Introduction

1 The Transport Planning Society (TPS) has as its key aim: to facilitate, develop and promote best practice in transport planning and provide a focus for dialogue between all those engaged in it.  In pursuing this TPS has regional and national branches, holds regular seminars and meetings, supports the Transport Planning Professional (TPP) qualification, and runs a bursary scheme for young professionals.  The elected Board takes responsibility for policy development and planning the society’s events programme.
2 This submission responds to the call for evidence on “Transport and the Economy” by the select Committee on Transport.  We note that further evidence is sought after the contents of the Comprehensive Spending Review, due in October, are published.  We would wish to do so, since we will then have available the full results of a survey of our members’ views on the current economic situation and its impact on transport planning and investment.  We can then assess the CSR in the light of the Society’s views.
3 We have nevertheless been able to use the preliminary results from our survey to respond to the key issues identified by the Committee.

4 Before doing so, we wish to draw attention to some underlying principles in terms of what transport can achieve in relation to national objectives.

Key issues for transport planning and the economy

5 We start from the premise that transport is somewhat different from other policy areas for two important reasons.  
6 The first is that transport planning is a key facilitator for other policies rather than an end in itself.  Obviously there are certain transport industries (such as aerospace and vehicle manufacture) which have a more direct role in the national economy.  Even their eventual purpose is to facilitate social and economic activities in terms of communications or personal travel.  This leads to the paradox that in many ways, the less transport the better, providing the other objectives are met.

7 This fact underpins objectives such as “minimising the need to travel” or “reducing transport intensity” and makes the link between transport planning and land use planning explicit and comprehensible.  This interaction is widely recognised as key, and indeed would be hard to argue against.  However, a co-ordinated approach to land use and transport is not reflected in the current administrative and financial planning for either.  Transport assessments in particular are carried out at too late a stage in the process.

8 This is relevant in the current climate and to the Committee’s investigation, because there are major costs involved in this current failure.  These are reflected in the ongoing resources used (including increasing imports of oil) as well as the need for infrastructure investment to meet demand and revenue to maintain the transport systems.

9 Transport demand could be influenced by, for example, early transport cost assessments for alternative development sites, or the true costs of closing local facilities.  The other means by which it could be moderated, through various forms of restraint, including both price and supply (particularly parking) have been largely absent.
10 Thus, in response to the Committee’s questions, Eddington did not fully take into account the issue of resource costs.  Minimising them is critical to the efficiency of any society and its economy.  As the world population grows, and economic activity grows with it, there will have to be a greater emphasis on resource productivity rather than labour productivity.
11 The second point of difference is that transport has a very wide range of impacts on third parties (externalities) and these tend to be very powerful.  This is well understood in relation to climate change, but in recent years this has led to a slight underplaying of other environmental impacts, such as air pollution and noise.

12 There are a huge range of environmental, social, and economic effects with no consistent approach to including them either in appraisal or in terms of the way transport users pay for travel.  There have been various attempts to put money values on some of them.  This illustrated by considering a few diverse examples:

· Community severance: is this a “combination factor” or can it be measured separately?  Not currently costed.

· Landscape: there are various methods for costing which have been used, but can we really put a price on the Cliffs of Dover?
· Congestion: since most transport infrastructure is based on saving time, this is commonly valued in appraisal.  However, the cost is rarely charged, despite Government’s desire to do so.
· Health: in transport, the benefits of cycling have now been costed, and included in scheme appraisal.  This has raised the benefit to cost ratio of cycling schemes dramatically.  It is interesting that the increasing use of motorised transport, and facilitating that increase, is not counted as a disbenefit. 
13 We consider that these issues need to be addressed by transport planners as objectively as possible, but remaining aware of the complex interactions which are the hallmark of transport planning.
14 The next section addresses the Committee’s questions in the light of the initial results from our member survey.
Member survey and the Committee’s questions
Have the UK's economic conditions materially changed since the Eddington Transport Study and, if so, does this affect the relationship between transport spending and UK economic growth?
15 Economic conditions have clearly changed, but there needs to be greater understanding of how this will affect future transport plans.  For example, the type of travel demand produced by a consumer and service led economy will differ from that produced by a more “balanced” economy in terms of assembly and manufacturing.  This is not just in terms of freight.
16 A second key issue will be the impact on the balance of payments of transport’s demand for oil.  The UK stopped being a net exporter of oil in 2005 and no longer conceals the real cost to the economy of such imports.

17 As suggested earlier, the most likely projections for raw materials and population growth (which is stronger than Eddington envisaged) indicate a move to resource productivity rather than labour productivity.  Recycling is the most obvious example.

