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Introductory Statement  

1. I am Phil Goodwin, Professor of Transport Policy at the University of the West of 

England, and Emeritus Professor at University College London. I have a degree in 

economics and a PhD in civil engineering (transport studies), both from University 

College London. I have worked as a local government official in the Planning and 

Transportation Department of the GLC (1974-1979); as Deputy then Director of the 

Transport Studies Unit, University of Oxford (1979-1995) and as Professor of 

Transport Policy and Director of TSU at UCL (1996-2004). I was a member of the 

Standing Advisory Committee on Trunk Road Appraisal for ten years, and co-author 

of its reports on environmental appraisal (1991), induced traffic (1994) and transport 

and the economy (1999). I have advised local and national governments on transport 

policy and project appraisal. 

2. I appear as an independent expert witness at the request of Transport Solutions for 

Lancaster and Morecambe (TSLM), who are objectors to the scheme. I am not a 

member of that body, or otherwise involved in transport policy discussions in the area 

of Lancashire County Council1, I have no conflicts of interest, though I am involved 

in a number of relevant activities including preparing to carry out an external review 

of the Highways Agency’s proposals for widening the M6, and assisting the 

Department for Transport on best practice for ‘Smart’ policy measures, the public 

acceptability of road pricing, and the appraisal of wider economic benefits. The 

evidence in this document is my own personal judgement, not that of any other body. 

3. This statement consists of an expansion of some but not all parts of the document 

written by Michael Porter for TSLM, which included a summary of my evidence.  For 

convenience, I have included the relevant sections of that document here. I also 

include some additional calculations based on technical papers provided by LCC, 

which were not available earlier.  
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� �apart from a connection as policy adviser to the European ‘Civitas’ initiative, in which I have worked with 
representatives of the City of Preston which is a prominent and active member in advocating the use of demand 
management measures to reduce excessive traffic.�
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Overview 

4. At the heart of the promoters’ case is the proposition that the scheme’s exceptional 

contribution to solving congestion and enabling economic regeneration makes it 

worth accepting the environmental damage it will cause. My evidence mainly relates 

to the claim that it will solve, or materially help to solve, congestion. I argue that the 

case for this is very doubtful, not robust to assumptions or methods, and that there are 

better ways of doing so that are more in tune with policy thinking of the government 

and indeed of the authority. 

5. The policy and forecasting assumptions used by LCC describe a situation in which 

substantial traffic growth continues, mostly by car, from 2001 to 2025. A substantial 

majority of the travel in the modelled area will be experiencing higher traffic flows on 

unimproved roads, therefore with worse traffic congestion, in 2025 than in 2001. 

Within this, users of the link, who are a small proportion of the total traffic on the 

network, are offered faster speeds for that part of their journey on the link in 2010, but 

which decline from then onwards until 2025 and only stop declining further thereafter 

by assumption, not by considered judgement or formal forecast or even explicit 

discussion. 

6. The benefits of the scheme are measured as the difference between the ‘with’ and 

‘without’ conditions each year for 60 years, discounted back to the present. (That is, if 

the ‘with’ case is better than the ‘without’ case, as forecast, this is counted as a benefit 

even if both are worse than today’s conditions). On the LCC figures, about three 

quarters of all the estimated user benefits accrue in the period from 2025 to 2069, a 

period for which no modelling, forecasts or policy analysis of any kind have been 

carried out. Therefore the majority of the calculated benefits depend on the 

assumption that no further traffic growth will continue to erode the initial advantage 

after 2025, in the ‘with’ case. Similarly, all the benefits as calculated depend on the 

presumption that no other action will be taken to improve travel conditions in the 

‘without’ case, from now until 2069. 

7. The forecasts do not include public transport, walking, cycling, or any other method 

of personal travel other than the car. A simplified method is used for making an 

average allowance for extra traffic induced by the scheme, but it does not distinguish  
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the longer journey distances due to changing destination choice, or shifts from public 

transport, or switching from short walk trips to longer car trips. No estimates have 

been made for any of these, or for any potential for other polices such as ‘smarter 

choices’, reallocation of road capacity, or road pricing, to have an effect on traffic, 

either with or without the scheme, within the entire 60-year period. But prima facie 

(since the number of car trips is forecast to grow substantially, and more with the 

scheme than without) LCC presume that any policies to favour other modes or reduce 

car dependence will have been ineffective in counteracting the extra car use: therefore 

car dependence overall will increase, and will increase more with the scheme than 

without. 

8. Each of these problems is made more difficult to address by the methods of modelling 

and forecasting used, but even so it would be quite possible to carry out tests of the 

robustness of the scheme to these critical assumptions, and to the possibility that there 

will be national or local road pricing within the next 70 years. Such tests are certainly 

allowed, and arguably encouraged or required, by the Department for Transport’s 

guidance: in any case there would have been no obstacle to carrying them out, which 

can still be done. The tests would all have the effect of improving the ‘do-minimum’ 

case (or rather redefining it as a ‘do-something-more sensible’ case), or reducing the 

incremental advantages attributed to the link, or both.  

