DfT consultation, December 2017:
‘Proposals for the creation of a Major Road Network’

TransportPlanning Society responseto consultation
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Introduction

The Transport Planning Society (TPS) aims to facilitate, develop and promote best practice
in transport planning and provide a focus for dialogue between all those engaged in it,
whatever their background or other professional affiliation. TPS was established, and
continuesto be supported by four professionalsocieties with aninterestin the subject: the
Institute of Civil Engineers, the Chartered Institute of Logistics and Transport, the
Chartered Institution of Highways and Transportation, and the Royal Town Planning
Institute.

The TPS has over 1400 individual members and corporate membership which includes
many of the major consultancies that undertake transport work. The TPS has developed
the widely-recognised qualification of Transport Planning Professional, the only such
gualificationinthe UK and internationally regarded as an exemplar.

The TPS conducts regular surveys of its members’ views on major public policy issuesinthe
field of transport planning, and these inform this response. The following broad and
strongly held strands of opinion are particularly relevant to the present submission:

o Therecognition thattransport needsand provision mustbe seeninthe wider
context of its economic, social and environmental impacts;

e Thecrucial importance of a strategicsense of direction for efficientlong-term
planningandinvestment; and

e The strong relationship of transport to spatial (land-use) planning.

Our visionisthat transport planning should contribute to making placesthat are not only
well-connected, but also attractive, productive and sustainable.

TPS perspective on the Major Road Network (MRN) proposal

The TPS has responded to other recent consultations with a bearing on the present
proposals for a MRN. These include DfT’s consultation on the future programme of
investments (RIS2) in England’s Strategic Road Network (SRN), and DCLG’s consultations on
the Housing White Paper and proposals forsetting housing needs targets at District level.
We pointed out:

o Theneedto manage trafficgrowth generated by capacity increases onthe SRN, to
integrate local proposals that would help reduce traffic, and to avoid encouraging a
more dispersed and less sustainable pattern of land-use.

e Housingpolicy aimstoincrease the number of new homesbuilteachyear by
releasingmore land. Thisadditional land is almost entirelygreenfield, which diverts
resources from brownfield development and the regeneration of existinghomesin
towns and cities. Since 90% of housing choices are met by churn of existinghomes
and only 10% by new, we showed that the overall effect of current policy isboth to
reduce housing choice and toincrease transport demand.

We are concerned that the proposals forthe MRN will have the effect of prioritisinginter-
urban road improvements over wider intra-urban transport needs, exacerbating these
problems. In addition to any such redirection of central funding, we see a risk that local
authorities will be incentivised to spend more of their own funds on the MRN (given the
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attraction of Governmentsupport) than onthe same roads now, leavingreduced levels of
fundingforpurelylocal schemes.

On a wider issue, much hinges on government management of the network and its
influenceonlocal trafficmovements. Forexample, will the government be willingto fund
schemesonthe MRN designedtoincrease MRN capacity and divert trafficawayfrom less
suitable local roads. More information is needed about how government management
strategy for the MRN will differfrom local authority strategy forthe same roads currently
entirely undertheir control.

The proposals appearto have been developed without considering the possibility that they
will resultin more dispersed housing and labour markets, and longersupply chains. This
incurs risks of loss of urban agglomeration economies, and of generated trafficdissipating
the initial benefits from reduction of congestion.

Structure of responses

The consultation paperseeks responsesto 16 specificquestions under five main headings:

Core principles (Section 4, Question 1)
Definingthe MRN (Section 5, Questions 2-6)
Investment planning (Section 6, Questions 7-11)

A w N e

Eligibility & investment assessment (Section 7, Questions 12-15)
5. Otherconsiderations (Section 8, Question 16).
This response groups our comments in the same order, but focuses on the specific

guestions mostrelevantto ourconcerns.
1. Core principles

The ‘Core principles’ describe the scope and administrative function of the MRN plan and
programme ratherthan itsfunction.

Question 1: do we agree with the Core Principles?

The crucial points from our perspectiveare that they stake a claim for a long-termfunding
stream, and reserve decisions about both the extent of the MRN and scheme priorities to
the Secretary of State. Inthe contextof currentand future publicexpenditure prospects,
these points have implications both for the distribution of resources between headings,
and the locus of decision-making.