18 In terms of transport spending, this suggests a greater emphasis on maintaining, and managing the assets we have rather than embarking on what Eddington called “grands projets”.  This is reflected in our member survey, where only 18% identified high speed rail as important, and major trunk road schemes were even lower at 9%.  One exception to this was that only 10% thought grants for electric cars were a priority.
What type of transport spending should be prioritised, in the context of an overall spending reduction, in order best to support regional and national economic growth?
19 While not “grands projets”, local schemes which create a step change in transport, for example through urban rapid transit, may need to be pursued.  However, these need to reflect genuine local needs, for example in the context of new development and regeneration, but also arising from travel planning initiatives.

20 In this context, initial analysis of our survey shows the following top priorities:
· travel behaviour change (61.2%)
· road maintenance (56.5%)
· non-high speed rail capacity (52.6%)
· walking and cycling (55%)
How should the balance between revenue and capital expenditure be altered?
21 Although this was not a specific question in our survey, there is widespread support for greater flexibility between capital and revenue spending.  This is particularly important for the transport sector, where revenue spend, for example demand management, can substitute for capital expenditure, for example on new capacity.

22 An area which was included was whether new sources of revenue were needed and which should be used.  This was split between national and local sources.

23 Nationally, top priority was given to increasing the level and scope of aviation taxes, scoring an average 3.49 out of a possible maximum of 5.  Next came Lorry Road user Charging (3.18), very closely followed by national road pricing (3.16) and a national parking space levy (3.15).

24 Locally, charging developers a transport levy was most favoured (3.72), followed by workplace parking levies (3.30).  Interestingly, charging for all parking spaces (including retail) scored almost as well (3.27).  Support was weaker for local user pricing (2.83) or local road tolls (2.40).
25 There is strong recognition of the need to find new sources of revenue for transport at the local level.
Are the current methods for assessing proposed transport schemes satisfactory?

26 Our survey showed 41% thought major reform was needed, and 28% that minor reforms were required.  Only 2% considered the current methodology satisfactory.  An interesting finding was that 21% felt that decisions were made politically and that elaborate appraisal was not needed at all.

27 In terms of the reforms needed, top priority was representing carbon in appraisal (67%) closely followed by Smarter Choices and non-time saving economic costs and benefits (both 65%).  Representing the health disbenefits of motorised modes was also identified as a missing element (56%).  Individual comments noted the need for links with land use planning and economic benefits, but others called for current methods to be simplified.
28 This reflects the view that a longer term reform is needed, but simpler high level methods, for example checking schemes against health or climate change objectives, should be used.  These would be particularly useful when decisions have to be reached quickly in response to economic constraints.

How will schemes be planned in the absence of regional bodies and following the revocation and abolition of regional spatial strategies?

29 Given the criticism of regional bodies for producing compromise lists of local schemes rather than thinking strategically, the survey results were not surprising, with only 24% believing that they had improved transport decision making.  

30 The most favoured option, but not a clear majority view, was to develop new, devolved arrangements (36%).  However, 21% thought that local government should get on with making its own arrangements, and by contrast 19% thought that central government should take the lead in producing regional strategies.
Conclusions

Our overall position is that the best long term approach, in terms of transport and the economy, can be summarised as follows.

31 The development of transport planning skills will be essential to our domestic and international economic performance and must not be compromised by national spending cuts.

32 In terms of transport delivery, one of the most cost effective ways of supporting the economy is to co-ordinate it with land use planning.  There needs to be much greater emphasis on reducing the need to travel.

33 Beyond this there is a need to manage demand, both to reduce congestion and achieve social and environmental goals.

34 Managing demand should start by better reflecting the external costs imposed by transport use.  While a national road user scheme has been put to one side by the Coalition, it has widespread support in the profession.  However, Lorry Road User Charging is in the Coalition agreement and this could be an important source of new revenue, as well as addressing the high level of unmet external and congestion costs.  Parking controls and levies could also make a major contribution.  

35 Such schemes may appear to increase costs for some individuals and companies, but nationally would encourage efficiency, for example addressing the serious under utilisation of heavy goods vehicles.

36 We thus continue to support the Eddington emphasis on smaller scale schemes and for a “maintain and manage” approach.  This means that capital spending on capacity can be avoided or reduced, but much revenue spending will need to be protected.

37 In a time of economic constraint, maintaining the assets we have should have priority over new capacity.
38 In addition, the move towards more sustainable delivery of transport will of itself deliver economic benefits through the decreased consumption of non-renewable resources.