9. On this basis I judge that the claimed traffic advantages have been substantially 

overestimated. Therefore this part of the ‘exceptional’ case for approving the scheme 

is weak. 

PART ONE.  ASSUMING THE LCC FORECASTS ARE ALL CORRE CT 

10. I assume first that all LCC’s forecasts are correct, that is that they make an accurate 

judgement of all factors affecting traffic. Assume that the scheme is approved, and 

built to time and budget, and it has exactly the effects forecast for it. Assume that the 

complementary measures are implemented and have exactly the effects attributed to 

them. Assume that all the policy assumptions underpinning the entire appraisal period 

of 60 years from 2010 turn out to be correct and with the expected effects. This would 

be the most favourable of all conditions for the scheme as proposed. 
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11. In that case, the data given in the forecasts and technical documents, albeit sometimes 

only indirectly, make it clear that the travel conditions in the relevant modelled area, 

as a whole, would be substantially worse than today. Thus although the scheme and 

its associated measures might (on those assumptions) produce a pocket of faster travel 

by car, it is within a context of higher traffic levels and greater congestion.  

12. The five key sources I have used in these calculations are 

·  LCC Business Case, Table 1, A.2.2  (For short I refer to this as Business Case) 

·  Faber Maunsell/AECOM Technical Note Heysham to M6 Link Economics, 15 
November 2005, pp 12-13 (TUBA Analysis, for short) 

·  Three Excel files provided by LCC (no reference number yet allocated) titled AADT 

Directional Traffic Flows 2001; AADT Comparisons (2010); AADT Comparisons 

(2025),   versions of 28.02.2006 (EXCEL Tables, for short) 

·  LCC Response to Objections and Comments, Section 5.24 (Response, for short) 

·  LCC Proof of Evidence, Traffic, N.J. Cleave, June 2007, section 5 (Traffic Proof, for 

short) 

13. The Business Case reports forecasts of traffic flows and conditions for 2010 and 2025, 

in two cases called ‘do-minimum’ (without the scheme, but with a few other 

committed changes) and ‘do-something’ (with the scheme). Only ‘Key Routes’ are 

reported, not traffic volumes as a whole, and on these routes traffic will have 

increased from 2001 to 2010 by between 6% and 17%.  From 2001 to 2025 the 

increases are 8% to 32%.   

14. The TUBA Analysis shows that car trips overall are forecast to increase by 11% from 

2010 to 2025. No figure is given for 2001 to 2010, but if it is in the same proportion 

to the 2001-2010 growth as the traffic increases on the key routes, it must be about 

13%, making a total increase from 2001 to 2025 of 25% in car trips.  

15. The TUBA Analysis also shows that the forecast number of car journeys will be 

285000 more in 2010 with the scheme than without, and 1916000 more in 2025 with 

the scheme than without. This represents an increase in car journeys by 2025 due to 

the scheme of 2.2% of all the car trips in the modelled area, or approaching 10% of 

the growth attributed to all other causes.  



��

�

16. A figure is not given for the effect of this traffic growth on speeds over the network as 

a whole, but the Traffic Proof cites a number of selected travel times as representative 

or key. For these, the peak period travel times get slower by 8% from 2001 to 2010, 

and probably by another 8% by 2025, a total of 16%. Substantial travel time 

reductions are forecast for traffic using the link, or benefiting from the reduced flows 

on some other roads.  

17. The question then is, what is the balance between those roads where congestion gets 

worse and those where it gets better. This is not reported explicitly, or as an overall 

total for the whole system, but we can make an indirect estimate from the EXCEL 

Tables, as shown in Table 1. 

Table 1. Balance Between Roads Where Traffic increases and Traffic Reduces, 2001 
to 2025, with the Scheme  
 Number of 

links 
Weighted average 
change in traffic flows 
(AADT) 2001 to 2025 
‘with’ scheme 

Total of traffic 
flows forecast in 
2025 ‘with’ 

Links showing an 
increase in flow 

55 +33% 671900 

Links showing a 
decrease in flow 

27 -21% 165000 

Links in the 
immediate 
neighbourhood of 
the scheme 

6 +132% 81000 

Scheme 8 Not applicable 81000 

 

18. This does not measure numbers of people or journeys, which would be desirable but 

those figures have not been provided. However, taking the total of link traffic counts 

as a rough indicator of traffic volume, we can say that: 

·  approximately 80% of the traffic in the modelled area will in 2025 be travelling on 

roads where there has been an average 33% increase in traffic, and lower speeds,  

·  while 20% are forecast to be travelling on roads where there has been an average  

20% reduction in traffic, and higher speeds.  
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19. Thus taking the area as whole, travel in 2025 will be substantially worse than 2001. 

Even in the improved sections, 2025 will be worse than 2010.   