We have strongreservations on both counts:

e We have already commented on the effect of the implied shift of resource s from
intraurban transportto inter-urban roads. We consider that this will drive wider
dispersion of locational choices by both households and businesses, primarily by
churn within the already existing stocks of buildings, but exacerbated by current
housingand spatial planning policies for the location of new development. This will
generate additional traffic, negatinginitialimprovementsininter-urban access.

e Thereservation of decision-making to the Secretary of State undermines the
capacity of local planning and transport authorities to collaborate in more
integrated transportand spatial transport policies at ‘widerthanlocal’ levels. The
emerging strategies of Combined Authorities and Transport Boards for transport,
economicdevelopmentand housingalreadylack coherence becausethey track back
to separate central funding sources. TransportSecretaries, pastand present, have
used majorroad funding as form of political patronage?, and this proposal would

! Local TransportToday (740, 2 February 2018), ‘DfT’s large local majors fund goes to Tory constituencies’. The
£429m sofarawarded has gone to constituencies where the local Conservative MP was a vocal supporter.
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permitthat practice to continue. Notonlydoesthisinhibitgood local policy-
making, some of the decisions are poorvalue for money even by DfT’s own
appraisal criteria.

These points are developed further under subsequent headings.

2. Defining the MRN

The MRN isdefined primarily interms of trafficflows above a ‘defined level’. Curiously this
level is not stated in the consultation paper, though the ‘indicative’ MRN must embody
such a definition. The MRN consultation references the Rees-Jeffreys Road Fund (RJRF)
study with the same title, and this set the level at an AADF >20,000 (or >10,000 as long as
the proportion of HGV traffic was at least 5%, or of LGV trafficat least 15%).

In addition to this quantitative criterion, arange of more qualitativecriteriawere applied:
addinglinks necessary fora‘coherent network’; removingisolated lengths; ensuring links
to airports, ports and places over 50,000 population; and adding links thought necessary
for resilience in case of disruption of the SRN. The extent of the RJRF network was 8,000
miles (including the 4,400 mile SRN, managed by Highways England (HE)). The ‘core
principles’ separate off the SRN, so the implied length of MRN is some 3,600 miles —
though this figure again does not appear. However, the resulting maps are very similar
(though with a few extralinks, perhaps representing the ‘resilience’ criterion).

Question 2: Quantitative criteria
We have major concerns about the dominance of existing trafficlevels as the basis for the
MRN definition. The failureto consider and differentiate between the purposesthat such
traffic may be serving seems to undermine the idea that the MRN expresses vital
underlying functions of widerthan local importance.

Without such distinctions, the underlying policy becomes ‘predictand provide’ applied to
links meeting the chosen thresholds. As pointed out in our response to the SRN
consultation, unless there is effective management of demand, traffic growth (including
that generated by the improvements themselves) will erode the initial benefits.

Question 3: qualitative criteria

The purpose of the MRN is stated as being strategic, but the extent and nature of the
networkis notdirectly influenced by the origins, destinations and purposes of travel. We
may speak of the ‘circulation of traffic’, but the implied similarity with the circulation of
bloodis misleading. Vehicles are independently mobile units, are notdrivenbyacommon
vital purpose, and the numberandidentity of those incirculationis notconstant. Even on
motorways, a large proportion of the traffic is making short journeys or only using short
sections of the route. Such trafficsignificantly impedes any strategic purpose that depends
on facilitatinglonger distance connections.

It is unsafe to assume that a continuously high volume of traffic along a route implies
continuity of journeys orastrategic purpose. The qualitative criteriafavouring continuity
may be justified in some circumstances, forexamplewhere thereisa polycentricclusterof
economically interactive centres, or where a centre of productionis particularly dependent
on a port or airport for personnel or materials. However, drawing links purely for
continuity, without understanding the actual purposes of the traffic using them is
potentially wasteful ‘helicopter planning’. There are examples of this on the indicative
network (see response to Question 5below).

While there is some logic in including links for connectivity purposes or as diversionary
routes to improve resilience of the SRN, it is unclear how the Business Case for
improvements to such links would be made under normal WebTAG criteria. How would
improved resilience of the SRN be valued, forexample? A new methodology will be needed
to identify the true value of such links
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Questions 4 and 5: Does the consultation network identify all sections of road that
should be included in the MRN? Are there sections that should not be included?

