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07 October 2009
	Dear Matt
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the APPLRG / pteg – Inquiry into Light Rail.
In the challenging environment we are currently experiencing, it is important that we strive to deliver the most effective transport network possible.  Underpinning and potentially constraining this is the legislative and procedural process within which we deliver existing and future projects.

Our main points are:

· Local contributions are a barrier to scheme development which must be removed or addressed.  

· A secure funding source, independent of central government, needs creating from sources such as the Workplace Parking Scheme proposed for Nottingham.  
· The current appraisal and delivery processes need streamlining to deliver a level playing field for public transport schemes. 

· A consistent twenty year programme to roll out LRT across the UK should be developed.  This would underpin the development of a UK tram industry. 
Set out in the attached note are our comments on areas where changes would assist in this process. 

If you would like to contact us regarding our comments or discuss them in more detail, please do not hesitate to contact Julie Hurley on the above contact details.
Yours sincerely
Julie Hurley

Head of Strategic Planning




APPLRG / pteg – Inquiry into Light Rail

Light Rail and City Regions: a 21st Century Mode of Transport
Call for Evidence

1. SYPTE is one of the few authorities to have successfully implemented a light rail scheme in the UK over the last twenty years.  South Yorkshire has a 29km network centred on Sheffield and carrying over 14 million passengers per annum.  Growth along the corridors, especially the Lower Don valley to Meadowhall, has been substantial.  SYPTE was also been unsuccessful in its attempt to gain government funding for an extension to the system in 2004 and is currently investigating Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) options.
A

2. Local support is a key factor in progressing any scheme, given substantial development cost plus the 25 % local contribution currently required.   Other factors, not in any order of precedence, are;-
· Government policy can help or hinder.  Sometimes it seems to do both.  Authorities can be encouraged to develop schemes, spending substantial amounts, only to find the scheme later rejected on affordability grounds.
· The appraisal process adopts a ‘one size fits all’ approach which may suit road schemes, but makes public transport harder to justify (see comments on major schemes – attached).
· The time taken to develop schemes means a great deal of local commitment and funding is required over a minimum of a five to ten year period.  If the scheme doesn’t succeed it can mean a substantial amount of officer time and money has been lost.   Clear demand and business cases are required.
· The fragmented nature of the UK Tram industry results in a piecemeal approach to tram procurement which fails to deliver best value.  A coherent, consistent approach to networks and vehicle design could have led to a UK manufacturing capability and lower costs.  A settled twenty year programme could provide the impetus, even now, to do this.
· Lack of a consistent UK tram development policy backed by reliable funding provision.  
· Schemes ideally should form part of major development proposal thus obtaining external funding contributions from developers and providing a consistent revenue stream i.e. passengers. 
B

3. When comparing the UK experience with progress on light rail schemes on the continent a different approach seems evident:-

· More schemes have been introduced

· Funding does not seem to be the same issue as in the UK

· Public transport has a higher profile
· Transport oriented development, with infrastructure put in place, in advance, or simultaneously with building construction

4. A key lesson from Europe we could learn to assist in progressing light rail is that we need a reliable local or regional funding source backed by a consistent policy and fewer administrative and planning hurdles to surmount.   Manchester tried to secure this through congestion charging in their TIF bid.  Workplace parking charges, as in the Nottingham proposal, might be a solution.
C

5. UK government policy towards light rail, while encouraging, has not delivered a great deal over the last ten years locally.  Both South and West Yorkshire were unsuccessful in their recent bids.

6. Recent proposals for tram / trains potentially offer tremendous opportunities for rail services to penetrate city centres using existing tram networks in a way that heavy rail cannot do.  This could also act as a catalyst for extensions or new tram systems.  Both can deliver real changes in modal shift on a permanent scale. 
7.  Bus Rapid Transit is potentially a low cost alternative to the tram.   BRT as a concept is a ‘broad church’.  At its best, a fixed route BRT can offer comparable benefits to the tram.  Cost savings are however unclear.  
8. A future government ought to develop a consensus approach to the transport network we need and support it with a funding stream such as workplace parking.

D
9. Looking at the opportunities and risks in developing light rail systems in the UK these would seem to be;-
· Scheme development costs.

· The planning process

· Funding

10. These would seem to be currently addressed in a rather fragmented   competitive manner.  The tram should be seen as an integral part of the public transport offer, available to any big city.  