20. Users of the new link itself constitute 8% of the forecast traffic flows in the modelled 

area as a whole. It would be more helpful to know the total vehicle kilometres 

travelled on the link as a proportion of the modelled area as a whole, and similarly for 

the other links showing an increase or a reduction in traffic volume. This will 

probably change the exact numbers, but is not going to change the relative importance 

or overall conclusion that more traffic will be travelling in conditions of worse 

congestion than is travelling in conditions of better congestion. Thus the general 

overall picture is one where congestion gets progressively worse, from 2001 to 2025. 

Within this there is the little oasis of the scheme itself and the roads forecast to be 

relieved by it, on which conditions get better on opening and then slowly get worse 

from 2010 to 2025.  

21. I cannot find an explicit statement of the assumptions after 2025 but an examination 

of the figures in the TUBA Analysis suggests that at 2025 it is assumed that all trends 

stop, and subsequent years until the end of the appraisal period in 2069 are simply 

repetitions of 2025, with the same traffic problems, no further traffic growth, and no 

policy change. This applies to both the ‘with’ case and the ‘without’ case. (There is 

one exception to this assumption of a prolonged stasis: incomes are assumed to go on 

increasing, and therefore values of time go on increasing, so the money value of time 

savings estimated for 2025 then becomes bigger over the years, which partly offsets 

the application of a discount factor. However, the increase in incomes is assumed to 

have no other effect on car ownership, travel behaviour, residence, etc).   

22. The reason why this description is important is that the way benefits such as time 

savings are calculated is by comparing the difference, each year, between the forecast 

‘with’ case and the forecast ‘without’ case. Even if both are forecast to be worse than 

today, and getting worse year by year, as long as the ‘with’ case is better (or, one 

might say, less bad) than the ‘without’ case, a benefit is counted. 

23. Therefore the benefit will be overestimated either if the ‘without’ case is 

unnecessarily gloomy, or if the ‘with’ case is unrealistically optimistic. The credibility 

of both are equally important.   



��

�

 

Make-up of Forecast User Benefits 

24. However, still assuming that the figures are correct, we can next consider what they 

imply about the various component parts of the forecast user benefits, which produce 

the reported high benefit-cost ratio. This is shown in Table 2, calculated from the 

TUBA Analysis report.  

25. Of the total estimated user benefits, 96% are made up of the value of time savings – or 

rather, the difference in time spent with and without the scheme (remembering that 

travel times on the network overall, other than the scheme itself, are forecast to be 

slower in 2025, and for the following 45 years, than in 2001, and the travel times on 

the scheme itself get slower year by year after opening, also until 2025).  

26. Of these time savings, 73% of the total (by present value) is composed of the time 

savings forecast to accrue after the end of the forecast period, i.e. in the 45 years after 

2025. This proportion is so high because it is assumed that increasing incomes will 

increase the value of time, though will not increase car ownership, traffic levels or any 

other travel choices. 

Table 2. FORECAST USER BENEFITS  (Discounted Net Present Value to 2002, £m)  
 Time ‘savings’ Vehicle Operating 

Cost ‘savings’ 
Total2 

 

Cars 

OGV2 

 

772 

34 

 

22 

12 

 

794 

46 

Total 806 34 840 

Proportion of 
estimated benefit 
accruing after 2025 

73% 60% 73% 

Source: Faber Maunsell/AECOM Technical Note Heysham to M6 Link Economics, 15 
November 2005, pp 12-13 
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27. Thus over 90% of the estimated benefits of the scheme accrue in the form of time 

savings (judged by how much worse it would be otherwise, not how much better it is 

than today). Of all the benefits, 73% accrue after 2025, namely during the period for 

which no traffic forecasts have been made, no policy assessments considered, and the 

assumption made that the years 2026 to 2069 are a repetition, year after year, of the 

traffic conditions in 2025.  The main recipients of these time savings are car users, 

commuting or on leisure trips, not lorries or productive travel for work purposes. 

28. In general therefore, the LCC forecasts show a picture where traffic is increasing 

substantially, and travel conditions overall get worse substantially, with a pocket for 

which the reverse is claimed. The benefits are predominantly of the form ‘things are  

going to get worse, but the scheme makes them get worse rather more slowly than it 

would otherwise be’.  

29. Thus we might describe the forecast picture of the period to 2025 and thereafter as 

one of an abject failure of transport policy to produce any overall improvement. I add 

that I do not believe this to be true, as argued below, and I do not think it is the view 

of LCC either. But it is the basis for the modelled appraisal, and that is crucial to the 

assessment. 

30. In summary, if the forecasts are all correct, they give a picture of travel in the area as 

a whole which is worse than today, and with a continuing deteriorating trend. It is 

difficult to believe that this is indeed the policy perspective LCC would consciously 

offer, but it is the perspective they have used to justify the proposed link.  
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PART TWO.  NOT ASSUMING THAT THE FORECASTS ARE CORR ECT 

31. All the above has been on the assumption that the forecasts are right. I deal with three 

areas  where this might be least plausible, two of which are related to the modelling3, 

and the third – by far the most important – relates to the policy assumptions and tests 

of alternatives.  