5.8 Without an alternative data base it is difficult to comment on specific links in the light of
the criticisms made above, but there are some categories forwhichitis hard to envisage a
strategic rather than primarily local purpose. Giving such routes preferential access to
improvement funding runs strongrisks of unintended side effects (discussedinrelation to
Questions 7-10 below).

e In manyplaces MRN statusis proposed for routes accessinglocal centres fromthe
SRN (for instance, small non-port towns along the south coast like Bosham, Bognor,
Hastings, Romney).

e |n contrast major conurbations, including London, have much sparser MRN
proposals. This may appropriately reflect better provision of publictransport,
though that does notappear amongst MRN criteria, and begs the question about
the relationship with interurban rail elsewhere.

o Similarly, thereare manylong cross-country strands of MRN, beginningand ending
insizeable places butfarmore likely to be used mainly forlocal purposes by much
smallerplacesinbetween (eg Cheltenham-Oxford, Kidderminster-Tenbury (Ludlow),
Stoke-Shrewsbury, Eastbourne-Hastings-Ashford).

Question 6: Future reviews of MRN

5.9 It is proposed to review the MRN every five years, to coincide with the RIS cycle for the
SRN.
5.10 While there is logic in this approach, we would note that continuity will be important to

network stability and return on long-terminvestments.

6 3. Investment planning

6.1 It is proposed that LAs, LEPs and RTBs should collaborate to produce a Regional Evidence
Base, and on this basisidentify commonissues and priority corridors. Decisions onfunding
support for MRN schemes would be central, but responsibility for delivery would be local,
and local contributions to the cost would normally be required.

Question 7: Do you agree with the roles for local, regional and national bodies?
Question 8: What additional responsibilities, if any, should be included? At what level?

Question 9: Regional groupings to support the investment planning of the MRN in
areas where no sub-national transport bodies (STBs) exist?
6.2 In many respects the funding regime is similar to the Regional Funding Allocations

operated 2004-2010. This has its merits, but these are compromised by the context:

e thescopeis MRN-specific, ratherthan including other aspects of transport or other
sectors such as housing;

e the proposed Regional Evidence Base would existinisolation from any otherregion-
specificinstitutional, planning or legislative basis.

6.3 Carving out a dedicated funding stream for MRN, defined in the terms proposed, would
shiftthe overall transportfunding balance in favour of improvinginter-urban roads. Past
failures to improve intra-urban transport has fuelled a process of dispersion of urban
critical mass (de-agglomeration) in the UK since at least the 1960s, and this risks making
mattersworse.

6.4 The 1996 RIRF ‘New Realism’ study expressed aconsensusinfavourof new approaches to
manage travel demand and a focus on transport’s wider and longer-term aims. The
SACTRA report on Transport and the Economy (1999) showed that time-savings from
congestionreduction are converted into changed patterns of locationand travel, and are
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lost in the process. Any long-term economic value from reducing congestion therefore
dependsonwhetherthe new spatial patternis more productive thanthe old.

6.5 We consider the narrow focus of the MRN proposal on interurban road transport and
congestion aretrograde step. Regional transportisdealt withinisolationfrom its spatial
implications. Whileitiswelcomethat DfTis proposing a Regional Evidence Base, there are
no otherregional institutional or planning mechanisms. Indeed MHCLGhas moved in the
opposite direction, proposing housing targets set at the level of individual Districts rather
than strategicHousing Market Areas. TPS comments onthe MHCLG consultation ‘Planning
for the right homes in the right places’ are appended as they are relevant to the present
submission.

6.6 Our viewsontheroles of local, regional and national bodies are:

a) Local authorities, intheirdealings with CAs, STBs and LEPs, should ensure that all
aspects of transport are considered together, and are recognised as integral
components of their core place-makingrole.

b) The government needsto delegate strategicspatial planning responsibilities to all
Combined Authorities (as has been done for Greater Manchester).

c) Atnationallevelthere needtobe a clearly expressed policies for:
e Therelationship between economic, housing and transport priorities.
e Thebalance betweenintra- andinter-urbantransport, both road and rail modes.

