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All Party Parliamentary Light Rail Group

Meeting on 25 January 2011 1500h Room 14 

House of Commons 
The meeting was opened by John Leech MP, Chairman of APPLRG, who introduced the two speakers: Andrew Gwynne MP, Labour Shadow Minister of State for Transport, and Geoff Inskip, Chairman of UK Tram. 

Draft of speech awaiting confirmation from Andrew Gwynne MP, Labour Shadow Minister of State for Transport
Questions to Andrew Gwynne

Jim Harkins: What would be Labour policy on utilities, should they be moved or not?

AG: Moving utilities is very disruptive and very costly and is one of the reasons for cost escalation in tram schemes. It does need to be looked at and is part of a wider issue with utility companies and disruption of highways.

Lewis Leslie (TramPower): Utility companies pay a much smaller proportion of the cost of moving utilities in tram schemes than in other highway schemes, should this not be looked at?

AG: Yes, we need to consider this and take a view.

John Leech: When will the policy review be completed? 

AG: The review will take place between now and the summer recess with the initial report probably being launched at the Party Conference. Consultation will be directed at specific groups and various formats may be used. 
Please contact me directly if you have a point of view.

Mary Bonar (LRT Forum): Will you be looking at the funding powers of local authorities?

AG: Yes, we will look at local government structure, which currently varies in different parts of the country. Are those structures right? Are funding arrangements right? Can extra sources of finance be identified?

Howard Johnston: (Tramways & Urban Transit) The light rail industry needs to regain its confidence in Government. Who are the champions for light rail?

AG: I am for one, also Clive Betts MP and Graham Stringer MP. We need to make the argument within the Parliamentary Party for transport infrastructure and especially trams. We need to convince those that have been put off previous schemes by cost escalation. We also need to speed up the planning process.

John Leech: Areas where light rail has not previously been considered an option should not be ignored.

David Cockle (Leewood Projects): There have been previous inquiries to which the light rail industry has given evidence. Can we be sure that this will be taken account of before we do it all again?

AG: Any information already available will be taken into account but we need to know that it is up-to-date.

David Cockle: A lot of the information from previous inquiries is still relevant. There is no need to keep going over the same ground.

?? [sitting in the front row on the right-hand side]: We need to look to the long term; there have been too many changes of direction in the past. Whole-life costs of rival schemes should be compared, not just up-front costs. Comparison of all factors, such as modal shift, must be made.

AG: Yes, the DfT has not always taken a long-term view. The advantages of trams is promoting modal shift are well-known. We also need to emphasise their regeneration benefits.

Peter Adams (Centro): On the face of it, light rail is 50% more expensive in the UK than in the rest of Europe. Utilities are one aspect of this, but many European schemes can charge general urban improvement to a non-transport budget. We must ensure we are comparing like with like.

AG: This is the sort of information we need you to input to the review.

Nigel Phillips (HW Transport Group): I was concerned with a well-costed proposal but the huge overheads added by the DfT model rendered it unaffordable.

AG: We need to look at funding sources for schemes which do not depend on central Government sources.

Second speaker: Geoff Inskip, Chairman of UK Tram

Geoff Inskip, with the assistance of Gareth Gerner of DLG Architects, gave a presentation “Light Rail – supporting the Government agenda” [q.v.]

The presentation demonstrated how light rail fulfilled al the requirements of the DfT business plan and proposed a mechanism whereby substituting TramTrain for certain heavy rail lines could be funded from the existing budget for those lines.

Questions

Lewis Lesley: TramPower. There is a danger that modal shift due to trams releases road space which will then be occupied by new motorists. In the light of the failed referendum in Manchester, how does one argue a case to the public for expenditure on tramways over, say, schools and hospitals?

GI: One should look at a complete development package rather than a specific transport scheme. With regard to the Manchester referendum, people do want expenditure on transport but do not trust Government to deliver. 
Public transport investment should have preceded the road charging scheme.

John Leech: Would transfer of the existing revenue stream cover town centre on-street extensions as well as the conversion of the existing rail line? 