The scale of induced traffic 

32. As I understand it, allowance has been made for induced traffic associated with the 

new road by use of a simplified method called the ‘elasticity’ method. This is 

certainly better than ignoring the issue entirely, but there is a problem with that 

method, as discussed in Appendix D, in that even where it can get the total volume of 

induced traffic correct, it does not distinguish among the various different sources of 

induced traffic (extra trips, shift from public transport to car, longer journey distances 

by choosing more distant destinations, combinations such as replacing local walk trips 

by longer distance car trips, etc) and for that reason has little to say about which roads 

the induced traffic will find itself using, which is crucial.  

33. There is considerable research evidence however that induced traffic is likely to be a 

significant proportion of the traffic on the new or improved link (an average of about 

10% of the traffic using the improved road in the short term, and about double this in 

the longer term) and also even more so on the alternative ‘relieved roads’ i.e. those for 

which a traffic reduction is forecast (average about 16% traffic over forecast in the 

short run, and indirect evidence for substantially more in the longer run). An extract 

of this evidence is included in Appendix D, and full copy can be provided to the 

Inquiry. 

34. The TUBA Analysis reports that an extra 2.2% of car trips are forecast by 2025 as a 

result of the scheme itself, which seems like a small proportion of the overall traffic. 

However, the locations where this extra traffic distributes itself would be crucial. It 

seems likely that it will be mainly on the link itself, the unimproved roads in the 
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surroundings of the link, and particularly on the nearby roads for which traffic 

reduction is claimed and whose speed increases are therefore particularly attractive. 

Modelling which enabled this effect to be calculated would certainly show a reduced 

benefit.  

35. The benefits attributed to the scheme as a whole relate mostly to travel time savings between 

the ‘do-minimum’ and ‘do-something’ case, where the largest delays are those modelled to 

occur at congested roads operating near their capacity. Therefore it is likely that a large 

proportion of the total estimated benefits relate to the large increase in speeds forecast for a 

small number of critical highly congested roads. These are precisely the ones where one 

would expect slow or zero traffic growth in the without case, and disproportionately high 

growth in the with case, due to induced traffic. If the congestion at these key spots is 

exaggerated in the ‘do-minimum’ case, by forecasting growth rates which will or need not 

happen, then the overall assessment will be biased in favour of the scheme. By the same 

argument, if the relief given by the scheme is overestimated due to the underestimation of 

local induced traffic, then the difference between the with and without case is also 

exaggerated. In this appraisal, both have happened.  

The effect of ‘regeneration’ 

36. Claims that building a road will generate new jobs are easy to make and notoriously 

difficult to prove. My own judgement is that the case made by LCC for expecting this 

to happen is weak4, but that issue is being dealt with in other evidence and I do not 

consider it further here. The relevance to traffic assessment however is that if it is 

indeed thought to be the case that building the road is a necessary condition for these 

additional jobs to occur, then it is essential to include the additional traffic associated 

with them in the ‘with’ case, and exclude it in the ‘without’ case. This has not been 

done. To do so would reduce the calculated benefit of the scheme.  

37. It must also follow that if the increase in accessibility claimed as a result of the 

scheme would result in extra jobs for those using it, then the reduction in accessibility 
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brought about by forecast increases in congestion elsewhere on the local network 

must cause a reduction in jobs for those areas. This has also not been calculated.  

 

 

Policy Assumptions and Tests 

38. It is widely understood that the strategic approach sometimes called ‘predict and 

provide’ cannot be sustained. Forecasting traffic growth and then seeking to build 

road capacity to cope with it is not feasible or desirable. As a result, the need to 

develop policies to manage demand, reduce unnecessary car use, and provide better 

alternatives is now the starting point of transport planning, and the need for any 

specific roads can only be assessed after the overall travel provisions by other means 

have been identified. Evidence on the way Government sees this process is 

summarised in Appendix E. At the heart of this approach is a recognition that other 

policies exist, and have a material effect on traffic volumes.  

39. In the LCC context, a 33% increase in traffic volume for 80% of the roads in the area, 

and no improvement for 60 years, would, surely, be considered unacceptable by the 

same standards as have been used to justify the scheme. We can say with confidence 

that LCC and other enlightened authorities will take action to remedy this. But if they 

do so, the presumptions of the appraisal will no longer be valid. Any action to make 

traffic better on other parts of the network will affect the appraisal of the scheme, and 

will probably make its apparent benefits worse, since they depend strongly on the 

worsening general traffic conditions.   

40. There are many important strands of transport policy under way, some of which are 

included in the LCC list of ‘complementary’ measures which, in general, they suggest 

they cannot implement without the release in road capacity enabled by the scheme.   

41. I do not believe that it is true that LCC would decide not to go ahead with these unless 

the scheme is approved, and I directly challenge LCC on this. They cannot seriously 

claim that if this scheme is not approved, they will do nothing else to ameliorate the 

forecast traffic problems for the next 70 years. They will in fact continue – as they 

have already started – to build up a programme of ‘smart’ measures and other 
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interventions. Therefore the effects of these measures on traffic levels must be 

included both in the without case and in the with case, but presumably more so in the 

without case since the need to do so will be greater. This will make the ‘without case’ 

better than forecast, and the ‘with’ case a smaller incremental advantage. 

