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The Independent Transport Commission

In December 2008, Cambridgeshire County Council announced the appointment of an
Independent Transport Commission to review the County Council's Transport Innovation
Fund bid, make suggestions about whether, and how, the proposals should be modified,
and assess whether there are any other effective ways of reducing congestion in the
Cambridge area and securing the County's future prosperity.

The Commission’s members are:

Sir Brian Briscoe (Chair)

Professor Tony Travers

The Secretary to the Commission is:

Mr James Wilson

The Researcher to the Commission is:

Dr Maggie Smales



Preface

The Transport Commission for Cambridgeshire is independent of, but reports to,
Cambridgeshire County Council. We are pleased to present our report which addresses
the issues of transport congestion and the County Council's proposals for a Transport
Innovation Fund bid to Government.

Our report draws on a wealth of evidence submitted by individuals and organisations for
which we are very grateful. We appreciate the interest and effort of many people who
gave evidence at our 15 hearings around the County and we thank the local media for
their help in publicising and reporting our proceedings. This was an open inquiry and all
the evidence can be seen on the Commission’s website.

Cambridge is a remarkably successful City and County. It has a buoyant economy and is
home to one of the world’'s leading Universities and many cutting edge businesses. It
has an urban and rural environment that is enviable, and is poised for growth. The
challenge of this growth and its relationship with traffic congestion poses a threat to the
continued success of the area. The Commission was asked to consider the problems of
congestion and the County Council’s proposals in the draft TIF bid, and make
recommendations.

If Britain had a less centralised system of public finance, it would be possible for
Cambridgeshire to take advantage of the City and County’s economic success by using
the product of a growing tax-base to fund infrastructure investments. But the County
Council cannot access rising tax yields. Instead it must bid to Whitehall, in effect, to get
its own money back. The Government's own figures show the East of England has the
lowest level of public expenditure per head of any region in the United Kingdom and also
the lowest per capita level of transport spending. Cambridge and Cambridgeshire are
having to cope with the congestion generated by growth within a region with low
transport expenditure. This adds an extra dimension to the issues addressed in this
report which in any case are difficult and controversial.

| should like to express my personal thanks to my fellow Commissioner, Tony Travers, to
our Researcher, Dr Maggie Smales, and especially to the Secretary to the Commission,
James Wilson. | am also grateful to a number of County Council officers who helped us
with information and advice, to the hosts at many venues, and to the recording teams
who supported us.

In completing our commission, we recognise that the challenge falls to the County
Council and its partners to plan the way forward. It is complex and politically demanding.
We hope our report may point some directions and help decision-makers and the public
to move forward so that Cambridgeshire’s future is both prosperous and sustainable.

Sir Brian Briscoe

Chair, Cambridgeshire Independent Transport Commission
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Context and method

Introduction

This report is about transport and traffic congestion in Cambridgeshire. It
considers existing problems, expected economic development and possible
solutions. It has been produced after an extensive period of activity by the
independent Cambridgeshire Transport Commission. Evidence was sought
from the public, business, Cambridgeshire County Council, District Councils and
expert consultants. Oral hearings were held in several parts of the County.
Written evidence has been gathered and published. On the basis of all this
information (and no little opinion) the Commissioners have formed a view about
the future of many forms of transport and their role in the County and City's
future.

Cambridgeshire and the City of Cambridge in particular have been victims of
their own success. The City stands at the centre of one of Europe’s most
successful economic areas, within easy reach of London. The ‘Greater South
East’, consisting of the East, South East and London regions, has been an area
of significant relative and absolute economic growth in recent decades.
Cambridge has been able to accommodate substantial growth with, in the last
decade, virtually no increase in private car use within the City itself. There has
also been ‘modal shift’ with increases in the proportion of journeys made by
public transport, cycling and other non-car modes. The City and County Councils
deserve credit for this achievement, as do the residents of the area.

The Commission was set up in the wake of controversy surrounding the County
Council's outline proposal for resources from the Government’s Transport
Innovation Fund (TIF). It would be naive to pretend there was unanimous
support for the contents of the TIF bid or, for that matter, for the setting up of the
Commission. In an attempt to convince the Commission’s critics of our good
intentions, we have conducted our activities in public except for a small
number of preparatory meetings between the commissioners and others. There
were also informal meetings with some local MPs to discuss the Commission’s
work. Every effort has been made to be accessible and fair to all

Although this report is about transport and traffic in Cambridgeshire, it touches on
broader issues. In particular, there is the question of how local and national
government can manage to convince people that they may need to make
adjustments to their lives  because of changes that, inexorably, take place in
society. All of us make trade-offs between different ways of living our lives, for
example, do we live in a small home in an expensive area or a bigger one where
prices are lower?

However, a difficulty arises when Government considers making a change that
may affect individuals or groups who feel they have no way of avoiding an
outcome they believe will worsen their lives. There is a difference between
things we choose for ourselves and things that are thrust upon us.
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On the other hand, it would be impossible to govern in a way that offered 100 per
cent of the population improvements to their lives with no trade-offs at all.
Anyone who uses an airport, road or train is likely to cause noise and pollution
that have an impact on people who never leave their homes. Indeed, even inside
our own homes we affect the lives of others because we use electricity, gas, oil
and water.

The question we all face, therefore, is how to use homes, streets, cars, trains,
buses and all the other essentials of modern life in ways that provide the
maximum benefit to most of us  for most of the time? We accept, grudgingly,
that trains charge higher fares at some times of the day so that we avoid extreme
overcrowding in peak hours. In fact, across a range of essential goods and
services, we use prices to avoid crowding and/or queuing. This principle even
extends to food.

But it doesn’t apply to roads and thus to traffic congestion . Because almost
all highways in Britain have been free at the point of use ever since the evolution
of mass car-use, people have arranged their lives on the assumption that they
can drive along roads with no direct charge. Any attempt to use pricing to
introduce the logic of the market to roads runs into the immediate problem that
people feel they would be charged for an unavoidable element of their daily
lives . Politicians who ignore this feeling do so at their peril.

Method

The Commission has sought to engage with as wide a range of interested
parties as possible and to gather evidence and views on all sides of the
transport debate. The intention was to consider the causes and impacts of
congestion from as many different perspectives as possible and to ensure that
everyone who wanted to have their say had the opportunity to do so. The
Commissioners resolved that their process must be a public one and that all of
the evidence presented must be placed in the public domain

The Commission determined to operate with no prior assumptions about the
eventual solution. No restrictions were placed on the scope of the Commission’s
recommendations although comment on the County Council’'s current Transport
Innovation Fund bid proposal would of course be a key focus.

Commission Chairman Sir Brian Briscoe began the investigation with an initial
call for evidence on 27 January 2009. Responses were sought from the public
to five key questions; the questions posed were deliberately broad with the aim of
stimulating the widest possible response and to avoid restricting the focus and
content of submissions.

With the congestion in and around Cambridge and plans to build a large
number of new homes in Cambridgeshire, do you think transport improvements
are needed?

What do you think should be done to improve public transport, walking and
cycling facilities, and the road network, to cope with congestion in and around
Cambridge now and in the future?
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Cambridgeshire County Council has bid for £500 million from Government
under the Transport Innovation Fund scheme. What are your views on the
proposals? Do you think it will help solve congestion in and around
Cambridge?

Is Cambridgeshire County Council planning to spend the £500 million for
transport improvements in the right way? What changes would be better, or
more acceptable, for local people and businesses?

To obtain the £500 million of Government money to improve public transport,
walking and cycling facilities, and the road network in and around Cambridge,
a form of demand management, such as congestion charging, is needed. This
is part of Cambridgeshire County Council's proposals. Does the need to tackle
congestion justify a charge for most vehicles coming into Cambridge in the
morning peak (7.30am until 9.30am)? Are there alternative ways of reducing
congestion and greenhouse gases?

Submissions were made through an online survey on the Commission’s website
and as email or postal responses. Over 1000 responses to the online survey
were received and these were supplemented by a further c130 email or postal
submissions . All of the responses received have been posted on the
Commission’s website and the Commission has published a summary report of
this public evidence; also available on the website .

The Commission continued its investigation by asking a range public, private
and voluntary and community sector organisations an d residents from all
over Cambridgeshire to present their evidence to the Commission orally at a
series of public hearings. Witnesses were selected to provide as wide a range of
perspectives as possible on the transport debate. They were asked to provide a
short presentation of their views and the Commissioners then sought to
challenge and explore their evidence in detail. Two of the public meetings also
included open sessions where members of the public who wanted to address
the Commission directly were given the opportunity to do so.

In total, 15 public hearings were held at locations around the County and the
Commission heard representations from 53 organisations and 119 witnesses *.
A list of the hearings and witnesses is provided as Appendix 1 to this report. A
recorded hearing was also held with Mr Gabriel Roth , a transport economist
based in the USA, who visited London during the electoral purdah period. All of
these hearings were recorded and notes of the sessions and summaries of the
evidence from each witness can be viewed on the Commission’s website
http://www.cambstransportcommission.co.uk

In April the Commissioners were invited to attend a Symposium on Transport

chaired by the Master of Christ’'s College, Professor Frank Kelly, It was attended
by a distinguished local audience and addressed by Professors Andy Hopper
and Stephen Glaister, with responses from Stephen Joseph (Campaign for Better
Transport), David Hytch (Greater Manchester PTE, and Nigel Brown (chairman

1 Some witnesses and organisations attended more than one hearing, but have only been counted once. Whilst the majority of witnesses were representing an

organisation, some were speaking in a private capacity
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of the Greater Cambridge Partnership).The Commissioners found the debate
helpful and illustrative of the serious thought being given to these matters in
Cambridge and Cambridgeshire.

In addition to the input gathered through the initial call for evidence and the public
hearings, the Commission has asked Cambridgeshire County Council and its
consultants to make its traffic modelling data available and to answer a
number of technical questions about the movement of vehicles in and around
Cambridge. The Commissioners also had access to all of the responses to the
public consultation exercise  the County Council undertook in 2008  and to
the more recent Joint Economic Impact Assessment work undertaken alongside
the member organisations of the Greater Cambridge Partnership.



2 Evidence presented to the Commission
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This section of the report pulls together an overview of three sources of
evidence, all of which are presented in full on the Commission’s website:

Oral evidence : taken from the fifteen formal public hearings held by the
Commission, including Council officers, representatives of regional and sub-
regional organisations, local business and the University of Cambridge, as
well as individuals and groups.

Survey evidence : ¢1130 written submissions received by the Commission by
the close of public consultation on 13 March 2009.

Other evidence : presentations, papers and other supplementary factual
evidence received by the Commission.

Cambridgeshire within the UK
Regional Government and County Council officers

The Commission was told that the East of England is projected to be the second
fastest growing English Region in terms of population increase between
2006-2031 and that population in Cambridgeshire itself is set to grow at a higher
rate that the Region as a whole, with a 33% projected growth from just under
600,000 in 2006 to nearly 800,000 in 2031. Population growth has an inevitable
impact on housing and transport . Whilst one driver for these projected
population increases is migration, which could be affected by a downturn in the
economy, increases in longevity and changes in household formation, will
continue to operate regardless.

The Government’s Housing Green Paper of 2007 identified a considerable
shortfall between the projected annual growth in the number of households and
the annual growth in housing stock, with the result that an extra two million
houses would be needed by 2010 and three million by 2020. The East of
England Plan 2001-2021 , the revised Regional Spatial Strategy, will contribute
to these targets. Submitted in 2004 and approved in 2008, its basic philosophy is
to match housing to employment nodes and develop appropriate infrastructure.

Much of the region is designated for growth, with Greater Cambridge a key area.
Whist acknowledging the difficulties posed by the Green Belt and the historic
character of Cambridge itself, the Plan proposes the construction of 73,000 new
dwellings in Cambridgeshire as a whole over the period 2001-2020, with
42,500 in Greater Cambridge, including up to 10,000 at Northstowe .

Monitoring of the plan in early 2008 suggested that job growth in Cambridgeshire
has been above the target set leading to a mismatch with the local labour supply
that could lead to 30,000 more jobs than people by 2031 in Cambridge alone.
Dwelling completions were not on target in 2008 and it was anticipated that a
further 58,000 dwellings would be needed across Cambridgeshire by 2021 to
meet targets in the plan.



2.6 The Commissioners questioned witnesses as to whether this uplift in housing
growth was actually deliverable and realistic in the light of previous
performance and the current economic climate. It was noted that whilst the
current recession will undoubtedly impact on the trajectory of house construction
in the short term, the direction of travel will remain the same , especially once
pent up demand is released. Moreover, the proposed growth around Cambridge
is concentrated into a small number of major developments rather than a large
number of small infill sites. This means that once the economic recovery begins,
significant ‘humps’ will occur in the housing growth trajectory as many houses
are built simultaneously.

Business

2.7 The Greater Cambridge Partnership  (GCP)? told the Commission that Greater
Cambridge is the scientific and research capital of Great Britain, with around
1,500 businesses and 40,000 jobs in this sector — proportionately there are five
times more R&D jobs in the area than in the UK as a whole. Around one third of
all businesses are knowledge-based and 8% of the UK’s venture capital
investment happens in this area, despite it having only 1% of the total UK
population.

2.8 When asked about the impact of the recession, the GCP representative noted
that unemployment was currently growing, but at less than half the national rate.
The North and East of the region were suffering more than the City of Cambridge
and the South. The recent Centre for Cities report refers only to the City, where
around 40% of jobs are in the public sector, which helps explains its claim that
Cambridge is weathering the recession better than anywhere else in the UK;
nonetheless, the region was undoubtedly more resilient ~ than most.

Residents

2.9 Whilst many respondents to the Commission appeared to accept implicitly the
growth agenda for Cambridgeshire, often noting the current lack of affordable
housing for young people and key workers, the Commission’s survey found
evidence of some very vocal opposition to local development plans. There is
concern that development is being pushed through despite the view of local
people, and against their best interests.

“Your first point assumes that this area is going to have thousands more
houses built, because Government and an unelected body (supposedly
representing the Eastern Region) have deemed it to be necessary...” (email
5.3.2009)

“Building more homes should not be taken as a given but fought tooth and
nail.” (737)

“Central Government is pushing the growth and prosperity agenda and
sustainable development is given lip service. Cambridge is seen as a money

2 The sub-regional economic partnership which britagether the public, business, voluntary and conityusectors to support the goals of the sub-reaion

economic strategy.
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spinner when it is actually a piece of fenland just 5m above sea level.” (letter
13.3.2009)

The Federation of Cambridge Residents’ Associations echoed these views,
telling the Commission that there seems to be a considerable disconnect
between the growth agenda and targets for sustainab ility and carbon
footprints; their members considered that plans for a 40% increase in the size of
Cambridge should be rejected. In the same hearing, one Cambridge resident
guestioned by the Commission voiced particular disquiet that the County Council
should be planning large developments like Cambourne and Northstowe with the
express purpose of housing incomers and potential London commuters, rather
than concentrating on the housing needs of local people.

Planning for growth

Regional Government and County Council officers

The Commission was told that economic success has priced many people out

of the housing market locally — in Cambridge it takes nine times the average
salary to afford the average house price, and this had led to particularly high
figures for long distance commuting. Currently there are not enough new homes
or supporting infrastructure near employment hubs and there are considerable
recruitment issues . Proposed growth around Cambridge is concentrated into a
small number of major developments  rather than a large number of infill sites.