E

11. As discussed earlier in 2 a more level playing field for appraisal should be adopted, but what is really needed is a an appreciation that public transport is an essential factor in our economic development.   Its users deserve the best and the tram is recognised throughout Europe as the primary mode for mass transit.
MSBC Guidance – Comments

1. Major scheme funding is only capital, which suits road schemes which can attract maintenance money from the Integrated Transport pot.  However  many public transport schemes need revenue funding, especially in the early years, if quality is to be sufficient to attract mode shift from car. Often this is integral to the success of the scheme.  

Para 2.5.3 mentions measures that reduce or influence the need to travel as well as those that involve capital spend. Capital or indeed revenue investment may well be needed for schemes that reduce or influence the need to travel, and this is an area which we feel is neglected in transport investment.

We would recommend that an element of revenue funding could be capitalised and included in the overall cost.

2. The minimum cost threshold of £5m has been fixed for a number of years, bringing more schemes into the MSBC process over time. The threshold should be reviewed, or a “lighter touch” procedure introduced for smaller schemes. This would devolve autonomy for more schemes to local authorities, speeding up the process of scheme appraisal and delivery, as well as freeing up resources at both DfT and authorities.

The overall timescale for major scheme appraisal is too long to respond to emerging needs. By the time schemes are implemented, they may be addressing the problems of 5 years ago.   Para 3.1.8 discusses how procurement can run in parallel with the seeking of powers, is there scope for this becoming the norm, rather than the exception?

Authorities should have a choice, for schemes between £5m – 10m, of either bidding for funding as now, or carrying out the schemes using their own funding.  Alternatively a more simplified fast-track procedure for schemes in this bracket could be considered. The modelling process can be disproportionately costly and time-consuming for schemes in this range, and a more pragmatic approach could be followed.

3. NATA is a multi-criteria framework, which incorporates cost/benefit analysis. It measures the performance of a scheme against specified criteria, based on stated objectives. There is too much focus on the BCR in current appraisal practice, rather than considering all aspects within the framework.

Some NATA criteria are harder to ‘monetise’ than others, e.g. heritage, landscape & biodiversity, hence the impacts on these can get overlooked in appraisal. The new criteria linked to DaSTS goals may address this to some extent.

Consideration of different types of schemes – do existing guidelines mitigate against public transport schemes which we may want to introduce in order to guide passengers into non car modes on specific corridors or development areas. For example, reallocation of road space from car to public transport (para 2.8.5) could be considered as a desirable component of demand management. However, increasing journey times for car drivers who do not switch mode counts heavily against the public transport benefits in economic appraisal.  Is there any potential to increase the option values for remaining car drivers to address the balance?  

We would suggest the DfT review the existing appraisal process to remove factors which disbenefit public transport schemes e.g. car drivers allocated a higher value of time than bus passengers etc.  Giving increased emphasis to the environmental benefits of more public transport use at the expense of car use is another option.

4. Preparatory scheme costs – development of schemes especially with the modelling element required to get to Programme Entry stage can be very onerous.   

Programme entry should be achievable with a relatively small amount of work to ensure authorities are not carrying out excessive amounts of modelling on a scheme which the DfT may not approve.  

Consideration should be given to funding 50% of these, still ensuring local commitment, but rewarding scheme development.  Consideration should also be given to raising the level of eligible preparatory costs from 50% to 75% for work between Programme Entry and Full Approval.

5. The DfT should consider revising its policy of 25% local contribution for tram schemes.  Network extensions or rolling stock schemes tend to carry much lower levels of risk and it is therefore unclear why a 25% contribution applies.  Such a high amount is a clear impediment to improving LRT systems.  Para 2.7.12 says this has not proved a barrier to development of new LRT schemes – but where is the evidence?

DfT should review its position and retain 25% perhaps only for new LRT schemes 
6. For public transport schemes such as tram, QBC’s, BRT, the costs of diverting statutory utilities can be a significant component. The April 2005 Transport Select Committee report on the future of light rail highlighted this issue. The report recommended that the contribution from utility companies should be high enough to deter them from demanding unnecessary works, and that promoters should not bear significant costs for locating statutory utilities.

. 

Utilities should bear a far higher share of the costs of locating their own infrastructure, and should contribute more to the cost of diversions than they do now. In particular, the utility discounts for diversions required by tram schemes should be the same as for highway schemes (currently 7.5% for tram schemes and 18% for highways)

7. The extension of the appraisal period from 30 years to 60 years was prompted by a reduction in the discount rate from 6% to 3.5%. The rationale for this was to ensure that costs and benefits are ‘extended to cover the period of the usefulness of the assets encompassed by the options under consideration'. However, this can have the effect for some schemes that the majority of the benefits occur towards the end of the 60 year period, when estimates involve more uncertainty.

It may be more equitable to revert to a 30 year period, with the residual values for long term assets being included in calculations.
