategic national corridor on which there is no major road or rail route at present.  Designation of the corridor would highlight the biggest single remaining gap in the connectivity of the national network.  It would also stress the importance of developing connectivity between the Thames Valley and “the Cambridge phenomenon”, two of the most important high-tech business clusters in the country, which are crucial to the future success of the British economy.  

SNC 9:  The Leeds-Carlisle corridor (part of SNC 9 Trans-Pennine) in Fig 4.1 appears to be there in error.  Other rail freight only corridors do not merit their own line on Fig 4.1.  Although an important route in some respects, in terms of national importance this line represents only a large coal flow from Scotland to Yorkshire power stations, a flow which could easily disappear in future if alternative port provision were made.  It could possibly be replaced by a second trans-Pennine line recognising Yorkshire/North East-Glasgow routes, encompassing the A66 and A69.  Manchester – Sheffield has a line on Fig 4.1, without apparently having either a road link or passenger rail service of national importance.  In this case, it is argued here that the Manchester – Sheffield rail service (part of the wider Liverpool – Norwich service) is of strategic national importance, see answer to Q10. 

A general point that needs to be reinforced, perhaps by a note on the map, is that the SNC lines represent a strategic transport need and not the specific road that lies under that line.  Hence SNC10 simultaneously represents the M1, A1, the East Coast and Midland Main Lines.   

	9. Are there changes (additions or deletions) you would like to see to the strategic road infrastructure list? 
	YES 
	NO 

	Please give the supporting evidence for any suggested changes. 

The additional Strategic Destinations proposed in the response to Q8 would have the effect of requiring the following roads to be added to the defined SNC road infrastructure: 

A11 Cambridge – Norwich;
A38 Exeter – Plymouth.

The document recognises that the re-classification of some roads (in particular those to “dock gates”) from local to national could lead to anomalies.  Further detail should be provided on what the implications will actually be.  As pointed out elsewhere in this response, most roads and railways networks are carrying a mixture of local, regional and national traffic and, in some cases the proportion of national traffic on a designated national road will be quite small.  In the case of some of the port “gateway accesses”, the actual volume of traffic in total may be quite small.  



	10. Are there changes (additions or deletions) you would like to see to the passenger rail service list? 
	YES 
	NO 

	Please give the supporting evidence for any suggested changes. 

The following additions and deletions set out below are suggested, flowing from the response to Q8.  The net impact of the changes would be to ensure that more SNCs have both a road and passenger rail service identified as part of their key infrastructure for strategic passenger movement, instead of a road only.
SNC

Add/ delete
Rail service

Segment of service

Reason
1 London-Kent Ports
Add

Eurostar
St Pancras – Channel Tunnel
Omission from current Table 6.5, shown in Fig 6.3
1 London-Ashford-Kent Ports
Add

Southeastern High Speed (from 12/09)
St Pancras - Ashford
Addition of Ashford as strategic destination
3. London – Southampton
Add
SWT Waterloo – Weymouth 
Waterloo – Southampton
Addition of Southampton as city strategic destination
4. South Coast Ports to the Midlands

Add

East West Rail Western Section (proposed)

Reading - Oxford – SNC8 at Milton Keynes & SNC10 at Bedford

Additional route from South Coast to SNC8 (West Coast Main Line).  Related to proposed designation of new SNC15 for Oxford-Cambridge Arc.  
5. London Orbital 
Add
FGW Reading - Gatwick
Reading - Gatwick
Addition of Reading as strategic destination.
XC Guildford - Manchester
Reading - Guildford
Additional service on Gatwick – Reading line
6. London – S Wales/S West
Add
FGW Paddington - Penzance
Paddington – Plymouth via Bristol & Westbury
Addition of Plymouth as strategic destination
Delete 
XC services
Reading – Didcot Parkway
Not relevant to this corridor.
9. Trans-pennine
Add
TPE Scarborough - Liverpool
York – Leeds – Manchester - Liverpool
Liverpool – Manchester omitted from existing Table 6.5 & Fig 6.3, despite passenger rail service on corridor qualifying to be included in network under current definition of Liverpool as a city strategic destination.
Add

TPE Manchester Apt-Cleethorpes
Manchester Airport – Sheffield
Sheffield – Manchester omitted from existing Table 6.5 & Fig 6.3, despite passenger rail service on corridor qualifying to be included in network under current definition of Sheffield as a city strategic destination.
Add

EM Liverpool - Norwich

Liverpool – Manchester - Sheffield

As above.
SNC

Add/ delete
Rail service

Segment of service

Reason
Add
TPE Middlesbrough – Manchester Apt
All 
Addition of Middlesbrough as city strategic destination.  
Add

TPE Manchester - Hull

All

Addition of Hull as city strategic destination.  
11. Haven Ports – Midlands
Add
NXEA London – Peterborough via Ipswich
Ipswich – SNC10 at  Peterborough
Addition of Ipswich as city strategic destination. 
Add
XC Stansted - Birmingham
Cambridge – Peterborough – Leicester - Birmingham
Addition of Cambridge as a city strategic destination.
Add

EM Norwich - Liverpool

SNC 13 at Ely – SNC 10 at Peterborough

Addition of Norwich as city strategic destination.

12. London – Ipswich – Norwich
Add
NXEA London -  Norwich
Liverpool St – Ipswich – Norwich
Addition of Norwich and Ipswich as city strategic destinations.
13. London – Stansted – Cambridge – Norwich
Add
XC Stansted – Birmingham
Stansted – Cambridge – SNC 11 at Ely
Stansted corridor to Cambridge included in existing list of SNCs; should include the passenger rail service as well as M11 road.  
Add
EM Norwich - Liverpool
Norwich - SNC11 at Ely
Addition of Norwich as city strategic destination.
15 (new):

Oxford – Milton Keynes – Cambridge
Add
East West Rail (proposed)
Oxford – Milton Keynes – Luton Airport – Cambridge
Designation of this corridor as a SNC will stress the importance of providing a strategic link across the worst existing gap in the national network.  



	11. Are there changes (additions or deletions) you would like to see to the rail freight service list? 
	YES 
	NO 

	Please give the supporting evidence for any suggested changes. 
Although the network defined in Figure 6.3 is probably largely right, it is considered that Table 6.6 is too detailed, in places getting down to the detail of listing individual sites and individual freight contracts, which are subject to change.  A more strategic approach would define the network on the basis of all strategic freight flows which are capable of being carried by rail, rather than solely those which are currently carried by rail.  This would include the network needed to service a network of strategic rail freight interchanges, many of which are not yet in place.  

	12. Are there changes (additions or deletions) you would like to see to the air service list? 
	YES 
	NO 
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