In terms of transport infrastructure, Government has already committed
significant resources to Cambridgeshire, including £92.5 million towards the
Cambridgeshire Guided Busway and confirmation in January 2009 to a
timeframe for the Al4 Ellington to Fen Ditton improvements . Another major
government-funded transport development is Chesterton Station , where work is
to start before 2013-2014 and should be completed by 2015-2016.

The Commissioners suggested that figures for Government funding were
nonetheless insignificant in comparison to regional GDP . It was noted that
the East of England was a net contributor to the Exchequer and trapped by the
Government’'s grant formulae, which scale back local government funding in
order to reallocate to areas of perceived greater need. Unlike, for example, in
the USA, local authorities do not have the power to take matters into their own
hands, either by increasing business or council tax well above the capping limits
or by borrowing in order to invest in large-scale capital projects. In effect, they
are unable to access the benefits of their own growth.

District Council representatives

East Cambridgeshire District Council (ECDC) representatives noted that the
2003 Cambridgeshire Structure Plan Strategy was a watershed, and shifted the
emphasis to developing affordable homes in and near Cambridge  , hence the
huge projected housing figures for Cambridge City and South Cambridgeshire,
although rural areas will still play a role, with ECDC aiming to deliver 6,500 new
homes and 6,200 new jobs by 2025. They considered it likely that, following the
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RSS14 review of the 2003 Structure Plan, higher rates of housing will again be
sought in the market towns in the period 2025-2031.

It was also emphasised that although to date ECDC has delivered the housing
asked of it, no significant transport improvements  , including to the A10, have
yet been delivered.

Fenland District Council (FDC) representatives explained that they were
required to deliver 13,750 new homes by 2026. To ensure that this growth is
accommodated sustainably, the majority is planned as expansion and
revitalisation of existing market towns and should be matched by the delivery
of sustainable transport solutions.

Huntingdonshire District Council (HDC) representatives described the
requirement for Huntingdonshire under the Core Strategy as the delivery of
14,000 new homes and 13,000 new jobs by 2026, also largely through growing
and revitalizing the market towns. HDC aims to provide more employment and
retail opportunities in Huntingdonshire towns , although conceding that some
increase in Cambridge commuter numbers was inevitable.

South Cambridgeshire District Council (SCDC) representatives emphasized
that the growth strategy in this part of the County focuses on the fringes of
Cambridge, and the new town of Northstowe , which will be served by the
guided bus. The new communities will have better public transport facilities and
better options for cycling and walking to work.

Expert witness

Marcial Echenique , Professor of Land Use and Transport Studies at the
University of Cambridge, told the Commission that the Cambridge Futures 1999
report , which explored the possibility of development at the edge of Cambridge
and beyond had had a profound impact on planning policy. Many of its ideas
were taken up in the 2003 Structure Plan. In 1999 it was felt that the green belt
cannot be touched, but Cambridge Futures used animations and simulations to
show that this could be acceptable and, in fact, it is what is happening now.

Greater Cambridge could easily grow to a population of 500-600,000 over the
next 50 years, with an emphasis on knowledge-based economic activity.
However the future structure should be polycentric as there was no reason
for everything to be based in the City centre.

Residents

A number of residents expressed the opinion that, since growth was planned for
the periphery , the Council should focus new developments there

“l cannot understand why the (City) Council should at present have plans for
the further development of the City centre in the Mill Lane area as a shopping
centre which would draw into the centre even more traffic than at present...”
(letter 9.3.2009)



“Those occupying new homes in Cambridgeshire outside the City should be
entirely independent of the need to enter Cambridge, having their own
businesses and social facilities within the new developments.” (293)3

2.22 Again these views were reiterated by the Federation of Cambridge Residents’
Associations, who told the Commission that the City does not need to continue
to develop as a regional shopping, commercial and r  ecreational centre ; this
kind of growth should be on the periphery not in the centre.

Congestion

Regional Government and County Council officers

2.23 The Commission was advised that a 2008 report forecast a national increase in
traffic of 17% by 2015 and 37% by 2025 against a base date of 2003; this was
higher than had previously been forecast and reflected new planning
assumptions, which anticipated that population growth would be particularly
focused on urban areas where congestion is more prevalent. The 2006
Eddington Transport Study, which examined the links between the UK'’s
economic productivity, growth and stability, found that 89% of delay caused by
congestion is in urban areas . Eddington also noted that transport emissions
contributed around 25% of the UK’s overall greenhouse gas emissions in 2004
and 40% now

2.24 In the East of England there has been a significant increase in the average
distance travelled , but no overall shift towards the use of public transport with
some local exceptions; in Cambridge, for example, bus use has increased
significantly. Highways Agency modelling suggests that there will be 45% more
traffic on the regional strategic road network by 2021.

2.25 The Transport Economic Evidence Study , published in 2008 by the East of
England Development Agency (EEDA), shows that traffic congestion in the
region cost businesses and residents £1bn a year in 2003 and suggests that
this could rise to £2bn by 2021 . 85% of the costs of congestion are borne in the
region’s seven ‘engines of growth’, one of which is Greater Cambridge.

2.26 Modelling for the Cambridgeshire Long Term Transport Strategy suggests that
all roads are likely to be congested , with particular problems on the A10, the
A505 and the A428. The worst congestion would be focused in and around
Cambridge , with the radial routes and key junctions in the City experiencing the
most acute problems. There would be 20,350 additional morning peak trips  in
Cambridge by 2021, an 84% increase in Junction delay, a 30% increase in
distance travelled and a 46% increase in travel time. Journey times would
become much less predictable and reliable

3 The figures in brackets are references to the individual survey response number from which the quote is taken. All these responses are available in full on the
Commission’s website www.cambstransportcommission.co.uk.
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The Commissioners questioned what would be an ‘unacceptable’ level of
congestion and were told that there is no scientific test; everyone has a different
tipping point. 80% of respondents to a previous County Council consultation in
May 2008 said that congestion was a substantial problem. There were also a
significant number of complaints from local business.

District Council and Parish Council representatives

A number of representatives of District and Parish Councils stressed that
congestion is a county-wide  problem and should not be viewed as an issue
just for the City and its immediate surrounds.

In East Cambridgeshire, for example, the Commission were told about some
specific pinch points, such as the railway crossing near Ely station , and the
Al142 from Witchford to Ely, as well as fears of traffic generation resulting from
the new Recycling Centre at Grunty Fen, or from the massive proposed scale of
extraction of aggregate from Block Fen.

FDC representatives explained to the Commission that Fenland had
experienced some of the highest reported traffic gr owth in Cambridgeshire
in recent years, particularly on the A1101, A141 and A142. Again growth in HCV
traffic had been particularly marked.

Business

The Federation of Small Businesses (FSB) had calculated that small
businesses lost around 6.2 hours a week in Cambridgeshire because of
congestion — a figure which was actually below the East of England average.

The GCP noted that cluster reports on Cambridge in 2006 and 2007 by the
Library House Data and Research Service suggested that congestion was
already having an adverse impact on the local economy and that the
Cambridge high-tech cluster is already hitting the limit set by local infrastructure.

The Cambridge Retail and Commercial Association claimed that the scale of
planned growth is not widely understood, leading to a perception that the City
can just about cope with present traffic levels. However, the additional traffic that
will come with growth will necessitate a robust response over the next few
years.

Cambridge Consultants noted that, at present, Science Park staff do not
perceive a significant problem with congestion, and indeed the most significant
transport problems currently are with access routes to international airports
rather than to Cambridge City centre.

The consultants Steer Davies Gleave told the Commission that a survey in
support of their recent report on business perceptions of the TIF transport
proposals, undertaken on behalf of the County Council, showed that 40% of
businesses surveyed in Cambridge regarded congestion as either ‘very bad’
or ‘at a critical level

10



2.36

2.37

2.38

2.39

2.40

Expert witnesses

Dr Adam Marshall, Head of Policy Research at the Centre for Cities , expressed
the view that congestion in Cambridge will choke inward investment and
adversely affect recovery and economic growth. It would be difficult to spot the
tipping point, as there would never be an Armageddon situation, there would just
be a gradual slipping away of competitive advantage . There was no space to
expand roadways, congestion would get worse and worse, and investment would
go elsewhere.

This view was echoed by Professor Echenique , who said there was no doubt
that planned growth will lead to a substantial increase in traffic delays and
worsening air pollution and this will have a negative effect on the economy  of
the sub-region.

Residents

For many residents, transport improvements in and round Cambridge are
long overdue , irrespective of whether large numbers of new homes are to be
built.

“I am of the view that we already face very serious problems over congestion
in the City now, and certainly more so in the future.” (email 2.2.2009)

However, a number of respondents believe that Cambridge’s traffic and transport
problems have been exaggerated and that congestion is no worse than
anywhere else in the UK.

“l don't agree that Cambridge has worse congestion than any other city or
large town in the UK.” (212)

“Cambridge and the surrounding area does not have the congestion problems
that say London or Manchester does. Even the Al4 flows most of the time —
if slowly.” (letter 4.3.2009)

“Most of the time it is quite straight forward to move around Cambridge by
car (fact)... (letter 5.3.2009)

Some consider that the problem is, in fact, self-regulating .

“Traffic congestion is... a neat form of self-regulating demand management.”
(458)

“Also the problem is to some extent self- regulating. For instance |, as a

pensioner, will of course only try to travel anywhere at off peak times.” (letter
5.3.2009)

11



The Transport Innovation Fund (TIF) bid

Regional Government and County Council officers

2.41 Regional Government officers explained that, as part of the National Transport
Policy, the Department for Transport (DfT) has made available up to £200m a
year for the period to 2019 through the TIF for proposals that support the
development of local packages of measures that combine demand
management, including road pricing, and better publ ic transport . If local
authorities do not feel that such demand management is appropriate for them,
then they will continue to get support, but only from other transport funding
programmes, as demand management is a pre-condition of the TIF.

2.42 County Council officers told the Commission that the Cambridgeshire bid
amounts to around 25% of available funding for the whole of England. At the
final hearing, they emphasised that the TIF is intended by the Government
expressly for tackling congestion, it is not an accessibility scheme or an
emission scheme . They expressed the opinion that emissions were best
handled at a national level through legislation on engine capacity and efficiency.
The worst congestion in the County is in Cambridge and its immediate environs,
which is why TIF improvements are focused on Cambridge and travel to
Cambridge and counterbalanced by road pricing in Cambridge.

2.43 A summary of the TIF bid is provided as Appendix 2 to this report.
District Councils

2.44  Whilst Cambridge City Council had a number of provisos about the TIF bid as
constituted, they expressed the opinion that the right scheme could be good for
Cambridge . SCDC, however, noted that the 2003 Cambridgeshire Structure
Plan was not predicated on acquiring funding from the TIF, which did not exist at
the time, or on congestion charging®. Other towns face growing congestion and
are not being offered TIF funding. If this strategy works it should be offered to
everyone — there should be a national policy not a scatter gun approach

2.45 HDC considered that the current TIF bid as proposed by the County Council is
too Cambridge-centric and does not contain enough measures to address
transport issues outside the City area. Transport policy needs to be created on a
county-wide basis and to focus on sustainable transport systems. ECDC also
stressed that they hoped that the Commission would address transport issues
Cambridgeshire-wide. Sustainable transport solutions are needed
throughout the County and crucial to this is improved connectivity between
Cambridge City and the market towns. The TIF needs to develop sustainable
transport systems. Similarly, Fenland emphasised that congestion is not limited
to Cambridge and expressed concern that funding should not be moved away
from Fenland local transport schemes as a result of the TIF.

4 . The County Council subsequenttd the Commission that whilst the Structure Ptaaly not specify congestion charging it does recmgtiiat demand management is
critical to the success of the strategy for the Braohge Sub-Region. Particularly, it talks about tieed, in some areas, to introduce measures #tetteccess by car, including

the examination of fiscal measures.

12
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Business

Businesses had somewhat equivocal attitudes to the TIF. For example,
Cambridgeshire Chambers of Commerce noted the inadequacy of
Government investment in roads and public transport; quoting Cambridgeshire
Horizons’ view that £4bn of investment will be needed to meet planned growth
in the area to 2021, of which over 50% relates to transport investment. Their
representative considered the TIF an attempt by Government to seduce local
authorities to bid for extra transport funding, but only provided they also introduce
a local congestion charge; a form of blackmail . Yet even if the Council were
successful in winning TIF funding there would still be a shortfall of £760m

The Greater Cambridge Partnership  noted that a reliable transport system
plays an important role in underpinning growth and attracting international
investment which might otherwise go abroad — for example to Munich or
Bangalore. They noted that most TIF proposals are favoured by the GCP;
although people are set in their ways and do not necessarily want to have to
cope with road charging.

Expert Witnesses

The Cambridge Cycling Campaign told the Commission that is broadly in
favour of the TIF, but considers that the County Council had done a poor job of
marketing the benefits of the scheme  and rebutting some of the myths that
have grown up about congestion charging. Very many pots of Government
money are earmarked for special projects and come with conditions attached —
but rarely is it claimed that this is somehow a form of blackmail. The TIF has the
potential to bring £500 million of benefits to Cambridge.

Public health experts from NHS Cambridgeshire considered that the TIF is
likely to bring incidental health benefits by improving transport infrastructure in
line with National Institute for Health and Clinical Excellence (NICE) guidance on
promoting physical activity by modifying transport infrastructure . Walking
and cycling help to incorporate physical activity into people’s daily routine and the
proposals include enhanced walking and cycling routes. Many people who will
live in the new developments planned for Cambridgeshire will not realistically be
able to walk or cycle to work. However, improved railway stations, bus services
and the Guided Busway are also likely to encourage people onto public transport,
which often means that they will walk or cycle for at least part of their journey

to work.

Dr Adam Marshall of Centre for Cities said that with public spending cutbacks
inevitable from 2011 he thought Cambridge needed some fiscal realism — there
would not be another £500 million gifted by the DfT  ; this is a one-time
opportunity to acquire fifty times the normal transport spend. There will be a
£2bn shrinkage in public spending  between 2011-14, and with education and
health expenditure protected, there is no doubt that transport will be hit.
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Residents

A noticeable feature of the initial response to the Commission’s survey was the
number of people who had little or no knowledge of the TIF  and did not find the
Commission’s website helpful in this respect, despite it having a link to the TIF
proposals.

“What proposals” (21)

“l can't find enough information on the full proposals to have a comment — the
only information | can see is on congestion charging.” (7)

Even those who had read the proposals were still not entirely sure what was
planned.

“It is actually difficult to find in a concise form what this... £500 million will be
spent on other than in general terms.” (782)

“From reading the rather wordy executive summary, the proposals aren't that
clear, so it is hard to tell what they are likely to achieve.” (823)

One respondent also noted that there is a lot of misinformation about:

“Talking to my neighbours and work colleagues and having heard some of the
evidence from the sessions, | am surprised how little is known about the
overall proposals and what misinformation there is... The Council and the
Commission would do well to set some of the facts straight and make them
more available to a much wider public...” (924)

A relatively common response was to criticise the Government's insistence on
tying TIF funding to the introduction of demand management, which some
respondents saw as a form of bribery .