Question 10: Are there any other factors, or evidence, that should be included within
the scope of the Regional Evidence Bases?

6.7 UK cities (other than London) generally have lower than national average productivity,
while comparable continental European cities are generally more productive than their
nations. It can be seen from Figure 1 (taken from the Cabinet Office report ‘Unlocking
growth in cities’ (2011)) that the urban/national productivity difference of the largest
provincial cities is mostly strongly negative in the UK (-10 to -30%), but mostly strongly
positive in Germany (+10-60%) and in northern Italy (+5-30%).

Figure |: GDP per capita of the eight largest non-capital cities in England, compared to the eight
highest performing non-capital cities in Germany, France, Spain and Italy (2007) (0% = countries’
national average)'?

|H|In H“I,- AT IIu|||| qulif

6.8 The economicsignificance of thisis that moving from an average productivity difference of
-10% to +10% would represent a gain to the UK of around £100bn GDP per annum. The
more compact, liveable spatial pattern of cities in many continental countries, particularly
their high quality public transport, appears to deliver tangible results in terms of
productivity through agglomeration. This in turn arises (at least in part) from a long
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tradition of better integrated, planned and funded intra-urban transport (which also
contributesto London’s relative success in these terms - +40% on the same metric)2.

6.9 We therefore consider that the Regional Evidence Base for transport planning purposes
(including MRN) should coverawiderrange than the proposed focus on network condition
and performance, network-wide issues and solutions, and the potential and sequencing of
interventions. At a minimum it should include information and analysis relevant to the
interaction of transport with spatial and place-making aims (economic, social and
environmental).

Question 11: Do you agree with the role that has been outlined for Highways England?
6.10 It is proposed that Highways England could provide programme support to DfT and

technical advice and delivery support to LAs. We have no comment on this proposal.

7 4. Eligibility and investment assessment

7.1 MRN funding will be separate from Highway Maintenance and Transport Blockfunding to
local authority roads (which include work on the MRN), and is to be ‘targeted towards
significant interventions that will transform important stretches of the MRN’ (eg by-passes,
missing links, widening, major structural renewals and junction improvements, VMS
signing, and corridor packages). Bids for funding contributions are expected to be in the
range £20-50m, up to a maximum of £100m. Schemes that form alink to the MRN or are
wholly onthe SRN will not be eligible, norwill publictransportenhancements or LA-wide
MRN funding pots.

Question 12: Do you agree with the cost thresholds outlined?

Question 13: Do you agree with the eligibility criteria outlined?
7.2 We have commented in response to Questions 1, 2, 3, 7, 8, 9 and 10 on the impact on

other transport priorities of defining a new transport funding stream for the MRN. We
note that no indication of the amount of such funding is given in the consultation, and
without this it is difficult to know how significant such impacts might be. However, itis
clear that central earmarking of funds in such a way interferes with the local decision-
makingthat isimportant to integrating transport with other place-making actions.

Question 14: Do you agree with the investment assessment criteria outlined?

Question 15: What, if any, additional criteria should be included in the proposal?
7.3 The investment criteria (congestion reduction, environmental impact, economic growth,

housing delivery, safety, non-motorised users, end-to-end SRN and MRN journey times,
reliability and resilience) broadly follow WebTAG, though with some significant variations.

7.4 Congestion reduction: Our main comment is that the focus on user time savings that
comes with the WebTAG methodology increases our concern that the effect of MRN
designation will be to reinforce the tendency to ‘predict and provide’ as the maindriver of
investment priorities. As noted in our responses to Questions 12 and 13 this interferes
with the local decision-making thatisimportant tointegrating transport with other place -
makingactions.

7.5 Economic growth: the criterion now includes reference to industrial strategy and
rebalancing, and a ‘Rebalancing Toolkit’ has been published alongside the MRN
consultation. The main section of the ‘Toolkit’ (Part 1) is devoted to scheme level
examination, so by definition cannot address inter-regional imbalances. We would
commentthat Part 1 adds nothingto existing WebTAG units on ‘wider economicbenefits’,
which in practice depend heavilyoninterpretation (and factoring up) of usertime savings.

2 M Parkinson (2011), ‘Secondary Cities in Europe: Performance, Policies and Prospects’ — Presentation of
ESPON research
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This adds little of value in terms of understanding the dynamics of local economicgrowth,
or contributingtoit.