42. There are three policy strands in particular which have a direct bearing on the 

appraisal, and do not depend on heavy investment in new rail public transport.  

43. Smarter Choices. What used to be called ‘soft’ (now ‘smart’) measures, comprising 

workplace and school travel plans, public transport marketing, personalised travel 

information, car sharing schemes, public information, the greater use of electronic 

communications e.g. for ‘e-commuting’ and ‘e-shopping’, and so on. All these 

methods can be applied without necessarily being linked to any specific infrastructure 

project, though it is generally observed that they work better if public transport 

systems are being improved. The Department for Transport recently commissioned an 

evidence review of the actual experience to date of implementing these methods, and 

the conclusion is that systematic and serious application over a ten year period can 

reduce traffic levels by some 11% overall, and around 20% in peak period urban 

conditions where congestion is worst and the potential benefits therefore greatest. The 

full report of this study is published by the DfT. Extracts are given in Appendix B.  

44. Reallocation of Road Capacity. In situations where there is not enough road space to 

cater with the unrestrained demand for it, it has become very common for transport 

authorities to use methods of ‘reallocating’ road space to the most efficient or needy 

claimants on it, the definition of whom can be buses, pedestrians, cyclists, good 

vehicles, disabled travellers and so on according to local priorities. The means of 

doing so include reserved lanes, priority at signals and intersections, exemptions from 

bans on turning movements or access to certain areas, pedestrianised zones, and so on. 

For many years it was common to think that these measures could not be used when 

congestion was high, as the ‘traffic has to be somewhere’ and alternative routes might 

not be able to cope. However a review of evidence initially commissioned by the 

Department for Transport and the London Transport Executive (and subsequently 

updated by many other authorities) indicated that such measures typically resulted in a 

proportion of traffic ‘disappearing’, that is the total traffic volume after 

implementation was lower than the total volume before, by an amount which was 
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highly variable but with most cases being in the range 5% to 40%, and a mean of 

about 20% reduction. A summary table is given in Appendix C. 

45. The Government has signalled very strongly that road pricing is a serious policy 

option, whose development merits expenditure of substantial research, development 

and appraisal studies already under way. There is no commitment that it ‘must’ come, 

but everybody in the transport scene, without exception, knows that it is under 

discussion and with active encouragement by the DfT. Assessments vary, but 

Secretaries of State for Transport have generally used a ten year time period as the 

horizon within which road pricing would, or could, be implemented.  

46. A large number of studies have been carried out internationally and within the UK, 

with a common finding that this measure alone could reduce congestion by between 

30% and 60% depending on the type of scheme. If it were implemented, the relief 

from traffic congestion in the modelled area as a whole would be many times larger 

than the benefits calculated for the Heysham-M6 Link project. A review of the 

evidence on this is not included here (it is not particularly controversial, though other 

aspects of pricing of course are), but indications that the possibility should be taken 

seriously are given in Appendix F. 

Overall Implications of the Likelihood of Demand Management  on the Scheme 

47. It is my view that while any one of these tools may or may not be valid for any 

specific context, the selection of substantial elements from the package as a whole is 

virtually inevitable. (I do not think LCC would contest this statement). But this means 

that the appraisal of the link must either: 

·  In the ‘do-minimum’ case, include a considered estimate of the effect of the most likely 

levels of implementation, on traffic volumes or problems. The answer would probably be 

to reduce congestion costs forecast without the scheme by a figure of around 20% by 

about 2015, and perhaps 50% or more by 2025.  

·  Carry out an assessment of such a package as an alternative. I do not have the resources to 

carry out an appraisal of this option (though LCC does) but judge that it would have a 

substantially higher benefit cost ratio than the scheme itself, and would make the 

incremental benefit cost ratio of doing the scheme small and perhaps negative. 
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48. Therefore my judgement is that the scheme benefits would not be robust to either of these 

tests, even without taking into account a proper model which included public transport and 

walking as options open to travellers. 



���

�

Conclusion 

49. The description of transport problems and future developments underpinning the 

appraisal carried out by LCC of this proposal is that 

·  Traffic problems, especially congestion, are serious already; 

·  Without the scheme, they will get progressively worse, from 2001 to 2025, and 

then stay constantly bad for the following 45 years. 

·  Little or nothing can be done which is effective in reducing traffic, or reducing 

traffic growth, or reducing car use, without the spare capacity which would be 

released by the scheme 

·  With the scheme, and associated other complementary measures, there will be 

substantial improvements in traffic conditions, journey times and economic 

efficiency, which will show a substantial improvement from 2001 to 2025 and 

then stabilise at that improved level for the following 45 years. 

50. My alternative description would be as follows. 

·  Traffic conditions, especially congestion, are serious already; 

·  Without the scheme, there are many other methods of making improvements, 

some of which are already in train, some can be chosen, and some are highly 

likely within the 60 year time frame of the analysis. 