“If the additional houses proposed for around Cambridge were being built in
the North or in Scotland money for infrastructure would be freely available but
not as a bribe with conditions like a congestion charge.” (letter 4.3.2009)

“If they are having to bribe us to accept their scheme it can’t be very popular
can it?” (237)

Others disliked the methodology, but felt that the Council should, nonetheless,
not be deterred from putting in a bid

“It is scandalous that transport improvement money is dispensed in this lottery
like manner, but it is, and we should go all out to win it.” (541)

Where respondents were aware of the detail of the Council's TIF proposals,
opinion was divided, usually around the merits or demerits of a congestion
charge. However a number of supporters also expressed the view that the
scheme was not intrinsically visionary

“The term TIF, nominally about ‘Transport Innovation’ is grossly misleading,
being a weasel word to suggest exciting new innovation... Whilst TIF is tied to
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a ‘demand management’ clause, it will not produce innovation, because
innovation relies on freedom of thought to produce solutions to problems.”
(letter 11.3.2009)

“The plans are OK but not visionary... the answer cannot be slightly more
restrictions on cars, a few more buses and another makeshift cycle lane...”
(638)

Congestion Charging

County Council officers: TIF proposals

County Council officers told the Commission that the LTTS had proposed
demand management as a way of tackling congestion even before the
Government introduced the TIF. Indeed the town centre already has a form of
demand management in the “rising bollards” scheme.

Transport modelling undertaken for the TIF suggested that a ‘do nothing’
scenario was likely to result in an 18% increase in traffic within the City
boundaries , and a 12% increase in CO2 by 2021 . Various road-charging
schemes had been considered. The area licence was eventually preferred
because it was felt to be a more effective way of addressing the area’s
congestion problems and would also be more equitable by not just to penalising
people coming in as there are, and always will be, more transport alternatives for
movement within the City. It was also feared that a cordon charge would increase
the levels of traffic within Cambridgeshire. The morning peak was preferred as a
charging period because traffic intensity is inevitably worse in the morning
because of the funnel effect as cars converge on the City. It was noted that
some people will undoubtedly change their mode of transport as a result of the
charges and this will have a knock on benefit in the evening.

Government guidance was to plan the scheme in its ‘pure’ form with no
exemptions and only then to examine the issue. Officers stressed that the TIF
outline was a starting point not a final offer.

District and Parish Council representatives

Cambridge City Council were concerned about what they saw as the
unfairness of making City residents pay the congestion charge. There are
5,500 outward journeys daily from the City to adjacent work areas® and often
there is no public transport alternative. They felt that there should be substantial
discounts or even total exemption  for Cambridge residents - London residents
receive a 90% discount, whilst Stockholm and Manchester proposals involved a
cordon rather than an area charge, which effectively results in 100% discounts
for residents (provided they do not drive across the cordon in either direction®).

5 The Commission was subsequently told by the County Council that not all of these journeys are undertaken at peak times

6 Information asverified by the Commission.
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The City Council accepted that any discounts or exemptions to the congestion
charge would inevitably increase the amount of traffic in the City and
therefore reduce the impact on emissions. There was an unavoidable conflict
between the two objectives and suggested that there needed to be a model to
plot such trade-offs and this should then be a matter for public debate

SCDC informed the Commissioners that a motion had been passed at the District
Council by a significant majority on 26 February 2009 stating that a congestion
charge was not in the best interests of local residents . They felt that a charge
would fall disproportionately on the 27% of people who work in Cambridge and
live in South Cambridgeshire. Moreover if the congestion charge is introduced in
its current proposed form, congestion is likely to worsen in South
Cambridgeshire . There will inevitably be a shift in peak demand as people
change the times of their journeys in order to avoid the charge with dangers from
speeding in the morning to get to the City before 07:30; there will be an increase
in congestion as people queue to enter the Park & Ride sites on the City fringes
and consequent increases in carbon emissions.

One South Cambridgeshire parish with a particular interest in the congestion
charge is Girton. The Commission was told that current proposals propose a
charging zone that would bisect the village at the bridge where the A14 passes
under Girton Road. Whilst there are disadvantages for Girton whether it lies
within or without the charging zone, the worst scenario is a bisected village,
which would impact very badly on the village identity.

St Ives Town Council in Huntingdonshire suggested that a congestion charge
should only be introduced as a last resort and once all other improvements
have been introduced . They acknowledged that potentially a congestion
charge for Cambridge could encourage businesses to relocate to
Huntingdonshire and this may be beneficial to the longer term sustainability of
Huntingdonshire Market towns.

ECDC also agreed that sustainable transport systems needed to be much
improved before congestion charging is introduced. Ideally public transport
should also be much cheaper than at present , with much better real-time
travel information. FDC told the Commissioners that for Fenland residents, use of
the Park & Ride sites is the only realistic alternative to driving and provided
capacity was sufficient, then these drivers would not be severely disadvantaged.
Some Fenland residents may opt to use Peterborough or Kings Lynn more
often as an alternative to Cambridge.

Business/ NHS/ Emergency services

Businesses in Cambridgeshire were not, on the whole, convinced of the merits of
a congestion charge. Cambridgeshire Chambers of Commerce told the
Commission that they did not necessarily oppose road pricing per se, but rather
the isolated introduction of congestion charges . The original Government
White Paper planned fiscal neutrality for demand management, with appropriate
changes to road tax and fuel duty to offset road charging. The Government has

failed to face up to the challenge of an integrated system and is now seeking
to entice local government to introduce road charging on a piecemeal basis and
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without any balancing reduction in taxes paid by the motorist. Moreover, the
majority of local people feel that there is no transport alternative available to
them, only London has a sufficiently developed public transport system to offer a
real alternative to the car.

A Federation of Small Businesses survey in early 2008 suggested that the
majority of small businesses in Cambridgeshire were opposed to congestion
charging in principal, although a significant minority were prepared to support

it if the money were reinvested in public transport and the road network. Not all
members understood the nature of the proposals and some may well have
believed the charge would apply all day, rather than just in the morning peak
period. If the County Council were able to communicate this message more
effectively , small businesses may be more open to the proposal.

This was also the view of consultants Steer Davies Gleave , who told the
Commission business workshops they had organised as part of a study of
business perceptions of the TIF illustrated that people didn’t know very much
about the proposals ; opinions changed once people began to think about the
benefits rather than just the costs. People need to understand the impact on
them as individuals ; they need to personalise the impact.

Major employers such as the Marshall Group of Companies and Microsoft
Research argue that as they were located on the periphery of Cambridge, they
should be exempt from the charge . The Marshall’s representative also argued
that charging would damage the wider local economy, in particular retail where
customers might choose to go to other locations which were perceived to be
friendlier, such as Bury St Edmunds.

Cambridge Consultants told the Commission that the attraction of Cambridge
for high tech is the sheer scale of operations in the area, so people feel confident
that there are lots of work opportunities. He believed a congestion charge could
split the high tech cluster in two and that this might impact adversely on
people’s psychology of where they could work.

Interestingly, the representative of the Cambridge Commercial and Retail
Association told the Commission that the retail sector probably had the least to
fear from the TIF as opening hours could be switched to 10:00
Communication would be key , as consumers might stay away from Cambridge
if they thought the congestion charge applied all day. However, he also noted
that transport improvements should be introduced first and questioned
whether a congestion charge should be the inevitable next step.

As with major businesses located at the periphery of the City, Addenbrooke’s
prime concern was that their campus and relief road should be located

outside the congestion charging zone. The congestion charge would particularly
discriminate against people on nights or early morning shifts  and would pose
a problem for the Trust as it would not affect all staff. It was noted that 81% of
non-medical NHS staff earn £27k or less and that staff employed by contractors,
such as cleaners, are particularly low paid. Patients, similarly, come from all
income brackets and for the elderly and disabled, including temporarily disabled,
alternative modes of transport may not be appropria  te. Around 25% of
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patient and visitor arrivals occur during the 07:30-09:30 period, appointments at
this time are mainly for unavoidable clinical reasons.

Addenbrooke’s staff-side  shared these concerns; a survey of 1750 staff had
found that 93% felt that Addenbrooke’s should be outside the congestion
charging zone.

The Emergency Services and Cambridgeshire Community Services  (CCS)’
emphasised to the Commission that operational staff should be exempt  from
the congestion charge, particularly marked police cars, fire engines and
ambulances, CCS staff with equipment and drugs visiting patients and
Ambulance Service volunteers.

Expert witnesses

Professor Echenique noted that the 2003 Cambridge Futures report had
contained proposals for road charging. This had taken a slightly different
approach, drawing the cordon to exclude Addenbrooke’s and proposing a charge
of £3.50 to cross the cordon and 50 pence for travelling within the cordon. The
report had suggested that this kind of charge would add a cost of £500 pa for
each employee and had predicted a consequent 8% decline in retail trade in
the City® ; there would also be a shift in employment patterns with more higher-
value employment in the City and less lower- paid employment. Cambridge
Futures organised a survey following publication of their report which found that
all proposals were regarded with favour except the congestion charge, this
was only acceptable as part of a complete package o f transport
improvements .

Dr Marshall of the Centre for Cities was asked how people could be convinced
of the future benefits of the TIF, and noted that there are only a few isolated
examples of road charging, for example in Stockholm or Singapore, which seem
like far off places; even direct comparisons with London are difficult. However, it
is possible to learn from the mistakes made by London and also from the
mistakes in the Manchester bid. He considered that a political decision is
needed, not a referendum . There can never be enough information about a
very complex issue and people will vote no for something they do not fully
understand. In Stockholm transport measures were put in place, and then
stopped, then a referendum was held over charging and was successful.

University of Cambridge

Representatives told the Commission that the University supports the

introduction of congestion charging . It is important that any congestion
charge should be transparent and that stakeholders should feel that they are
treated fairly. The charge could be used to discriminate against vehicles with
poor environmental performance so that it became very expensive to drive them

7 CCS provides a range of community-based healttsanil care services for adults and children gvim Cambridgeshire

8 Similar to recent findings by Professor Michaall®f Imperial, who suggested a post congesticargé fall in sales in London’s Oxford St of arout, with an

increase in out of town shopping, for example &rBICross.
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into the City. Charges should be directed at commuter trips into C ambridge
which affect the approach roads and some routes in Cambridge. If a journey
does not cause environmental damage or result in congestion then it should not
attract a charge.

Residents
The principle

Inevitably, for residents also, the most contentious and divisive element of the
Cambridgeshire TIF bid is the proposal to introduce a congestion charge. There
were some enthusiastic proponents

“I'm a strong supporter of congestion charging. | know there has been vocal
opposition to the idea, but there were similar responses to the London
scheme before it was introduced and that has been hugely successful. | also
think you’re more likely to hear from people opposing congestion charging
than people who don’t mind...” (email 28.2.2009)

“Please can we have a congestion charge before (the traffic) gets worse?”
(letter 1.3.2009)

A number of people were prepared to accept charging as a perhaps regrettable
inevitability .

“Any congestion charge will be unpopular... reluctantly we have to abide by
the TIF rules, which mean some form of demand management... So for me,
the bottom line is not whether we go for a congestion charge but how we
spend the money once obtained.” (email 3.3.2009)

“Unfortunately making people pay is the only way that affects their car use.”
(115)

There were also some forceful opponents of charging , many of whom feel
they are already taxed enough.

“| already pay road fund tax to use my car. If they are introduced for
Cambridge, | will no longer visit Cambridge unless absolutely forced to do so.
I can and will take my business and money elsewhere.” (176)

Many respondents to the Commission’s survey didn't find congestion to be a
particularly bad problem for them and therefore felt they would gain no
particular benefit from the charge . Some also doubted the efficacy of using
financial penalties to modify behaviour.

“Most people would prefer putting up with some congestion, rather than
having to pay a charge.” (email 4.3.2009)

“I would prefer to sit in traffic for a few minutes (which is all it is) than face a
bill of over £1000 a year.” (657)

“I don’t see how congestion charging will reduce congestion. Most people
really don't have viable alternatives to their cars... If they did ... then they

19



would use them — | don'’t think anyone would sit in their car for an hour to
travel 10 miles if there was a better way to get to work.” (422)

Charge zone

2.82 Many people feel that the charge zone is far too extensive , with particular
complaints about the inclusion of the Science Park and the Addenbrooke’s
campus.

“I think a congestion charge would help to reduce traffic in Cambridge, but
does it have to be the whole of Cambridge- e.g. just the centre of Cambridge
would do... (letter 29.1.2009)

“The Science Park has benefited from £7.4m improvement to road access,
and congestion there is not now too bad. The Addenbrooke'’s site is to benefit
from the new link road... These are sites of substantial employment in
Cambridge. The principal short- and mid-term charge will be to raise costs for
companies by around £1500/year/employee and hence drive away the talent
and damage small, high-tech business in Cambridge...” (letter 4.3.2009)

Charge times
2.83 Whilst many respondents agree that congestion is worse in the mornings

some of the proponents of charging would like to see charges levied across
more of the day or even on Saturdays as well as weekdays.

“We consider that the charging period should be extended to 10.30 at the
earliest and preferably to noon. Roads around Cambridge outside the areas
of parking restrictions are used as public car parks and tourist coach parks
and this will only be dealt with if the restriction on entry to Cambridge ends
after the start of work or after tourist bus arrival times.” (email 3.3.2009)

“Charging also needs to address the worst time for traffic on Saturday
morning and early afternoon.” (271)

Displacement

2.84 There were fears expressed that charging might achieve no more than traffic
displacement to different times and places

“The proposed congestion charge will not, of course, necessarily reduce the
amount of traffic. It will at best reduce the peak levels of traffic during the
working day by encouraging drivers to change their journey times.” (email
16.2.3009)

“Congestion charge won't help. What it may do is encourage vehicles to stay
just outside the congestion charge zone, making travel here even worse than
it is now.” (393)
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Who should pay?

There is some resistance on the part of Cambridge residents that they should
be expected to pay to travel within the City, although not all out-of-town residents
share this view.

“I would happily pay a congestion charge to visit someone else’s town — at
least | would have the choice of going or not. | would have no choice if a
congestion charge was imposed on City residence.” (email 5.2.2009)

“I would love to walk to work but | can’t afford the City house prices...” (657)

“Since (City residents) are also part of the congestion problem | am inclined to
think that they should be charged.” (541)

Even more controversial is the proposal that people should be charged for
driving out of the City in the morning against the flow of traffic.

“l also do not understand why those leaving the City centre would also be
taxed when their routes are not congested.” (150)

“Not if it penalises town residents driving OUT of town to their places of work
(usually an out of town place with no rail or usable bus service.” (308)

A number of respondents are concerned about the impact on key workers
especially, but not exclusively, healthcare workers, on the low paid, on blue
badge holders and on patients, especially the frail elderly.

“Nurses going to people’s houses... doctors on home visits.” (731)

“The hardest hit will be junior staff who have to carry out frontline duties at
fixed hours.” (990)

“l am registered disabled. Because of this buses and trains are not for me the
answer or for many others in the same situation...” (letter 2.2.2009)

“It is unreasonable to expect frail and elderly patients to use public transport.”
(554)

A number of residents would like to see more of a focus on the kind of vehicle
that people are driving, with a lower charge for low emission vehicles

“Charge the polluting vehicles and exempt electrical... charge only as a last
resort.” (389)

“Yes but large cars and 4x4 should pay more than smaller cars.” (129)
A referendum?

One witness told the Commission that the 1130 people who responded to their
survey amounted to less than 0.2%, and the 5,000 people who had responded to
the County Council's survey to around 1%, of the population of Cambridgeshire.
In the recent County Council elections, candidates side-stepped the issue of the
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congestion charge, saying they were waiting for the Transport Commission to
report. It could not therefore be said that the public view had been tested
democratically. He suggested a referendum based on a summary of the
proposals, as had happened in Manchester and Edinburgh.