GI: In part, probably, but these schemes do not have to be done all at once. The rail conversion could be done first and then money raised locally for the extension.

Howard Piltz: In the Marple-Stockport- Manchester example, the Stockport-Manchester part would be straightforward but connection to Marple would require more consideration. One of the problems in planning schemes is that many “experts” do not have knowledge of all aspects of light rail development.

GI: The lines suggested in the presentation were only examples. Marple-Stockport is not an existing rail line and there would, therefore, be no funding stream to be taken over. The main thing that we have to achieve in all schemes is to build to a budget; there will be no bottomless support from Government for cost overruns.

Peter Hall: (Sintropher) How do the proposals for funding these lines relate to existing or future rail franchises?

[John Leech left the meeting at this point and the Chair was taken by Jim Harkins, Secretariat]

GI: They could either be built into the franchise, by obliging the franchisee to come up with a scheme, or they could be taken out of the franchise and developed separately.

Howard Johnston: What is the attitude of the present Government to these proposals and can they survive a change of Government?

GI: It has already been discussed with the Value for Money team. We would be looking for the Government and Opposition to support this as a policy.

Andrew Gwynne: The Labour Party will need to consider the findings of the McNulty Review on rail value for money. This presentation is just what is needed for our policy review – a better transport service for the same money.

David Hand Mott McDonald (LRT Forum): What about the TramTrain trial? We need to move to getting TramTrain fully accepted by DfT.

GI: The TramTrain trial is no longer a trial but a project. It is unlikely to solve all potential problems – each scheme will have its own problems. But engineers can solve problems – a can-do approach is needed.

Ian Ambrose (Network Rail): While we need to press ahead with the trial, it should not hold up other schemes. The results obtained so far from the trial have already been published by Network Rail. NR has an even longer list of potential TramTrain conversions and will be conducting consultations. 
If you have a potential scheme, talk to NR. 
Has PTEG any lobbying power with, for example, Northern Hub (which has no TramTrain provision)?

GI: I would not take forward a TramTrain project through NR. NR would not deliver on its own, it needs an independent promoter.

Ian Ambrose: I agree that NR should not act as promoter, but should be consulted.

Jim Harkins: (Applrg) Talks with the previous Government suggested that they were happy for these schemes to go ahead, if they could be funded.

Ian Mobbs (ARUP): With regard to the High Speed Rail/local transport interface, what is the role of light rail in connecting stations in Birmingham?

GI: CENTRO is working on their “Vision for movement” (see CENTRO website), which will include tram and bus route development.

Bill Free (Carillon): There needs to be better communication in projects between engineers, finance people and planners. Working to a fixed cost would be difficult with so many potential unforeseen problems in construction.

GI: Solutions to problems must be found within budget. Not everything needs to be done at once.

Mary Bonar: What is the prospect for freight transport with TramTrain conversions?

Jim Harkins: Light Rail (UK) has looked at the feasibility of using trams to link to freight distribution centres. A presentation on Cargo tram by Iain Anderson is on the Applrg website (www.applrguk.co.uk.) 
Fuel cost increases and availability will drive this forward.

GI: The heavy rail strategic freight network needs to be expanded. Reopening freight routes will then give the opportunity to add TramTrain services.

Jim Harkins: I should like to thank both speakers for their interesting contributions.

The next APPLRG presentation will be in March. Finally, may I remind you all of the forthcoming APPLRG study tour to the Netherlands. 

The meeting closed at 4.55pm.













PAGE  
6
	Supported by

[image: image3.png]ALSTOM




	Secretariat provided by 

Light Rail (UK) 
Warrington, Cheshire, England,

 United Kingdom WA2 8TX

Tel 01925 243500, Fax 01925 243000, 07721378223

Email lightrailuk@aol.com  www.lightrailuk.com 
Our new direct site is

www.applrguk.co.uk 

	Supported by

[image: image4.png]



Light Rail Transit Association





[image: image1.png][image: image2.png][image: image3.png][image: image4.png]