·  With the scheme, the figures offered by LCC actually do not show a substantial 

improvement in traffic conditions, but a continued overall deterioration, within 

which the scheme offers a pocket of benefits which are temporary, partly illusory, 

and not robust. The ‘complementary measures’ offered as part of the scheme can 

also be delivered without, and in any case what is offered is demonstrably not 

very substantial as proved by the observation that they are forecast to have no 

effect in reducing traffic growth. 

·  By exaggerating both how bad the ‘do-minimum’ is, and the improvement offered 

by the scheme, the cited positive benefit cost result is biased substantially. 
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Appendices: Evidence in Support 

 

A. Indicative Evidence from recent traffic counts 

B. Evidence on the Effects of ‘Smart’ or ‘Soft’ measures 

C. Evidence on the Effects of Re-allocation of road capacity 

D. Evidence on Induced Traffic  

E. Evidence on Priorities in Government Policy 

F. Evidence on the Relevance of Road Pricing 

(Note: Extracts from the relevant documents are given here. The full documents are available  

and can be given to the Inquiry on paper if required, but they amount to about 1500 pages, 

many of which will already be within the offices of LCC and its consultants as a matter of 

general professional competence on the subject). New documents cited in addition to those 

already cited in previous Inquiry documents are as follows. 

 

Cairns S, Hass-Klau C, & Goodwin P, (1998) Traffic impact of highway capacity reductions, Landor 
Publishing, London 
 
Cairns S et al (2004) Smarter choices: changing the way we travel’ Department for Transport, 
London 
 
Goodwin P (1996) Empirical Evidence on Induced Traffic, Transportation Vol 23    
 
 Standing Advisory Committee on Trunk Road Appraisal (SACTRA) (1994) Trunk roads and 
the generation of traffic, The Stationery Office, London  
 
Standing Advisory Committee on Trunk Road Appraisal (SACTRA) (1999) Transport and 
the Economy, Department for Transport, London 
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Appendix A 

Indicative Evidence from recent traffic counts 

In recent years, the growth in traffic as actually counted (not modelled) has been rather small, 

especially on some of the congested urban roads. Some, indeed, have actually shown a recent 

reduction in traffic volume over this period, judged by actual counts.  Thus four routes are chosen by 

the County to report counted traffic flows in the Response to Objections and Comments, section 5, 

and of these, figures for the modelled and forecast flows are given in the same form for two, namely 

Skerton Bridge and the A683 Morecambe Road. These are shown in table A1. 

 Skerton Bridge A683 Morecambe Road 

Counted Traffic (AADT) 

2001 

2003 

2005 

 

24868 

24839 

24697 

 

 

31328 

30941 

Modelled Traffic 

2001 

2010 ‘do minimum’ 

2025 ‘do minimum’ 

 

23200 

25300 

27400 

 

30600 

32300 

33100 

Observed growth from counts  -0.7% (2001-2005) -1.2% (2003-2005) 

Forecast growth from model 

2001 to 2010 

2010 to 2025 

2001 to 2025  

 

+9% 

+8% 

+18% 

 

+6% 

+2% 

+8% 

Source: LCC Response to Objectors and Comments 5.24.13, 5.24.14, 5.24.19, 5.24.22 
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Now the point here is not whether or not the modelled base period flows in 2001 are close to the 

counts. It is that the actual direction of change from 2001 to 2010 as modelled seems to be opposite to 

that as counted.  

I would like to be able to do the same analysis for all the links which are important to the analysis of 

benefit, but the data are not available to do so in the Inquiry documents. It would be most useful and 

informative if LCC could provide this. Meanwhile, my tentative conclusions are that in these two 

cases – and possibly others – a traffic growth has been forecast for the ‘do-minimum’ case which is 

implausibly high. The reasons for thinking it implausible are 

a) It is opposite to recent observation; 

b) These are the areas where one would expect the benefit of other policies to reduce the volume 

of traffic, to which the County rightly gives attention (but does not model) 

c) Skerton Bridge is described as ‘very close to capacity’ (Response, 5.24.14) and the corridor of 

which Morecambe Road is a part as ‘similarly close to capacity’. (Response, 5.24.15). 

I do not expect that a full analysis of recent traffic counts in all the relevant roads would show 

a similar pattern. There will be many where recent growth has indeed been at rates similar to 

that forecast by the model.  However, the idea that this would continue uninterrupted at least 

until 2025, and then be frozen without further action, is an unnecessary assumption and one 

that does not give full credit either to LCC’s own policies, or to the current and likely actions 

of the Government.   
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Appendix B  Evidence on the Effects of ‘Smart’ or ‘Soft’ measures 
(Extract from ‘Smarter Choices: Changing the Way we Travel’ Department for Transport, 
2004)  
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Appendix C  Evidence on the Effects of Re-allocation of Road Capacity 
(Extract from Cairns S, Hass-Klau C, & Goodwin P, (1998) Traffic impact of highway capacity 
Reductions’, Landor Publishing) 
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Appendix D Evidence on Induced Traffic  
Extract from Goodwin P (1996) Empirical Evidence on Induced Traffic, Transportation Vol 23   
(analysis of additional data provided by DfT to SACTRA, 1994), and other citations 
 

 

Section 5.2 of the Forecasting Report explains the assessment undertaken of induced 
traffic. This report is dated July 2005 but given the reference to Section 12.2.2 of the 
Design Manual for Roads and Bridges, published February 1997, appears not to have 
taken on board the emerging advice of WebTAG. Revision of Units 2.9.1-2 and 3.10.1-4, 
each dated June 2005, would have been available for consultation at that time, but it 
appears that the Report failed to react to it. 