The opposite view was, however, also well supported. Several survey
respondents expressed the fear that political considerations might dissuade the
Council from agreeing the kind of action they feel is necessary to meet
Cambridgeshire’s traffic and transport problems, and urge politicians to be
bold and decisive.

“How about making a decision and taking some action! We've had too many
planning committees and ideas and studies. Maybe we need less democracy
and more action.” (247)

“Above all do not go down the easy path of holding a referendum. London’s
scheme is working and accepted. In Edinburgh and Manchester they did not
have the political courage to act and dodged the issue.” (416)

Civil liberties concerns

One witness told the Commission that he had a particular concern about the civil
liberties implication of road charging; there will be cameras everywhere in
Cambridge and journeys will potentially be followed everywhere. In London, the
police and security services make use of information collected by congestion
charge cameras for data mining. This is inimical to Cambridge, with its tradition
of concern for civil liberties, opposition to ID cards etc.

County Council officers: response to key concerns

At their final public hearing the Commissioners challenged County Council
officers with some of these concerns. They probed the issue of discounts and
exemptions, asking whether Cambridge residents would be given a discount.
They were told that 50% of traffic in peak periods in Cambridge was cau  sed
by Cambridge residents travelling less than 2 miles . Whilst the scheme
would still be financially viable if discounts were offered, it would clearly have far
less impact on congestion.

Obvious exemptions would be police in marked vehicles, ambulances and fire
engines and these might be extended to people with disabilities and patients
going to hospital. It was also likely that most regular travellers would acquire a
tag and this could be used to allow a pricing incentive . In principle, it was felt
preferable to consider most discounts/exemptions on a case by case basis , for
example staff undertaking critical hospital functions at Addenbrooke’s who had
unavoidable shift patterns. Other workers, including low paid workers, would be
provided with better public transport alternatives

The Commissioners questioned the boundary of the zone. They had heard
strong arguments that Addenbrooke’s should be excluded and that the Science
Park and other Business Parks do not affect congestion in Cambridge. They
were told that critical congestion was found at the periphery of C ambridge ,
for example at the Milton and Histon interchanges, and that people travelling to
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large employers at the edge of the City were major contributors to such
congestion. If a congested area was not included, it would cause traffic
displacement.

The Commissioners also noted that many witnesses complained about having to
pay the charge when they were travelling out of the City as they had the
perception that they were relieving rather than causing congestion by doing so.
Officers recognised that people driving outwards from the edge of the City who
did not cross any major junctions did not, in fact, cause congestion and could be
considered to lose out under the proposed scheme. However the Commissioners
were told that this would be a very small minority and that anyone who had to
turn right across the traffic flow at a major junct ion was adding to congestion
in such hot spots. Others would always be making some demands, however
limited, as they take away potential ‘green time’ from the traffic management
system.

The Commissioners asked about the costs of administering the scheme  and
were told that there would be £18m capital costs (with a 50% plus or minus risk)
and that operating costs (which had less inherent risk) would be £11m in the first
year and £7m thereafter. Gross yield would be around £40m so the cost:
revenue ratio would be around 16% . They further enquired what any operating
surplus from the congestion charge would be spent on. They were told that
legislation meant it could only be spent on transport improvements . It was for
Members to decide which areas of transport to use the income for and it is
possible that some would be re-invested in the road network.

Finally, the Commissioners questioned whether a tag system and cameras
might not be felt to be intrusive; Cambridge was the kind of city where many
residents might have civil liberty concerns. They were told that, following central
Government advice, the administration system was deliberately complex, to
ensure none of the organisations responsible for different parts of the process
would have access to all of the information . For example, Cambridgeshire
would only receive the car numbers not the identities. The Commissioners
suggested that the police might want access as they do in London. They were
told that the data would not be retained above the minimum length of time to
ensure payments were collected.

Road improvements

County Council officers/ Highways Agency

County Council officers told the Commission that the most significant planned
highway improvements, the upgrading of the Al4 , would be funded at a
national level, not through the TIF. These works were designed primarily to
improve capacity and reliability for traffic from the East Midlands to the East
Anglian ports; the network was not resilient as there were no alternative long
distance routes. The improvements might generate a small increase in local
traffic, but people would still encounter congestion on the periphery of
Cambridge.
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The TIF package itself includes £108 million to improve highways and facilitate
traffic flow. A new link road from Fen Ditton to Cambridge East and the dualling
of Airport Way and Newmarket road to the Quy interchange will reduce traffic
movements closer to the City and reduce congestion between the Al4
interchanges, Cambridge East and the Park & Ride on Newmarket Road. There
will also be a revised junction layout at Elizabeth Way; and traffic improvements
at other junctions.

The Highways Agency gave the Commission more details of the Al4
improvements, explaining that this is part of the Trans European Transport
Network and that sections around Cambridge are notoriously congested at peak
periods. Subject to statutory procedures, there would be improvements between
Ellington and Fen Ditton, with work on site starting in 2010-11 and completion
scheduled for 2015 . The cost of the scheme would be in the region of £1 billion.
The Commissioners questioned whether this was still deliverable given the
current challenging financial outlook and were told that the scheme was
recognised as a high priority by the DfT.

The Highways Agency is carrying out further work on proposals to widen the
M11 between Junctions 9 and 14 which, if taken forward, could commence in
2015. Hard shoulder running at peak periods could provide an alternative to
more costly road widening schemes.

The Commissioners enquired about the potential benefits of restricting lorries
to the inside lane on major roads. They were told that a trial of this scheme on
a section of the Al4 in Northamptonshire had proved fairly successful with a
modest improvement in journey time reliability being achieved.

District and Parish Council representatives

Some of the District and Parish Councils expressed great interest in road
improvements. In particular, ECDC mentioned a southern bypass for Ely  from
the A142 to the A10, taking traffic away from the Ely railway station area. Whilst
it was recognised that full dualling of the A10 would not now happen, it was felt
that congestion would be eased by the dualling of perhaps four miles on the
outskirts of Cambridge, although this was probably unaffordable. Sutton Parish
Council putin a special plea for a bypass because of the impact of HCV.

Business

The GCP noted that some members are very keen on road improvements —
widening the Al4, dualling the A1l and other routes, for example. They were
also keen on the idea of linking the A14 and M11 to form a viable orbital outer
ring road for Cambridge . This had been investigated by Cambridge Futures,
who had concluded that it could make a return on capital of up to 12.3% whilst
delivering a 6% reduction in congestion.

The Cambridge Retail and Commercial Association had more modest
proposals for some modification to junctions and traffic light timings and
consideration should be given to allowing a left turn on red lights in some
locations.
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Expert witnesses

The Association of British Drivers suggested that traffic congestion is
caused by individual pinch-points and bottlenecks and that the focus of
transport solutions should be on improving the road network and in particular
improving junctions. The current policy of closing smaller auxiliary roads to
channel cars down major trunk routes is also a significant cause of congestion. A
ring road around the City would allow drivers a much needed alternative to
travelling across the City.

Professor Echenique noted that the ring road was good to the north and west,
and will benefit from the planned Al14 improvements, but is weak in the east and
the south. When questioned about the cost of an orbital highway , he said it
would be much lower than the £1bn for the A14 improvements, which included
10 miles of completely new road. The most tricky section would be the Gog
Magog hills, where there could be a cut and cover option.

Residents

A number of survey respondents noted that problems on the national road
network were a prime cause of congestion in Cambridge.

“The biggest problem is the inadequate road network in and around
Cambridge. This is the root cause of the current congestion problems and
should be given the highest priority in any attempt to alleviate congestion now
and in the future.” (171)

Major roads that are felt to need improvement include the Al4, the Al0, the
A428 and, within the City, the Newmarket Road.

“(The A14) is a bad design, at one end you have the M11 and the Huntingdon
Road feeding into it and at the other end you have the A1 and M1 feeding into
it, it is an obviously inadequate stretch of road from Cambridge to Huntingdon.
A solution would be a toll road between Cambridge to Huntingdon and
banning lorries on the existing A14 road between 7am and 7 pm.” (emalil
16.2.2009)

“Until the A14 is improved a 50MPH speed limit should be imposed at times
of high congestion as is used now on the M25.”

“The widening of the A10 to allow for two lanes of traffic both ways, or at least
another lane which can be used as a contra-flow during peak travel times.”
(208)

“Complete the upgrade of the A428 by dualling the section between Caxton
and the Al Black Cat.” (381)

“A lot of retail outlets designed specifically for people to drive to were put on a

very congested road (Newmarket) and then one lane was taken out for a bus
lane.” (792)
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2.110 A number of submissions suggested that Cambridge needs a better ring road .

“The road network around Cambridge has always been 20-30 years out of
date... What was needed is a ring road like they have in Peterborough...”
(437)

“Construct an intermediate ring road. As an interim measure, a segment of
the A14-M11 could link, with better signage, the north, northwest and west of
the City with Addenbrooke’s and the south.” (letter 7.2.2009)

2.111 Several respondents also noted that Cambridge needs more bridges .

“There is a case for considering additional crossings of the river and the
railway as the circulation of traffic in Cambridge has been impeded by a lack
of these. Only one road, the Trumpington Road, enters the City without
crossing the river or the railway."’(email 16.2.2009)

2.112 As well as major capital projects, there are also pleas for much better standards
of highway maintenance.

“The condition of the main roads in Cambridge City, let alone elsewhere, is
deplorable and in many cases truly dangerous... This really does need to be
resolved.” (507)

County Council officers: response to key concerns

2.113 At the Commission’s final hearing, County Council officers were asked about the
cost of an orbital ring road  and suggested that £50 million was a likely figure.
This had once been part of the Council’s transport thinking, but the Government
no longer funded such road schemes as they were likely to encourage more car
movements and have a negative environmental impact. Moreover, an orbital
road would not help the worst congestion, which was in the North and West of
Cambridge.

Improved public transport

2.114 The most significant feature of the County Council’'s TIF proposals is a huge
injection of capital, some £325 million, into public transport improvements ,
with the aim of improving quality, speed, reliability and accessibility.

Buses
County Council officers: TIF proposals

2.115 The Commission were told that a key aim of the TIF is to improve public transport
accessibility, with 100% of homes in Cambridge within 400m  of a frequent
service and 75% of homes in South Cambridgeshire within 1km of a frequent
service (these distances are in line with Government guidelines for accessibility
in urban and rural areas). This would include the introduction of new routes and
more frequent services on existing routes, including more evening services.
Most of these routes are commercial operations and will remain so, but there will
be some pump priming, for example of early morning and late evening
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services which would be encouraged by a revenue subsidy with the expectation
that they would eventually become commercially viable.

There would be priority for all bus services on main routes, achieved by
segregation and priority at junctions . A number of bus routes are entirely new
and do not touch existing roads, others depend on additional land being bought
and a few depend on other traffic being re-routed to a different road. For
Newmarket Road, for example, the bus would travel in a separate lane  down
the centre of the road. Road space will not normally be removed to create bus
lanes as happened in London.

There was also an intention to encourage off-board ticketing through the use of a
smart card system . Information systems would be totally overhauled with real
time information showing destinations at all bus stops as well as web-based
information. Real time information would be available at all bus stops on main
long haul routes as far as Northstowe, Longstanton, Ely, St Ives, Huntingdon and
Royston.

District and Parish Council representatives

Cambridge City Council representatives told the Commission that there were
grave concerns about TIF plans as these would double the number of buses in
the City centre; they doubted whether there was sufficient physical capacity to
achieve this, even allowing for smarter management through improved ticketing.
Bus congestion in the City centre is already a huge problem.

The more rural District and Parish Councils were particularly concerned about
the provision of public transport in villages and between the market towns
and Cambridge . SCDC noted that realistically many residents cannot hope to
ever have accessible public transport, since the rural standard that no one should
be more than 1km from a bus stop is probably too far  to tempt many people.
At a later hearing, the Commissioners attention was drawn to a scrutiny report on
South Cambridgeshire bus services, which showed the inadequacy of services ;
Haslingfield, for example, has two buses a day to Cambridge with the last bus
back at 17:40 and villagers employment opportunities are curtailed as a result.

HDC noted a significant transport infrastructure deficit with improvements needed
especially along transport corridors into Cambridge from the market towns.
The cost of public transport  is a concern and there needs to be more of a level
playing field between the car and the bus. Similarly ECDC spoke of the need for
High Quality Public Transport Corridors (HQPTs). The City of Ely was
particularly poorly served by buses, with no local service per se. FDC noted a
substantial improvement in the frequency of bus services during the day, but said
that coverage was still limited in many areas , especially in the evenings and at
weekends.

When District and Parish Council representatives were pressed by the
Commissioners it was accepted that it was probably not realistic to expect a
regular bus service to the very smallest villages and that Community
Transport services might offer one possible solution.
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Expert witnesses

The Managing Director of Stagecoach told the Commission that he believed
the bus network could cope with the extra demand which would be placed on it
by the TIF proposals. He felt that the main constraints were air quality and the
profitability of services. Stagecoach was already looking at various ‘green’
options for its fleets . He also noted that a smart card system meeting ITSO
inter-operability standards would be trialled in Cambridge later in 2009 and this
would help to reduce dwell times.

Residents

Residents had a number of suggestions about how bus services could be
improved, which one respondent summed up as:

“More buses, more routes, more frequently.” (289)

There were a number of complaints about passengers constantly being forced to
travel via the City centre . There was general agreement that buses need to be
available longer hours , on weekends as well as weekdays, and that they need
to be more frequent and more reliable . A number of witnesses at the public
hearings also had stories of villages with poor services, sometimes as infrequent
as one bus aday .

“More direct bus services between areas of the town. To commute from one
side of the City to another you have to go via the very congested City centre.”
(125)

“A bus service must start early in the morning (say 6a.m.) and finish late at
night (say Midnight). It does in London and even in little Paignton in Devon.”
(437)

“If there were more frequent bus services and routes maybe more people
would chose that as an option.” (105)

“Bus performance should be measured by average waiting times, not the
number of buses per hour... a 10 minute’ bus service arrives with 3 buses in
a row every 30 minutes...” (540)

Many residents believe strongly that the only way to solve congestion is to make
bus travel (and other forms of transport) much chea per, even free, and that
this will necessitate public subsidy.

“The fares will have to be subsidised in order to wean people out of their
cars.” (423)

“I met an American at one of Cambridge’s lectures on sustainability last year.
He said he used to get a bus to his college in the U.S., not for any particularly
noble reason, but because it was free at the point of use.” (letter 11.3.2009)

Residents would also like to see more flexible ticketing options , starting with
Stagecoach, but even perhaps becoming multi-modal. They also feel there could
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be better use made of electronic time information and other technologies,
including maps!

“Timed tickets, allowing a change of bus would be helpful...” (email
26.02.2009)

“Co-ordinated bus and train travel (single tickets valid on both) and cheaper
subsidised fares.” (112)

“The electronic time information in town is useful — but would be good in
outlying villages as well” (email 3.3.2009)

“Provide a traffic information website via WAP/mobile internet.” (704)

“Maps (on paper) to show all bus routes should be much more easily
available” (550)

“...the huge improvement to the availability of information (in London) has
helped get people thinking about alternatives to driving.” (689)

County Council officials: responses to some key co ncerns

The Commissioners queried whether an increase in bus numbers in the City
centre was feasible. County Council officers told them that the current system
is not efficient and some streets are saturated, whilst others could take more
buses. The TIF proposals for buses will not just increase the number of buses
using the same routes but will also significantly alter the infrastructure to allow
for more efficient bus movements . In future, more buses will be off-street and
there will be more one-way systems; for example Bridge St will be one-way
southbound, removing conflict, and Hills Road will have the traffic taken out;
dwell times will be reduced; there will be more stops and a secondary bus
station in the northern part of the City in the Bridge St/ Jesus Lane/ Elizabeth
Way area allowing Drummer St to be reworked to make it more effective.