7.6 Potentially more significant is that Part 2 deals with rebalancing programmes between
regions, taking into account the balance of spending per capita, options and strategic
alternatives, the impacts onregional imbalance (now and inthe future), and the attitudes
of key regional stakeholders. We would comment that the proposed criteria should be
appliedtothe MRN proposalitself, and thatitis clearly the responsibility of DfTto do so.

7.7 Housing delivery: supportforthisaim is placed nextto economicgrowth and rebalancing,
clearlyimplying a high priority. TPS has commentedinresponseto MHCLG consultations?
that because housing policy to improve affordability depend heavily onadditional homes
for sale it will have very serious transportimplications. Oursubmissiondemonstrated that
provision of land is proposed that in aggregate exceeds effective demand for viable
development. Thiswillincrease travel demands, both through dispersion of new homes
and, to a much greater extent, changing occupancy of existing ones (‘churn’). This risks
swamping the benefits of even the best practice integration of transport within new
developments atthe local level.

7.8 Urban regeneration and social housing provision have more important roles in meeting
housing needs than additional homes for sale®. Urban regeneration, particularly where
well-integrated with publictransport provision has animportantrole in counteracting the
growth in transport demand, whereas making housing delivery a key aim of MRN
improvements willdrive dispersion. Because of theirsignificance totransportwe append
both submissions to this response.

7.9 Some hope that the planning system can limit the damage done by dispersion driven by
inter-urban roads. Thisis not the case, because 90% of housing choice is accommodated
by ‘churn’ of existing properties, and is largely immune to planning. Figure 2 below is
taken from our response to the Housing White Paper.

Figure 2: Effects of current housing and transport policies — a vicious circle

PRESENT POLICIES /\
Housing priority: ¢ Diffuse, plentiful greenfield sites e Pre-empts infrastructure/service funds
numbers new build ® Suits high-price/margin housing e Deterioration of existing stock
Transport priority:
support new More congestion, more
development emissions, lower productivity
o Differential migration, polarisation e More diffuse travel patterns
e Loss of agglomeration advantages e More car-dependency, congestion
7.10 We drew particularattentionin ourresponse on Planning Policy Guidance ‘The right homes

in the right places’ to the implications fortransport of the effects of:

3 TPS responses (May and November 2017 respectively) to DCLG consultations on the Housing White Paper
(‘Fixing the broken housing market’) and Planning Policy Guidance(‘Theright homes in the right places’).

4 New market housingis mostly aimed at existing owner-occupiers, and priced well above levels affordableto
firsttime buyers. Around 80% of newly forming households over the next 20 years are currently under 25, and
their needs are met mainly by lower priced existing stock. Benefits to them from new build depend largely on
the vagaries of ‘trickledown’.
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a) Estimatinghousingneedsatindividual Districtlevelratherthan wider Housing Market
Areas, preventing coherent planning of transport for labour markets;

b) Long-term commitmentstoland on the basis of volatile projections inhibiting efficient
planningand provision of infrastructureand services that require longerlead times,
such as transport;

¢) Theuse of the ratio of workplace house pricestoincomesas the indicator of
‘affordability’ forthe purpose of adding housing provision for ‘market signals’.
Dormitory suburbs typically have expensive houses and few (and poorly paid) jobs, so
these would have the highest ratios and be required to add most housing. Unlessthis
issocial housing, these homes will remain unaffordable to local workers (as builders
price for the existing market), and will increase commutinginviciouscircle.

7.11 We pointed out that there is a serious risk of ‘good’ transport policies adding fuel to the
fire. The scenario already being played out in London (and to some extent other
conurbations) is that high-priced ex-urban housing will attract highly paid commuters to
the centres London, encouraged by publictransportimprovements. Meanwhilegenuinely
affordable and social rented housing nearer the centre is being replaced by high density
but highrentinvestor housing, with the presentinhabitants (often workinglocallyin lower
paidjobs) being displaced to cheaperbut more distant suburbs. Most of these movements
will be accommodated by churn of existing homes rather new building, generating
additional transport demands on both road and rail.

8 5. Other considerations

Question 16: Is there anything further you would like added to the MRN proposals?
8.1 We have no other comments
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