The approach adopted was generally consistent with the guidance published at the time 
that the work was undertaken. At that time, elasticity methods, while recognised as being 
approximate, were still considered appropriate for schemes of this nature. During 2005, 
however, research revealed that these methods could produce misleading results, with the 
consequence that the June 2005 Units advised against their general use for variable 
demand modelling. 

Recently, the final version of the variable demand modelling advice has been posted on 
WebTAG, in the same Unit numbers as previously, but now dated June 2006. The advice 
in paragraph 1.2.3 of WebTAG Unit 3.10.3 is retained (that “pending further research, it 
is recommended that simple elasticity models are not used to model the full effects of 
variable demand”). 
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Elasticity models have long been recognised as only an approximate way of modelling 
induced traffic (Chapter 14. 1994 Report of the Standing Advisory Committee on Trunk 
Road Assessment on Trunk Roads and the Generation of Traffic), the changes in trip 
frequency, mode, and time period but will not realistically represent changes in 
destination or origin. People, when faced with a generalised cost change, are more likely 
to change their destination than their mode of travel, not only for social journeys but also 
for travel to and from work. 

Further queries were presented on 17th February 2006, generally in respect of the wider 
TRIPS traffic assessment model, and were responded to on 24th February 2006. One 
aspect related to the way in which traffic generation from the industrial areas of White 
Lund, Mellishaw Lane and the Port of Heysham had been dealt with. LCC confirmed 
these sites had been considered through an induced traffic procedure, as defined in 
Section 5.0 of their Forecasting Report. This means that generated traffic arising as a 
consequence of regeneration projections has not been addressed in the traffic modelling 
provided. The predicted take-up of land in these sites (75%-90% by 2020) brings with it 
very substantial traffic movement both from the commercial activity and commuter 
traffic. 

Working on behalf of the HA, Mouchel Parkman undertook additional model validation 
investigations of the failure to address generated traffic flows. This resulted in the report 
M6 - Heysham Link Technical Note 2, September 2006 which includes the conclusion 
that: 

 

"The methodology used by LCC to estimate additional trips generated by 
induced developments is generally considered to underestimate the number of 
trips". 
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Appendix E 

Evidence on Priorities in Government Policy 

Implications of Government policy for developing solutions to traffic problems are that 
potential solutions should be considered in the following order:  

reduce the number of motorised journeys, especially by car  
increase use of car alternatives, including public transport improvements  
make best use of the available road capacity; and, as a last resort,  
infrastructure schemes to provide new road capacity 

 

Planning Policy Statement No 1 (PPS1): Delivering Sustainable Development, published 
by the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister in 2005 is a source of the idea of generally 
"reducing the need to travel", as following quotations show. 

Paragraph 13 (ii) of PPS1 under “Key Principles” says: 

“Regional planning bodies and local planning authorities should ensure that 
development plans contribute to global sustainability by addressing the causes 
and potential impacts of climate change – through policies which reduce energy 
use, reduce emissions (for example, by encouraging patterns of development 
which reduce the need to travel by private car, or reduce the impact of moving 
freight), promote the development of renewable energy resources, and take 
climate change impacts into account in the location and design of 
development”.  

Paragraph 23 (vii) of PPS1 under “Sustainable Economic Development” says: 

“Ensure the provision of sufficient, good quality, new homes (including an 
appropriate mix of housing and adequate levels of affordable housing) in 
suitable locations, whether through new development or the conversion of 
existing buildings. The aim should be to ensure that everyone has the 
opportunity of a decent home, in locations that reduce the need to travel”.  

Paragraph 27 (v) and (vii) of PPS1 under “Delivering Sustainable Development” 
introduces the idea of promoting the use of alternatives to the car, as well as reinforcing 
the idea of reducing the need to travel. It says: 

“ (v) Provide improved access for all to jobs, health, education, shops, leisure 
and community facilities, open space, sport and recreation, by ensuring that 
new development is located where everyone can access services or facilities on 
foot, bicycle or public transport rather than having to rely on access by car, 
while recognising that this may be more difficult in rural areas". 

 

"(vii) Reduce the need to travel and encourage accessible public transport provision to 
secure more sustainable patterns of transport development. Planning should actively 
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manage patterns of urban growth to make the fullest use of public transport and focus 
development in existing centres and near to major public transport interchanges”. 