The Commissioners asked if it would be possible to make an orbital journey by
high frequency bus without going to the City centre. They were told that it would
be possible to travel from Trumpington to Addenbrooke’s to Cambridge East to
Chesterton to the NIAB site and there were a number of services. The South
West quadrant was less well covered. There was a bus map showing the new
TIF services, although this was not the same quality as, for example, the
Stagecoach map of current bus routes.

The Commissioners asked about rural bus services and were told that on all
the key routes frequency would be at least one bus every 20 minutes; off the key
routes this was not feasible although there could be better waiting facilities at
connections and more demand responsive transport. Improvements to the Park
& Ride were aimed at small villages. County Council representatives noted that
TIF funding was intended to tackle congestion, so whilst it could be spent on
benefiting people who, for example, travelled from Fenland to Cambridge, it
could not be spent on rural accessibility issues . These needed to be tackled
through the Local Transport Plan.
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Park & Ride
County Council officials: TIF proposals

County Council official told the Commission that £90 million would be spent on
improving and extending Park & Ride facilities. Cambridge is already as well
endowed as anywhere in the country; TIF would allow a doubling of capacity
including a new Park & Ride at Hauxton to the south west of Trumpington, as
well as expanded sites at Milton, Madingley and Babraham ; the Newmarket
Road site would be moved further east and there would be better facilities at St
Ives and Longstanton along the guided busway.

It was considered that large sites were most cost-effective  than introducing
lots of smaller sites, however, it was important to try to maintain the quality of the
experience, ensuring that people did not have to walk too far to catch a bus and
that there were frequent bus services. Park& Ride sites can be expanded
incrementally as demand increases, for example on the guided busway. The
Commissioners were assured that there would be enough capacity

District and Parish Council representatives

Park & Ride was popular with the Districts and Parishes. For example, Buckden
Parish Council in Huntingdonshire requested that Park & Ride facilities should be
provided further out of the City  to offer a viable alternative to car travel for
commuters. A Park & Ride at Godmanchester was requested. In South
Cambridgeshire, Haslingfield noted that whilst the Park & Ride service was
good, it only served the City Centre , so many people drive all the way to their
workplaces, especially if they offer free or cheap parking. FDC noted that many
local residents would hope to drive to Park & Ride sites along the Guided
Busway route. A new Park & Ride facility at Chatteris  could help to achieve a
significant modal shift.

Residents

For many residents, Park & Ride is seen as a great triumph which should now
be extended, with more sites, more buses and later opening hours. There were a
number of suggestions for extending the network , both within the City and
further out into Cambridgeshire.

“Park & Ride has proven itself and with extended hours/services it goes from
strength to strength.” (363)

“They are missing for Barton Rd, Huntingdon Rd, Histon Rd, Fen Ditton Rd...”
(694)

“Build park and rides much further out, and definitely one for the A14 before
Girton.” (email 5.3.2009)

Some people do, however, see the Park & Ride as itself a cause of
congestion , as well as tempting people to drive further than they should need to,
and would like to see sites much further out into Cambridgeshire.
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“Despite the accolades... the current Park & Ride system is poor because the
sites all (but the Milton one) lie inside the current by-pass roads: consequently
it takes nearly as long to reach the P&R sites as it does to get right into town.”
(email 10.2.2009)

“Extend Park & Ride boundaries to cover villages further out of Cambridge
e.g. Fulbourn, Ely, Cottenham.” (281)

A repeated grouse was cost; many people would like to see payment per
vehicle parked, rather than per passenger on the buses, or even a free service.
The current service is also seen as too inflexible, forcing people to travel non-
stop into the City centre, even though their destinations may lie elsewhere.

“P&R to charge per car, not per person as in Norwich City” (863)

“If people are to use P&R it needs to be very cheap or free, or at least
comparable with other cities like Norwich.” (letter 3.2.2009)

“Unfortunately the Park & Ride service bus service with the exception of the
Addenbrooke’s shuttle to and from Trumpington, only serves the City centre,
so it is unattractive to people whose ultimate destinations are elsewhere in the
City area.”

County Council officials: responses to some key con cerns

The Commissioners questioned the current charging system where each
individual pays a bus fare — some cities such as Canterbury charge for car
parking, but bus travel is free. They were told that the Council had made a policy
decision that bus services should be commercial . It was, nonetheless,
cheaper to use the Park & Ride bus than the conventional bus service and Park
& Ride charges for two adults spending more than two hours in the City centre
would always be cheaper than using a City centre car park. It was noted that
Park & Ride is busiest on Saturday when car occupancy is higher. This would
appear to confirm the view that price is not as significant a factor as quality
and reliability .

The Commissioners noted that the current policy whereby Park & Ride buses do
not pick up from bus stops along the route seemed to be unpopular. They were
told that the aim of Park & Ride is to get people into the City fast; in future the
City bus services would be much more frequent , in effect ‘turn up and go'.
Trains

County Council officials: TIF proposals

TIF investment in rail services will be of a much lesser magnitude than
investment in buses and will secure new services on the Ely to Cambridge line
and extra car and cycle parking at stations

The new station at Chesterton has already been recommended for funding by
EERA through the regional transport funding allocation, outside of the TIF
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process’. Work is expected to start in 2012 and the station should be complete
by 2014, the scheme also includes a connection to the Guided Busway and extra
car parking. Chesterton will have an impact on congestion as currently very
many commuters travel through the City to reach the present main railway
station.

District Council representatives

2.140 FDC noted that the Peterborough-London train line runs through March and
offers a service for Fenland residents that is currently very unreliable . There is
significant scope to achieve modal shift if this service could be improved.

Expert witness

2.141 Network Rail told the Commission that the West Anglian line between
Cambridge and London had been identified as having the greatest growth
potential over the next 12 years of any London radial route and will receive
significant infrastructure investment. A platform lengthening programme  will be
completed by 2011 and will increase capacity by catering for 12-coach trains. It
is expected that this, coupled with the introduction of new rolling stock and the
building of two new platforms at Cambridge will create a 35-50% increase in
peak hour capacity on the Cambridge-Liverpool St Route.

2.142 Significant redevelopment of Cambridge Station as a transport interchange will
take place as part of the CB1 development .

Residents

2.143 Most respondents to the Commission’s were aware of proposals to build a new
station at Chesterton to the north east of the City and these were generally
approved, often with the request for more new stations , in particular one at
Addenbrooke’s to the south.

“Proposals for Chesterton station would be welcomed as would the planned
increase in bus capacity to outlying villages.” (72)

“New station at Chesterton seems sensible. Could there be others?” (382)

“A railway station at Addenbrooke’s would be very useful. It is the centre of a
huge travelling population.” (548)

2.144 There are a number of requests that disused or underused railway lines
should be exploited and even new ones built.

"The talked —of link (from) Cambridge via Cambourne, St Neots to Bedford
may help.” (474)

9 Although confirmation has yet to be received from central Government.
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“A renewed Cambridge to Colchester rail-link would join two major urban
centres and... complement and relive the existing line from Felixstowe to the
English midlands, west and north, as well as the bust A14” (letter 26.2.2009)

“There is another line which is largely unused: the Newmarket line. This
passes close to the Beehive Retail Park, the Cambridge United Football Club
and the Abbey pool, Sainsbury’s, Cherry Hinton, Yarrow Road Tesco and
Fulbourn...” (email 26 February 2009)

Residents also suggested improvements for existing train services and train
stations, which are seen as far too focussed on journeys to London.

“Train routes across the County would be good. The train network is geared
to going in and out of London.” (email 2.3.2009)

“Improve the... trains from Ely... Trains into Cambridge in the rush hour
should be longer. ALL trains should have bike/luggage sections...” (466)

“The trains that travel from King’s Lynn/Norwich need to be longer to
accommodate more passengers. Currently there is never enough space on
these trains.” (392)

The main railway station at Cambridge comes in for particular criticism , with
some people thinking that an opportunity has been missed to make it into a major
transport interchange, also replacing Drummer St bus station.

“A second railway platform on the East side of Cambridge station to relieve
train congestion.” (email 6.2.2009)

“The main railway station needs a drastic overhaul as it is far too small for the
City’s needs and it should also be much more of a central hub, with the
majority of buses arriving there rather than Drummer St.” (532)

County Council officials: responses to some key con cerns

The Commissioners asked about CB1 and were told that this was a developer-
led scheme which has planning consent, with work starting later this year
There will be an improved transport interchange at the station, with 30 taxi bays
and 9 bus stops as well as a new multi-story car park and parking for around
2800 cycles. The scheme will also include the building of an island platform at
the main railway station, improving through flow of trains. It is not expected to
have a significant impact on congestion in the City.

The Commissioners asked about other potential rail schemes which the public
had highlighted such as stations at Cherry Hinton and Fulbourn . They were
told that such schemes had been investigated in the past and found not to be
viable because of the scale of investment involved. Cost was also a factor in
choosing a Guided Busway, rather than a reinstatement of the railway on the
Bedford line. Rail services are at their most efficient for long distance journeys;
in urban areas much movement is only possible by bus.

At the final public hearing, the Commissioners also asked about the possibility of
building a railway station at Addenbrooke’s  as it was such a huge employment
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and therefore traffic generator. They were told that this had been considered but
that Network Rail said that there would be a very negative impact on
timetabling across the network . Moreover Addenbrooke’s staff were scattered
across the County, mainly in places which did not have a railway station, and the
guided bus would provide an alternative for some of them so there would not be
enough demand to justify a station.

Cycling (and walking)

County Council officials: TIF proposals

County Council officials told the Commission that TIF allocates £55 million to

improve cycling and walking infrastructure in and around Cambridge. Key
areas spend include the introduction of a comprehensive network of off-
road/quiet cycle routes connecting the new developments, as well as all major
areas of Cambridge; localised links to community facilities such as schools and
hospitals; enhanced on-road facilities on major corridors, wit h wider lanes

and greater physical segregation , for example through lips and rumble strips;
and links to the network from the villages and to recreational routes. There
would also be works at major conflict points  such as junctions, the inner ring
road and at river crossings to provide assistance to cyclists; safety
improvements and much more secure parking .

Improvements for pedestrians include reconfiguring surfaces to improve the
public realm , making routes more pleasant to walk through, with greater
segregation and priority; and widening and resurfacing footways  and providing
better crossing facilities  of side roads as well as safety improvements on Hills
Road, Newmarket Rd and Huntingdon Rd.

District and Parish Council representatives

ECDC told the Commission that the district needed improved walking and
cycling routes, especially in the market towns. The City of Ely representative
echoed this, pointing out that currently in Ely sustainable modes are not seen as
being particularly safe

Expert witnesses

Cambridge Cycling Campaign told the Commission that 20% of all journeys
and 26% of work journeys in Cambridge City , and 11% of work journeys in
Cambridgeshire as a whole, are undertaken by bicycle. 8,000 cyclists from the
network villages cross the cordon every day. The Campaign has undertaken a
survey that shows that the vast majority of cyclists can drive and live in
households that have access to a car. Cycling is quick and reliable and it is
often possible to leave home later than when travelling by car or by bus. An
increase in people cycling in five or six miles from the villages or undertaking
one-two mile journeys in the City has considerable potential to reduce
congestion.

Whilst the County Council’'s Transport Department has a mindset that suggests
that cycling is already at saturation point in Cambridge, evidence from the
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Netherlands, Denmark and parts of Germany  suggest that far more can be
achieved . Key to this is better cycling infrastructure. The Campaign is convinced
that only high quality facilities  will have the desired effect and this requires a
transfer of road capacity to cyclists. The TIF will liberate road space in a way
that nothing else can. It will bring in £50 million just for cycling — in comparison to
the Local Transport Planning process which attracts only £10 million a year for
everything countrywide.

Vélibs were not felt to be an automatic choice for Cambridge — cycle ownership
is already very high and there are few households which do not own at least one
cycle. There is also a lack of City centre cycle parks . It might, however, be
possible to target major employers such as the University, Addenbrooke’s or the
Science Park and develop an employer-focussed scheme.

A member of Sustrans giving evidence in a private capacity told the Commission
that 40-45% of journeys could be made by bicycle if there were a cultural shift
amongst both commuters and transport planners.

Residents

A number of respondents to the Commission’s survey noted the example of
European countries such as the Netherlands, Denmark and Belgium , as an
indication of what might be achieved, if the County Council was completely
wholehearted in its promotion of cycling as a serious solution to traffic issues.

“Cycling facilities must be designed as a coherent whole rather than as
disjointed sections. They should only be built when they comply with national
standards... The Danish model would be worth following.” (email resubmitted
14.3.2009)

“Holland and Belgium have good cycle ways and cyclists take priority.” (424)

A frequent request is for better, preferably dedicated, cycle lanes . There were
also a number of requests for better provision outside the City boundaries.

“Money must be spent on proper cycle facilities - not just painting lines on the
roads and footpaths and calling them a cycle route. Any routes must be built
to a high standard.” (29)

“Dedicated cycling lanes — with kerbs either side — would be helpful to avoid
me getting squashed on my bike.” (511)

“Suggest safe cycle paths are extended into the southern villages.” (30)

“Dedicated cycle routes between Oakington and Cottenham, Rampton and
Willingham...” (502)

“Improve cycle paths to approx 10-12 mile radius of Cambridge.” (692)

“And as far as travel from Ely, why is there not a dedicated cycle route direct
to Cambridge? If there was | would use it.” (360)
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2.159 Maintenance is seen as an issue and the failure to grit cycle paths during the
hard winter of 2008-2009 comes in for particular criticism.

“Cycle paths outside the City are unmarked, unlit and usually pot-holed. The
cycle path down the A10 south of Cambridge is unusable at night because of
holes, over-hanging branches and being impossible to see in the face of
oncoming headlights.” (letter 4.3.2009)

“The recent outrage over CCC not gritting the cycle paths is just the tip of the
iceberg” (708)

2.160 Poor facilities for parking  cycles are also criticised, with Lyon Yard and Park St
seen as one respondent as a model.

“Bike theft is an issue — | have had five bikes stolen in the past ten years — so
secure parking is useful...” (511)

“The cycle arrangement for parking at the station is truly horrific.” (email
2.2.2009)

“The bike parks in Lion Yard and Park Street are excellent — we need more
like them.” (721)

2.161 Several respondents would also like Cambridge to invest in Vélibs.

“Look at the establishment of a bicycle pool on the Paris model” (emalil
16.2.2009)

“Free hire bikes and secure cycle storage at P&R sites.” (463)
County Council officers: responses to key concerns

2.162 The Commissioners noted that at a previous hearing it had been suggested that
cycling in Cambridge was nearing saturation and challenged County Council
representatives to define saturation. They were told that Cambridge already had
a very high percentage of cyclists, 25% of people used cycles on their journeys
to work; people who were predisposed to cycling were probably doing so already.
Changing modes is always more difficult when there is already a certain level of
demand. One challenge will be to persuade people who move into the new
developments and may never have been exposed to a cycling culture before that
this is a mode of transport they could use. Research at Leeds University
suggests that around 40% is probably saturation point for cycling

2.163 The Commissioners asked whether Vélibs would be introduced as this might
encourage people to try out cycling. They were told that there were already lots
of bikes in Cambridge and there was no suggestion that there was a market for
this. The City Council had previously tried a scheme of this kind and it had failed.

2.164 Commissioners were assured that ways would be found to exclude the
University’s Park & Cycle site from the congestion charge.
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Other TIF measures
County Council officials: TIF proposals

County Council officials told the Commission that the TIF also included a major
package of promotional activities including working with schools to encourage
more walking and cycling; improved marketing of sustainable transport ;
personalised travel planning ; car sharing schemes and more support to
businesses to introduce travel plans

Expert Witnesses: travel plans
Cambridge Travel for Work Partnership

Cambridge Travel for Work Partnership operates on 72 employment sites in the
County. Typically employers are motivated by such factors as car park pressure,
planning permission requiring a travel plan, moving location or a desire to reduce
their carbon footprint. Longer-term benefits should include a reduction in
congestion and commuting time , improved health and fithess , a reduction in
carbon emissions and the encouragement of economic development . When
an employer signs up the initial improvement in modal shift is usually | arge,
from then on the issue is to maintain a momentum.

The Partnership has a website, an electronic newsletter, a car share sche  me
and organises network meetings for participating employers. It has organised
employee discounts at cycle shops and fare discounts with National Express
and First Capital Express. Employers are helped to map employee home
locations and survey modes of travel to work, so that they can see where the
quick wins are. Cycle stands are provided and the Partnership can also help set
up bike buddy schemes and offers adult cycle training, which is a very effective
way of encouraging people back onto the roads.

Most effort is put into large employers with more than 100 staff; transport issues
can be a big problem for a large company and it is clearer that this is a business
problem. Around 25% of employers are already engaged . Small traders are
hard to reach, there is less availability of management time and it is less clear to
small businesses that transport to work issues are their problem, so less of a
predisposition to be proactive

Schools

An officer from the County Council’'s Education Transport Service told the
Commission that responsibility for ensuring that children are transported to
school falls primarily on parents. Cambridgeshire exceeds the minimum
legislative requirement for its primary school children, offering transport to all
children who live more than 2 miles from their designated school. Transport is
provided by contracting operators to run school buses, by purchasing passes or,
in a small number of cases in outlying areas, by providing taxis. It is around 33%
cheaper to contract in a school transport service than to run American style
“yellow buses”.
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Two hundred and twenty two Cambridgeshire schools h ave travel plans
and a further 63 will have developed plans by April 2010. This includes some
independent schools. In all 6 independent schools currently have travel
plans and 25 do not . Such travel plans have encouraged the use of minibuses
to bring in independent school pupils from the Park & Ride sites and the railway
station.

Addenbrooke’s

Addenbrooke’s representatives told the Commission that the Trust has
implemented an award winning travel plan  which has led to a considerable
modal shift over the past fifteen years. In 1993 74% of staff arrived at work by
car — last year the figure was 37%. This is lower than the overall 47% forecast of
trips that would be made by car under the TIF proposals during the am peak if a
congestion charge were to be implemented.

Trust staff pay a flat £2 parking fee , irrespective of whether they are on a day or
night shift, and those who live within a two mile radius of the campus are not
allowed a parking place . This is far more radical than most local authorities.
Patients pay to park with lower charges for regular attendees . Charges are
pitched in part to ensure that the hospital car park is not used as a car park for
Cambridge; there are also capital costs to be met associated with the
construction of the facility, and any surplus is put into car park security and the
Trust's travel plan.

University of Cambridge

The Commission was told that in October 2008 the University of Cambridge’s
annual Travel to Work Survey for staff on a University contract revealed that 70%
of University staff travel to work by non-car modes (including 40% who cycle)
and only 30% travel by car (including 8% who car share). This modal split is the
best in Cambridge for a large institution.

Access to the University car parks is controlled through a permit system ;
2,642 permits are currently issued for 2,078 car parking spaces. The University
also operates a Park & Cycle facility on Madingley Road. This facility currently
falls within the planned charging zone for the congestion charge. The keeping
and use of cars by students has been subject to Proctor ial control since the
1920s. Around 300 student car licences were issued in 2007-08. The licence
system is rigorously enforced.

The University also has a contract with Stagecoach to run the subsidised Uni4
bus which connects the Madingley Road Park & Ride with the Addenbrooke’s
site.

County Council officers: responses to key concerns

The Commissioners asked if there was any sanction that could be applied to

employers who were not making the kind of efforts to encourage sustainable
transport to work that Addenbrooke’s and the University did. They were told that
there could be constraints placed on new developments through the Section

38



2.177

2.178

2.179

2.180

2.181

2.182

106 process. The ultimate sanction would be controlling access to roads at
certain times of day, as was done in the City centre, but this was a blunt tool and
could cause unacceptable levels of traffic displacement.

The Commissioners asked if there was any mileage in a ‘name and shame’
campaign. It was noted that it was only possible to monitor those who agreed to
participate and that the worst offenders would probably refuse to do so; there
could more easily be an award scheme .

High tech alternatives to the TIF proposals
Tunnels
Expert witness

Professor Mair, Head of Civil and Environmental Eng ineering at the
University of Cambridge, told the Commission that gault clay , which is only a
few metres under the surface in Cambridge, is an ideal, strong clay for rapid and
economic tunnelling.

Cambridge Futures had proposed the construction of tunnels under the City
centre to accommodate the guided bus and other hybrid buses using electric
systems when underground. Professor Mair’'s students had undertaken detailed
work in 2005 plotting routes from Drummer St to the Railway Station via
Parker’s Piece and from Shire Hall to Drummer St via Park St , and in 2008 a
route from the Airfield via the Grafton Centre to Drummer St and on to the
Railway Station.

Cost of tunnelling s related to length and to diameter. The proposal was to use
twin bore tunnels 5.7m wide and 12m apart. The Eastern and Northern routes
involved 4.3km of twin tunnels, which had been costed at £19 0 million
including simple station arrangements with passengers waiting above ground.
The Southern route from Drummer St to the Railway Station had been costed at
£60 million . These are contractor estimates based on recent projects
(including the St Pancras rail link, which had come in on time and within budget)
and included a 25% contingency allowance. Smaller tunnels, which could be
used by ULTra (see below), would be much cheaper.

No cost benefit analysis had been undertaken and it was suggested that this
might show that tunnelling was not a good option as the problem was peak hour
only. Professor Mair said that there was an environmental benefit, even if the
tunnels were not used out of peak hours. Tunnels could also be adapted, as had
happened in Seattle, to take light rail as well as buses

ULTra
Business
The Marshall Group of Companies representative drew the Commission’s

attention to innovative solutions such as ULTra advanced transit system which
is being introduced by BAA at Heathrow and should be operational later this
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year. This involves computer-controlled 4-seater vehicles  on dedicated tracks
which only run when there is a demand. There had been computer modelling
around possible introduction in Cardiff and Daventry, which suggested that the
ULTra system should meet its operating costs, although so far there are no
concrete plans for its introduction in an urban setting. The County Council
should use computer modelling to see if this is a viable option for Cambridge.

Expert witness

The Managing Director of Stagecoach  doubted the capacity of ULTra transit
system ‘pods’ to make a very large inroad into peak time congestion, bearing in
mind that buses carry 7,500 people an hour in the peak periods.

Mini-trams
Residents

A Cambridge resident drew the Commission’s attention to Transport Design
International’s (TDI'S) mini-tram urban transport system which could be
introduced as a facility for tourists to run from the station to King’s Parade along
Cambridge’s ‘Golden Mile’. This is a battery-powered system , running on
rubber tyres and following a buried cable. It is small (1.75m wide), elegant and
sympathetic to the surroundings and costs only £1 million per km to install. The
system was being trialled in Stratford on Avon and Bradford and had just signed
its first major contract with China, where the factory would be situated.

Miscellaneous other alternatives to TIF

Alternative sources of funding

The Commissioners noted that it had been reported to them that Manchester
has secured substantial alternative funding for its transport schemes, despite
having rejected congestion charging in a referendum. They were told that this
extra funding included two elements, existing schemes repackaged as if ‘new’
and a £30 a year increase in council tax for every household to be levied over
30 years, giving a £1.4 billion total. Because of the relative size, if
Cambridgeshire were to impose a £30 extra levy on council tax, it would raise
only an extra £7.5m a year, which is less than the local transport spend now.

Extend the core scheme

County Council officers told that Commission that physical restraint and the
removal of non-residential parking places would affect around a third of trips
as more than 60% of existing on-road parking places are already designated for
residents. This scenario had been modelled and whilst it would have
considerable impact, traffic congestion would still increase by around 2 %
overall by 2021, in comparison to an 18% increase if nothing were done.
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Introduce workplace parking levies

The Commission noted that some witnesses favoured workplace parking levies.
County Council officers suggested that modelling has shown such levies to be
ineffective. Work undertaken by Nottingham City Council suggested that there
might be little impact on overall traffic or traffic emissions as charging by parking
space might just encourage the more efficient use of such parking sp aces,
whilst it was anticipated that over 50% of employers would not pass on the
charge to their employees.

At the final hearing the Commissioners returned to this issue. Workplace
parking charges had been imposed by Addenbrooke’s and were presumably
one factor in the modal shift experienced there. Would it not be better to talk to
other large employers and encourage them to impose parking charges rather
than face a congestion charge? They were told that workplace parking would
need to be across the whole of Cambridge to be effective, but that such a
conversation could be had through the Greater Cambridge Partnership.

Stagger working hours and school hours

Several witnesses including Cambridgeshire Chambers of Commerce  and
Marshall's both suggested that more could be done to encourage businesses,
especially retailers, to stagger their opening hours . However, when asked
whether Marshall’s would be able to stagger its work hours they were told that
this was not feasible.

Another popular solution was that schools should be persuaded to stagger
their hours. The Council's Education Transport representative explained that
responsibility for the timing of the school day lie s with governing bodies
Most secondary schools seem to prefer an 08.30 start with a short lunch break
and only one lesson in the afternoon for educational reasons.

Better enforcement

A number of respondents to the Commission’s survey suggest that better
enforcement of traffic and parking regulations would ease the flow of traffic.
Some residents would even like to see the introduction of red routes, where
parking and unloading is forbidden, at least during peak hours.

“Enforce measures to stop delivery vans parking on pavements and double
yellow lines at peak times (e.g. along Mill Road).” (814)

“Bus services are slow...in part because of blockage of bus lanes by parked
cars — this latter could be solved by restricting parking in bus lanes (e.g. along
Trumpington St Southbound.” (letter 4.3.2009)

The Cambridgeshire Constabulary  representative told the Commission that
enforcement issues include two-way cycling in one-way streets; there also seems
to be some confusion caused by different signs, whilst motorists usually respect
no entry signs, no motor vehicle signs are more often ignored. Breaches of
regulatory orders are enforced by the police, but enforcement happens rarely
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for example there were two prosecutions in the last year for box junction
infringements.

Remove traffic lights

A number of withesses suggested that traffic flowed better when the traffic lights
were switched off. County Council officers told the Commission that a one-off
event had a different impact to a regular occurrence. What tended to happen
without traffic lights was that delay was apportioned differently , so that
someone travelling on a main road might well be less impeded, whereas drivers
on side roads would have the opposite experience. Traffic lights were primarily
intended for safety purposes and without them drivers were more inclined to
take risks.

The Commissioners asked whether Cambridge used the SCOOT (Split Cycle
Offset Optimisation Technique) system. They were told that SCOOT was partial
and with better funding the whole network could be co-ordinated. However,
SCOOT was less effective in smoothing traffic flow in heavily congested periods.

Governance issues

District Council representatives

Representatives of Cambridge City Council told the Commission that the Joint
Transport Forum , comprising the County Council, the City Council and South
Cambridgeshire District Council, was a companion to the joint planning
procedures, but was not a decision-making group. The TIF would raise
significant revenue from City residents and decision making about how to spend
those revenues should be inclusive, transparent and accountable. They would
therefore they would wish to see the creation of an Integrated Transport
Authority (ITA), either as a joint committee comprising the three councils, or as
a free-standing authority.

Expert witness

Dr Adam Marshall of the Centre for Cities agreed that governance of transport
is an issue, with co-ordination of both transport and planning decisions needed
across the County, Cambridge City and South Cambridgeshire District Councils.
This can lead to fragmented decision-making. However, Dr Marshall did not feel
that an integrated transport authority was needed — the County is already a
transport authority and it would be best to use the existing structure and
overcome blockages. Similarly with the idea of a City Region — these have been
introduced where responsibility for economic development and transport are
multi-authority, but this is not the case in Greater Cambridge. Moreover there is
no political appetite at national level for more lo cal government
reorganisation .
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Do nothing
County Council officers

Commissioner members enquired why the County Council saw the need for a
significant policy change given the success over the last decade in keeping traffic
levels stable. Officers stressed that, whilst housing numbers have increased
during this period, the increase has been nothing like as dramatic as that
planned for the next 10-15 years . Minor interventions would in future not be
sufficient to keep a limit on the number of cars and buses entering the City, or to
prevent a considerable worsening in congestion.

Transport modelling undertaken for the TIF suggested that a ‘do nothing’
scenario was likely to result in an 18% increase in traffic  within the City
boundaries, and a 12% increase in CO2 by 2021 .

Business/ University

The Greater Cambridge Partnership was adamant that doing nothing about
congestion was not an option for Cambridge, citing the Library House report on
the Cambridge high tech cluster which suggested that congestion was already
having an adverse effect on the local economy.

The University told the Commission that it was embedded in a cluster of
innovation and is concerned that Cambridge should remain attractive for inward
investment from global corporations. The TIF seems to be the only realistic
opportunity to attract major investment to tackle the current infrastructure
deficit. £500 million is a significant sum and would change congestion patterns.

Expert witness

Dr Adam Marshall of the Centre for Cities stressed that a Government with a
huge debt will always postpone infrastructure investment as the pain comes
tomorrow. However important Cambridge is as part of a ‘golden triangle’ of high
tech, knowledge-based industries, it will be nonetheless be competing with other
authorities for limited funding; Crossrail, for example, would always win over
investment in Cambridge as the returns to the national economy are bigger.

Using the findings of the March 2009 report Cambridge: Closing the Gap, Dr
Marshall expressed the view that congestion in Cambridge will choke inward
investment ; the biggest risk to Cambridge is inaction not a congestion
charge.
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Consideration of the evidence

A range of views

The evidence and opinion presented to the Commission covered many aspects
of transport, traffic and roads policy. We have sought to balance the varied and
different views expressed, some of which were contradictory. We have been
presented with statistical analyses, computer modelling, maps and examples
of practice from overseas . Some withesses have proposed radical and highly
imaginative solutions to the problems of traffic in Cambridge. Others provided
us with very personal views about a particular local issue. Our interpretation of
what we heard is summarised in the following paragraphs.

Cambridgeshire within the UK

All the evidence we received accepted that Cambridgeshire and Cambridge were
economically successful places which were playing an important role in
delivering regional and national growth. The overwhelming majority of those who
gave evidence, including the County Council, District Councils and many
individuals, believed the County had in recent years managed to sustain growth
without major negative impacts . Compared with other counties in the East
and South East, there appeared to be a general willingness to accept
additional economic activity in the years ahead, though some witnesses
believed too much housing and other development was planned for the future.