Planning Policy Guidance Note 13 (PPG13): Transport, published in March 2001 also has 
advice about the need to reduce travel. Paragraphs 3 and 4 say: 

“Land use planning has a key role in delivering the Governments integrated 
transport strategy. By shaping the pattern of development and influencing the 
location, scale, density, design and mix of land uses, planning can help to 
reduce the need to travel, reduce the length of journeys and make it safer and 
easier for people to access jobs, shopping, leisure facilities and services by 
public transport, walking, and cycling. Consistent application of these planning 
policies will help to reduce some of the need for car journeys (by reducing the 
physical separation of key land uses) and enable people to make sustainable 
transport choices". 

 "These policies are therefore part of the Governments overall approach to 
addressing the needs of motorists, other road and public transport users, and business 
by reducing congestion and pollution and achieving better access to development and 
facilities. They will also help to promote sustainable distribution. In this way, planning 
policies can increase the effectiveness of other transport policies and help maximise the 
contribution of transport to improving our quality of life.” 

The objectives of this guidance are to integrate planning and transport at the national, 
regional, strategic and local level to:  

Promote more sustainable transport choices for both people and for moving freight; 
Promote accessibility to jobs, shopping, leisure facilities and services by public 
transport, walking and cycling; and  
Reduce the need to travel, especially by car.  

 

These quotations from current Government policy documents support the idea that 
reducing the need to travel by car and promoting the use of alternatives to the car should 
be considered before additional road capacity is considered. That traffic management 
should be considered before new infrastructure is supported by Paragraph 3.123 in A New 
Deal for Transport: Better for Everyone, published by the DETR in July 1998. This says: 
“The days of ‘predict and provide’ are over – we will give top priority to improving the 
maintenance and management of existing roads before building new ones.”  

 

The proposition that new road building should be a measure of last resort is supported by 
the Guidance on the Methodology for Multi-Modal Studies (GOMMMS) which was 
prepared by the DETR to guide the conduct of the programme of Multi-Modal and 
Roads-Based Studies initiated following the review of the trunk road and motorway 
programme in 1998 (A New Deal for Trunk Roads in England, DETR, July 1998). 

 

The relevant paragraph is 1.1.7, which says: 
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“ In seeking solutions to the problems to be addressed in the study, the 
contributions of all modes should be considered, including walking, cycling, air 
transport, shipping and pipelines, as well as roads, railways, buses and other 
forms of public transport. Solutions may also relate to non-transport policies, 
for example land-use, health and education. Although the genesis of the initial 
programme of Studies lies with problems on the trunk road network, the focus 
of the Studies will not primarily be on ways of providing additional road 
capacity".  

 

Paragraph 74 of PPG13 links the idea of providing better public transport with reducing 
the need to travel by car. It says: 

 

“ In preparing their development plans and determining planning applications, 
local authorities, in conjunction with work on the local transport plan, should:  

 

Identify the key routes for bus improvements and priority measures, and the measures 
that will be taken: 
Ensure, so far as is practicable, that traffic management measures do not impede the 
effectiveness of public transport services; 
Explore the potential, and identify any proposals, for improving rail travel, in liaison 
with the SRA, including the reopening of rail lines, or creation of new stations on 
existing rail lines, light rail or guided bus routes; 
Identify the potential for improved interchange between different transport services and 
between public transport and walking and cycling; 
Negotiate for improvements to public transport as part of development proposals, in 
order to reduce the need to travel by car and the level of parking at such sites, and; 
Work with transport operators and other organisations to improve personal security 
across the whole journey.” 

 

The implications of this paragraph are that the provision of additional road capacity is, in 
principle, a legitimate outcome, but only providing that other non-road building options 
have been considered first. 
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Appendix F 

Treatment of Road Pricing in Scheme Appraisal  

While it may be appreciated that the local authority has not decided to to promote 
congestion charging in Lancaster district, the Government is considering moves towards a 
national road pricing system, as is made clear in paragraph 3.31 of The Future of 
Transport: A Network for 2030, published by the DfT in July 2004. In the light of this 
policy interest by Government, it would be prudent to consider the impacts of a road 
pricing system on the case for the proposed scheme. 

Infrastructure that may, in the event of road pricing, prove to be unnecessary, could and 
should be avoided. This would be consistent with the undertaking given by the 
Government in relation to road schemes emerging from the Multi-Modal Studies: “We 
will ensure that the case for road schemes taken forward following the Multi-Modal 
Studies is robust even if a decision is taken to introduce road user charging in the future.” 
(see The Government’s Response to the Transport Select Committee’s Report Jam 
Tomorrow?: The Multi-Modal Study Investment Plans, June 2003, page 7) 

 

DfT recently published guidance (July 2006) on WebTAG regarding the design, 
modelling and appraisal of road pricing schemes (Units 2.12 and 3.12.1-4). One of the 
significant statements says: 

 

"Sensitivity tests of the impact of road pricing may also be required as part of 
the analysis of some major highway and other schemes.” 

 

Unit 3.12.2 specifies the way in which a system should be modelled and appraised. 