It is clear to the Commission that Cambridgeshire plays a major role within the
UK economy. Cambridge is one of three points on a so-called ‘golden triangle’
that covers London, Oxford and Cambridge. Within this relatively small area lies
about a third of the country's GDP. More importantly, because of the
concentration of leading universities, research facilities, new industries,
entrepreneurs and political power within the ‘golden triangle’ and the area
immediately surrounding it, it is almost certain this area will be where the UK is
most likely to develop its post-industrial economy successfully in the
decades ahead.

Evidence presented to the Commission shows both Cambridgeshire and
Cambridge expected to accommodate large number of new homes  and new
businesses in the years ahead. National Government policy is to accept
development in the region and provide for it.

The Commission notes the broad acceptance that Cambridgeshire and
Cambridge are key locations for the evolution of th e UK'’s future economy.
Against this background, it is imperative that cent ral Government provides
the resources for the necessary infrastructure to a llow this new economy
to develop to its maximum potential. Making such r esources conditional
on the immediate introduction of a particular, cont roversial, policy
favoured by the Government itself could, if it resu Ited in failure, undermine
Cambridge’s economic potential.
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Planning for growth

Little of the evidence presented to the Commission considered the advantages
and disadvantages of the growth predicted for the County. Perhaps this is not
surprising as the councils within the City and County have broadly accepted the
planned levels of housing and other growth required by the Government’'s
regional planning guidance. We were told that planning policy has changed
radically over the years. In the past, planners wanted to increase the population
of the rural parts of the County by locating new housing in villages and then
expecting people to commute into Cambridge and other major centres.

However, the contemporary planners' consensus is for ‘compact’ urban areas
that complement the existing built environment and make it possible for people
to travel shorter distances to wor k. As a result of this change in planning
orthodoxy, the projected growth in Cambridgeshire will be concentrated in
Cambridge , with new developments on the fringes of the City , and in existing
urban areas such as the market towns of Huntingdon and Ely . Evidence
received from the Centre for Cities showed that while the City of Cambridge has
a relatively impressive environmental performance, the wider ‘travel to work
area’, which includes many of the surrounding communities, is responsible for a
significantly higher level of emissions

The development plans that underpin the assumptions made in the TIF bid are
for a continuing concentration of new homes and employmen t in and around
towns, and particularly on the outskirts of Cambridge. In theory, such a pattern
of development will reduce travelling as compared with scattered development.
In practice, it is impossible to force people to live in particular pl aces, soitis
hard to be sure that the people who live in the new housing proposed for
Cambridge will choose to work nearby. The scale of the longer-term
developments proposed for the City and County are such that many new
journeys will be generated

The County Council's modelling has provided us with evidence about the
expected impacts in terms of new trips likely to be generated. Common sense
suggests the real impacts might be greater or less than those suggested. What
is certain is that Cambridgeshire and Cambridge face continuing growth in
traffic , with the consequence that City roads and major highways such as the
Al4 will become more congested in the years ahead.

Cambridgeshire and, particularly, Cambridge wi Il see significant medium
and longer-term developments. The Commission accep ts the strong
likelihood that such development of homes and busin esses will occur. The
pattern of development, notably in and around Cambr idge, is also accepted
as the likely consensus planning assumption. Trans port and traffic
management policy will have to accommodate sharp gr owth in journeys,
particularly in the Cambridge travel to work area, but also on many inter-
urban roads.
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Congestion

Virtually all of the evidence received by the Commission, ranging from ‘expert’
submissions to the personal views of members of the public, agreed that traffic
congestion is a problem , not only in Cambridge but also on some main roads
(notably the Al4) around the City and well beyond. There was also near-
unanimity that the problem of congestion was worse at some times than
others . Within Cambridge, traffic is heaviest during the morning and evening
peaks, particularly during school and college terms.

There was much less evidence about the impacts of congestion. For example,
there were no robust research-based findings about the costs to companies
resulting from their vehicles being caught up in traffic. The Commission was
provided with evidence about the levels of pollution measured in the City
though it is impossible to differentiate  between congestion-generated pollution
and all other kinds. Stagecoach stated that their bus services would run more
predictably and thus provide better quality public transport if there were less
traffic congestion.

A number of employers and most State schools have transport plans
designed to reduce car use by encouraging the use of other modes. Such
initiatives are the most effective existing means in use to reduce traffic impacts
across the City and County. The Commission was impressed by the County
Council's promotion of both private and public sector transpo rt plans and
the impacts they are having. There is clear evidence that major employers such
as Addenbrooke’s have been reducing their relative reliance  on private
transport.

However, it is important to note that despite all this good work, recent and
predicted growth within the local economy and at many individual institutions will
almost certainly mean that overall traffic levels will worsen  in the years ahead.
The recent history of Addenbrooke’'s is a case in point. The hospital has
successfully worked with its workforce and patients to increase the share of
journeys made by modes other than private cars. But as the institution’s
activities and services have grown, the absolute number of car journeys  made
will, at best, have remained broadly unchanged

There was little agreement among our witnesses  about what might be done to
alleviate the problem of congestion, although the TIF bid’s proposals to improve
public transport were believed likely to reduce car use . Evidence provided by
the County Council’s officers suggested any such reduction would be small. It
was suggested by a number of witnesses that private schools and colleges
could be urged to start their day later. Similarly, some witnesses proposed that
businesses in the City centre  could be encouraged to move their opening
hours so as to discourage peak hour use of the roads. There were a number of
proposals for particular junction improvements . There were radical
proposals , for example, to build tunnels under the City or for ‘moving pod’-based
public transit systems. Yet, when Commissioners asked a number of witnesses if
their particular business or institution might chan ge its working hours,
reasons were given as to why it would not be possible
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Traffic congestion is a fact of life. The onl y question is whether people

believe potential measures to reduce congestion wou Id be worse than the
condition itself. The Commission did not find evid ence of any agreed or
acceptable solution to the problem of congestion wi thin Cambridgeshire or
Cambridge. Small and limited measures that did no  t force any individual

or business to change their behaviour and/or cost a ny money were
favoured. We believe that while such measures migh  t be able to reduce the
rate of growth in congestion, they cannot be an eff  ective solution to the

longer-term problem of worsening traffic jams.

The TIF bid

The details of the TIF outline proposal are summarised in Appendix 2 of this
report. Broadly, Cambridgeshire County Council’s bid followed the Government’s
rules and made proposals for major public transport, cycling and r oad
improvements alongside a proposal to introduce congestion charging . The
cost of the various proposed schemes was about £500 million, a sum vastly
greater than any Government would be likely to give a council for transport
improvements in most circumstances. It was a package of this kind that the
residents of Greater Manchester rejected at the end of 2008.

In the years since the idea of TIF evolved within central Government, the future
for public expenditure in Britain has changed utter ly. When TIF was
created, the country was enjoying year after year of real terms public expenditure
growth, particularly in capital investment. In the years from 2010 onwards,
precisely the opposite will occur. It is inevitable there will be a sharp reduction

in the rate of real growth in overall public spendi ng, possibly to below one
per cent per year — for several years. Because leading national politicians have
already stated they will protect the NHS and possibly schools during the
coming period of restraint, other services will face real terms reductions. It is
very unlikely transport will be spared real cuts . The Chancellor of the
Exchequer has already signalled a steep reduction in public sector capital
investment after 2010.

TIF is, therefore, likely to be the last initiative of its kind  for some years.
Opposition politicians have agreed to honour commitments to allocate TIF
resources. But if no authority qualifies for TIF funding, there will be no funding
commitment to honour. It is realistic to assume that unless a decision is made
soon about a Cambridgeshire TIF bid, then the money will cease to be
available. The Treasury may welcome the opportunity to save the national
taxpayer £500 million.

Cambridgeshire thus faces a stark, time-limite  d, choice. Either it can

produce a TIF bid that commands reasonable local pu  blic support and

which can also convince the Department for Transpor t that its conditions

for bidding have been met or, if it does not, the T IF resources will be lost

for the foreseeable future. If this were to occur, the County and its
residents would have to deal with congestion and tr ansport needs within

their existing (probably reduced) budgets. An incr ease in traffic
congestion and associated pollution would become, i n effect, a
mathematical certainty.
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Congestion charging

Congestion charging , a form of road pricing, was an element in the TIF bid. In
setting the ground-rules for TIF, Whitehall had insisted that if councils were to
have any hope of securing resources for transport investment they would need to
include a form of ‘demand management’ . In plain English, this means either
congestion charging or a charge for parking at work.

Because government in Britain is centralised and, frankly, distant from the lives
of people in places such as Cambridgeshire or Manchester, there was always a
risk that the Government's elaborate TIF ‘incentive’ to councils would be
interpreted as a form of, to put it crudely, ‘bribe ry’. In Greater Manchester,
where a TIF bid was put together that included a major congestion charging
scheme, the public used a referendum on the issue to send a stinging rebuke to
Whitehall. Doubtless other, extraneous, messages were contained in the
massive Manchester ‘no’ vote. But it was also a signal that the Government’s
TIF policy was misconceived.

Cambridgeshire is now almost alone in pursuing a TIF bid that includes a
developed proposal for a congestion charge. The Government’s original idea that
there could be a national road pricing system has been, in effect, dropped .
Ministers have realised that they lack the political authority to drive through such
a policy and so have hoped, using TIF, that one or two councils might be
encouraged to take the lead.

There is no doubt the approach to congestion charging policy adopted by the
Government, particularly in relation to the TIF, has complicated any debate on
the subject in Cambridgeshire. Ministers are, by implication, in favour of the
policy, though they are unwilling to use their political authority to implement it.
Operating within Britain’s centralised system of public finance, this is an attempt
to tie Whitehall-funded transport investment to a part icular form of traffic
reduction policy , hoping local politicians will be able to summon up the political
power and selling-skills that central Government lacks.

Because congestion charging had proved such a controversial element in the
original TIF bid, it was unsurprising that a significant part of the written and oral
evidence given to the Commission set out the views of businesses, public sector
bodies and individual residents about the charge. Whilst there were some
supporters, both media coverage and the most strongly expressed view s
were negative . The key objections to any form of road pricing or congestion
charging were as follows:

It would reduce the attractiveness of Cambridge to inward investors who
would be put off by the higher costs they would incur;

It would damage trade for existing businesses, particularly retailers, because
people would be put off shopping in Cambridge and travel to other centres
instead;

It would make it expensive for people to attend hospital appointments  and
to use other vital public services within the City;
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It would be unfair to people travelling out of the City to work because they
would be driving against the flow of traffic and thus believe they would be
reducing rather than increasing congestion;

It would be unfair to employers and employees at the edge of the proposed
zone as their staff and customers would face the full charge while barely
entering the City or generating congestion;

It would be unfair to lower-income workers who would pay a larger
proportion of their disposable income in congestion charge than better-off
ones;

It would be expensive to administer in relation to any yield;

It would be unfair to drivers who already pay far more in vehicle and fuel
taxes than the cost of building and maintaining the road network;

It would be unfair to City residents if they had to pay the full charge
because it changes the status of their homes in a way they cannot escape;

It would be unfair to those who live outside the City because they would pay
the charge but not benefit from most of the benefits of the revenue;

It would be unfair to charge the police, fire engines, ambulances, buses,
taxis and a range of other vehicles used to deliver public services ;

It would be unfair to shift workers who must work antisocial hours when
there is no choice but to use a car;

It would generate additional traffic  in areas immediately outside the
charging zone as people sought to park their cars or wait until the end of any
charging period,;

It would require the creation of a system of camera surveillance , information
collection and a data-base associated with collecting and policing the charge.

The Commission recognises that all the above objections are issues of concern
to some or many members of the public and/or businesses . A number of the
objections, for example the suggestion a congestion charge would make
Cambridge less attractive to investors, were countered by other withesses who
argued the opposite case . That is, a number of witnesses believed a charge
would make Cambridge more attractive as a place to live and work and thus
more attractive to do business. Equally, there were witnesses who believed the
revenue yield would be relatively low in relation to the cost of operation. But it is
evident to us that the scale of opposition was significant  and powerful.

There was evidence in favour of congestion charging , though from a

relatively smaller number of witnesses. Arguments in favour of some form of
road pricing or congestion charging included:

49



3.28

3.29

3.30

It would reduce congestion , allowing a more economically-rational use of
road space. That is, people who valued roads at the charged time would be
willing to pay;

It would make it possible for the City and its hinterland to expand its
economy hy reducing the extent of congestion at peak times;

It would make car journeys shorter and there would be a reduction in
queuing times enabling traffic to flow much more quickly;

It would reduce pollution , within the TIF area, by 16%;

It would enable differential pricing to discourage 4x4s and heavily polluting
vehicles;

It would make life easier for other road users , including cyclists and
pedestrians;

It would incorporate physical activity  into more people’s daily lives as they
would be more likely to walk or cycle for at least part of their journeys to work;

It would generate income which could be re-invested in public transport
improvements and/or reducing the cost of public transport.

It is no accident that the list of arguments ‘in favour’ is shorter than the ‘against’
list. Many witnesses spoke passionately about the damage a congestion charge
would do to their business or their disposable income  or to vulnerable groups.
Very few people, even when prompted by Commissioners to consider possible
time savings resulting from a charge, could see much benefit. There was some
support for a congestion charge within the body of written evidence, but generally
the degree of entrenched opposition appears profound.

Having said this, it was also clear from the evidence taken that most people did
not fully understand what the TIF bid had proposed. For example, it was
evident many members of the public believed the charge would operate all day
when, in fact, it was only planned to be in place for two hours in the morning,
Monday to Friday. Some people clearly believed that the charging zone would
include many, if not all, of the Park & Ride sites . It would also have been hard
for members of the public to envisage how the complementary public
transport measures might affect them , largely because there were only outline
details of what would occur. This issue is considered in more detail below.

Evidence provided to the Commission suggested that unless congestion
charging were to be introduced, traffic numbers and congestion would
increase as housing and employment numbers grew, particularly at the edge of
the Cambridge. Professional modelling has been undertaken by leading
consultants. Leading, independent, academic experts  supported this view. We
see no reasons to doubt their findings , though opponents of a charge might
challenge the inevitability of the growth. More importantly, numerical findings in
research reports about hypothetical future problems do not, for many
people, make compelling evidence. Anyway, much of the proposed housing

50



3.31

3.32

3.33

3.34

3.35

has not yet been built and is almost certain to be delayed by the recession. If
there is to be a problem, which we broadly accept, it will appear a number of
years later than previously expected.

On the other hand, there was little evidence presented about the economic
impact of the charge , on the City, the County or the region. We were provided
with a study undertaken for the County Council with the assistance of the Greater
Cambridge Partnership, though this provided findings about business
concerns rather than about economic effects.

There can be no doubt the County Council and its officers have struggled to win
the battle for ‘hearts and minds’  over the congestion charge part of the TIF bid.
In effect, the views put to the Commission suggest that, while the residents and
businesses of Cambridgeshire recognise congestion is a problem, they would
rather put up with it and, indeed, risk increased traffic problems than make a
charge for road use. There is little immediate understanding that planned
housing and other developments will make congestion much worse in the
years ahead.

Because the Government’s TIF process linked the receipt of the resources for
complementary transport measures to the introduction of ‘demand management’;
this public antipathy towards congestion charge has the effect of rejecting the
whole TIF package. There was clearly significant misunderstanding  about the
scale and operation of a congestion charge, though this failure cannot be the
fault of the public. The fact the amount rejected (i.e. the resources offered by TIF)
is as big as £500 million is powerful evidence of the unpopularity of proposals for
congestion charging or any other form of road pricing. However, there was
widespread support for the complementary public tra nsport, cycling and
other measures proposed in the bid.

A rejection of congestion charging in relation to the original TIF bidding process
is not the same as a rejection for all time . National and local politicians might
wish to consider the way they promote such a policy in the light of the TIF
experience. It is clear that unless people understand the scheme , its detailed
impacts and have some experience of the proposed complementary
transport measures they will reject the policy on the basis of fear . However, if
things could be achieved in a different order , it might be possible to convince
people that congestion charging was a potential tool in ensuring Cambridge
remains a good and clean place to live.

It was clear from the evidence to the Commission that the lack of information
on exemptions and discounts was a weakness in “selling” the idea. It is not
appropriate at this stage — several years before any possible implementation - to
make specific proposals for the operation of, or even consultation on, a
congestion charge regime. However our extensive consultation suggests some
pointers to the issues to be addressed in relation to discounts and exemptions
Our overall view is that if the scheme is to achieve its maximum effect as a
demand management measure, exemptions and discounts should be restricted
to a minimum and should contribute to the success of the scheme.
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We therefore are clear that, if and when a congestion charge were to be
implemented, emergency service (blue light) vehicles should be exempt, and
access to Park & Ride, Park & Cycle, and Chesterton  station should be
exempt. Other possible exemptions, for example for patients visiting hospital or
disabled blue badge holders needing to travel between the hours of 7.30-9.30
am, should be by exception . Discounts should be available to Tag Purchasers
to encourage simple, cashless and pre-payments.

It has been put to the Commission that residents who are leaving the City
during the am peak do not cause congestion and should be exempted. However
we accept the evidence that with the exception of a few journeys very near the
boundary, there is a contribution to congestion at junctions , including
pressured areas outside the zone and, therefore, travelling out of the City in peak
hours is not a reason for exemption.

We also understand the argument of those who believe that peripheral
employment sites do not contribute to congestion in the City. We are not
persuaded that they should be exempted as they contribute to network
congestion and exemption might make roads and junctions at the periphery
relatively more congested.

The Commission heard arguments that residents within the zone should have
discounts. We are advised that 50% of movements in the morning peak arise
from residents within the zone travelling less than two miles.  Whilst this issue
should be subject to detailed consideration and consultation, we accept that
residents generally have access to alternative means of transport  to a greater
extent than others and it may reduce diversion to other modes if resident
discounts are substantial. Our understanding is that in the London zone there
are now more resident car movements than before the imposition of the
congestion charge.

The use of exemptions for low emission vehicles was advocated to encourage
their use. Whilst this should be kept under review, the Commission supports the
view expressed by the County Council witness that this is an appropriate matter
for national, rather than local, policy.

The County and the City face the future with a choice between allowing
congestion, pollution and economic detriment to wor sen or, alternatively,
using restraint techniques to limit the amount of t raffic. Congestion
charging would be such a constraint. The Commissio n believes that
congestion charging cannot practically be introduce d in the short term but
ought to be kept as a potential, longer-term, optio  n for Cambridge and
Cambridgeshire.

Road building

However good any improvements made to public transport, cycling and other
modes in and around Cambridge might be, it is important to be aware that most
people in outlying areas and the countryside are likely to have access to only
limited public transport . Some villages have only one bus a day, others have
none. Without massive subsidies, it is impossible to sustain a dense bus network
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outside larger built-up areas. The car will, for the foreseeable future, remain the
most effective way for most people travelling for work, leisure and shopping in
much of Cambridgeshire. In rural parts of the County, this inevitability is even
more clear.

Although the TIF bid included a number of road improvements , there will be a
demand for better highways notwithstanding the eventual success or failure of
the bid. Several trunk roads in the County, notably the A14, A10, A47 and A428
are all congested at certain times. Some sections of these roads fulfil regional
and national functions as well as local ones. For the residents of the rural parts
of the County, it is important that a good road system is promoted and
maintained. It is unlikely public transport, cycling and other non-car modes of
transport will ever be able to provide sufficient mobility for people who live well
beyond major towns. One bus a day services will never be a reasonable
alternative to the car. The road will always be an essential element  in rural
mobility.

However, there will always be a minority of rural residents who do not have
access to a car . Given the impossibility of providing a comprehensive and
regular bus service, other alternatives will have to be promoted. The
Commission was impressed by the evidence it received about community
transport. We believe volunteers, using their own cars and rec  eiving a small
mileage allowance, offer a benign and low-cost way of providing mobility to
people who do not have a car in rural (and, for tha  t matter, urban) areas.

As the population grows and new homes are built, new road capacity will be
needed. However, it is rarely possible to get agreement from the public to
construct entirely new roads across green land. So, apart from proposals to
widen and otherwise improve existing roads, the scope for a major county-
wide building programme is limited . As in Cambridge, the key objective of
policy will have to be the efficient use of existing roads.

If road space were to be allocated by a pricing system rather than by queuing,
that is by use of a charge on road-users instead of leaving them to sit in traffic
jams, then at some point a majority of the population of the County and/or City
will have broadly to assent to such a move. Up till now, there is no evidence
that economic development has been impeded by congestion. The implication of
much of the evidence presented to us is that people prefer to suffer occasional
traffic jams, unpredictable journey times and pollution rather than pay for the use
of the road. As stated above, until and unless a broad majority of those affected
believe reform is required , it is difficult to see how politicians will be able to
‘sell’ a policy of congestion charging.

Road building is not the wrong solution to all traffic and transport
problems, particularly in rural parts of the County . We believe the Al4
should be completed, though with the view to reduci ng congestion not

generating substantially more traffic. But additio nal road building in and
around Cambridge, apart from for access to new prop erties, is virtually
impossible. Other means of improving roads in the C ity will be required
ranging from junction improvements to — in the long er term — a possible
charging regime.
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Improved public transport

Cambridge already has a good public transport system , largely based on
buses. Operating within England’s privatised, low subsidy, bus legislation, the
County and main operator Stagecoach have developed a bus network with
strong radial (i.e. running in and out from the City centre) routes and, by
implication the need for some passengers to change in the centre. The existing
bus station in Cambridge was seen by many witnesses as cramped and unfit
for purpose . Five ‘Park & Ride’ express bus services have been put in place,
allowing people to park their cars at a distance from the City centre and then take
a high-quality, dedicated, bus into the very centre. The Park & Ride service has
been a success .

The TIF bid included a number of proposals radically to improve public transport
in and around Cambridge. The key improvements would be:

new bus routes, including bus only routes;
improved bus frequencies on existing routes;

a new Park and Ride bus service and substantial increases in the capacity of
the existing ones;

modern, environmentally-friendly, buses;
real-time bus information, at stops and on the internet;
improved ticketing arrangements.

In addition to the major bus improvements proposed, the TIF bid included a
number of benefits for other non-car travellers. These included:

new, dedicated, cycle lanes;

improved cycling conditions on new and existing shared cycle routes;
improved cycling storage facilities;

improved conditions for pedestrians.

Other, related, transport improvements are also planned outside the TIF bid. A
guided bus service from St Ives has already been put in place. A new rail
station is proposed north of the existing Cambridge station at Chestert on.
Cambridge rail station is to be extended, creating additional platforms, thus
reducing crowding. Longer trains will run on the service to and from Kings Cross.
A number of improvements made to the Al4 will benefit traffic travelling to and
from the City. Park and Ride services are in the process of improvement.

Within the TIF bid, it is proposed to spend about £300 million on bus service
improvements and some £50 million to improve cycling . These are substantial
sums and ought to deliver an order-of-magnitude shift in potential travel by
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means other than the private car. It was evident to us that officers of the County
Council and their consultants had put a great deal of effort into evolving an
improved public transport system for the City and into the villages beyond.

However, the benefits of the proposed improvements to the public transport
system are hypothetical . It is hard, if not impossible, for members of the public
to envisage how the fully-developed new system would w ork in practice .
Few people are expert at reading bus maps or timetables, still less ones for a
system that is not yet in place. For individuals who do not currently use the bus
service or cycle, the thought of being ‘forced’ out of their cars and then being
required to use an alien form of transport has, understandably, induced a
negative response.

To take a real-life example , if the TIF proposals were implemented in their
entirety, including a congestion charge, a low-income employee living in the east
of the City might feel compelled to stop driving in to work at Addenbrooke's .
The current journey would take about 15 minutes by car . Previously doing this
trip using public transport would have meant taking a bus into the City centre and
then another out to Addenbrooke’s. However with the improvements in place, a
direct orbital bus service  will run from the Newmarket Road Park & Ride to
Addenbrooke’s allowing the trip to be made in approximately 10 minutes along
a bus priority route. Similar new orbital services would connect other Park &
Ride sites to key employment centres such as the Science Park . The cost of the
Park & Ride bus journey at current prices would be £2.20 for a daily return
journey or £38 for a monthly pass.

The County Council would need to provide easy to understand,
representative, examples of many of the kinds of journey now made from one
place to another within and around the City and show how they would be made,
including cost and time implications , before the public could fully understand
how the TIF proposals were likely to affect them. More work is needed to allow
people to understand how they would be affected personally.

It must be said that the bus as the ‘solution’ to Cambridge’s traffic problems
presents a challenge for the promoters  of public transport. However unfairly,
buses are associated with particular, less well-off, segments of the overall
population. Travel by bus is rarely seen as an aspiration for the affluent or
successful. However, in London , where there has been a huge increase in bus
passengers during the past decade, there is extensive use of buses by high-
earning professionals . But this is an exception. In Cambridge, it is evident that
the better-off are willing to use buses, though there is also a perception, much
reported to the Commission, that the City centre is already overwhelmed by large
numbers of double-decker buses.

Overseas, in cities of varying sizes, metros have been built. Medium-scale
places such as Bilbao, Toulouse, Hamburg and Boston have well-developed
underground railways. Britain, of course, has lagged well behind such modern
developments and continues to do so. Newcastle-upon-Tyne has a metro,
though elsewhere only a small number of tramways have been built. Manchester
has the beginnings of a tram network, but other British cities generally have, at
best, a single line.
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Against this backdrop, the TIF proposals are typically British . Within the rules
laid down by the Government, the County proposed a bus-based transit network,
plus investments to build on the City's propensity to use bicycles. Although the
sum involved is large by this country’s standards, the results would not represent
the kind of radical once-in-a-lifetime public transport innovat ion that might
have convinced people to consider a similarly radical change to their driving
habits. The Government needs to be aware of the gap between the kind of
transport solutions routinely adopted in overseas cities and the relatively
modest outcomes possible in Cambridge within the terms of the TIF process.

The Commission recommends the TIF public trans  port improvements are
fully implemented, subject to more work on the publ ic understanding of
how bus and other upgrades will affect them. The G overnment need to be
aware that the existing proposals for transport imp rovements are the very
least that could be delivered so as to have any hop e of convincing the
residents of Cambridgeshire that they might, in the longer-term, accept a
congestion charge or something similar.

Cycling

Cambridge is the bicycle capital of Britain. No other town or city has such high
levels of use, including for travel to work. The presence of the University of
Cambridge and a number of forward-looking companies whose reputation is to
some extent tied up with the image of operating out of a city that is both ancient
and modern is an element in making such heavy bicycle use possible.

Whereas buses are not an ‘aspirational’ form of transport for the better off,
bicycles are to a significant degree used by the successful and higher-
earning . The fact that Cambridge, with its leading-edge economy, is so willing to
rely on the bicycle is a message that the City, the County and the Government
should use in wider promotional efforts.

We received convincing evidence, both oral and written, that suggested cycling
use could increase further , offering relative and absolute growth in usage.
Consultants working for the County suggested there might be a ‘saturation’ level
of bicycle use, perhaps when the overall share of all journeys reached 40 per
cent. If this figure were really the maximum level that could be achieved within
the City and its immediate surround, there is still a long way to go. However, we
are not convinced that 40 per cent can or should be ass umed to be a
maximum or ‘saturation’ point. With far better cycle lanes, other facilities and
training there should be no assumed maximum for cycling as a proportion of all
travel.

Existing cycle lanes and shared road-space are often in a poor condition . We
saw worn white lines on major roads marking lanes for cyclists and were
provided with a number of photographs of daft-looking cycle lanes (e.g. a narrow
cycle lane with a phone box in plonked in the middle). On the other hand, the
County has provided an excellent new dedicated cycle path  from Shelford to

Addenbrooke’s .

56



3.64

3.65

3.66

3.67

3.68

3.69

The TIF bid promises extensive improvements for cyclists. New dedicated
lanes and improvements to shared roads are a key element of the TIF
objectives. In total £50 million will be spent, which would almost certainly be the
biggest-ever programme of its kind in the UK. The Commission strongly
supports this use of the TIF bid. Indeed, we would equally strongly support
additional cycling measures  whether or not the bid is accepted and funded.
Cycling is an important element in Cambridge’s civic physiology.

The Commission strongly endorses the TIF propo  sals radically to improve

the existing cycling facilities in Cambridge and al so to provide new
dedicated cycle lanes. We believe surfaces and oth  er aspects of cycling

infrastructure should be of a visibly higher qualit y than the equivalent road

provision — to send a signal of intent and public p urpose. There should be
high-quality ‘park and cycle’ facilities to match t he bus ‘park and ride’
system. However, we are not convinced Cambridge ne  eds a ‘vélib’ or bike-
hire scheme. Overall, Cambridge and its surrounds should become a
European exemplar city for cycling.

Alternatives and additions to the TIF proposals

Written and oral evidence to the Commission put forward a number of radical
and imaginative proposals that went beyond the ideas contained in the
County’s TIF bid. Given Cambridge’s concentration of intellectuals, experts and
innovators it is perhaps unsurprising people were willing to make such advanced
suggestions. Some of the bolder proposals convinced the Commission that, in
many ways, British transport policy is unduly limited in aspir ation. The
County’s TIF bid was, understandably, bound by its proponents’ understanding of
the Government’s expectations

We therefore were happy to receive proposals for tunnels, innovative ‘pod’-

type public transport systems , mini-trams and the use of waterbuses .
Because they are often ‘leading edge’ or speculative concepts, many of these
suggestions did not have full costings or worked-through designs to
accompany them. As a result, it would be hard at this stage to recommend they
should be adopted. In the case of waterbuses, although attractive, they would
probably have limited scope to relieve Cambridge’s wider congestion problems.

It was also suggested by a number of withesses that it would be possible to
expand the existing system of demand constraints used in the centre of
Cambridge. The ‘raising bollards’ and other constraints had, it was generally felt,
been successful in keeping traffic out of the centre of the City. As a cheap and
effective way of reducing traffic, why not extend the existing scheme?

The Commission was impressed by the success of the existing methods of
constraint in the City centre and would not rule out their further development.
But simply extending the area in the centre of Cambridge within which most
vehicles are excluded would do nothing for the likely worsening of traffic
congestion in the rest of the City and on its periphery. Moreover, with most
growth planned to occur on the edge of Cambridge , it seems impractical to
imagine using additional constraints in the centre as a solution to worsening
problems elsewhere.
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We also received evidence suggesting alternative forms of road pricing , some
of which would seek to reward drivers for using quiet roads or congested roads at
quiet times. Here we faced the problem that there are virtually no examples of
such schemes in operation, and certainly not in a place like Cambridge. It would
require far more evidence than we saw to convince us to propose the adoption of
these new forms of charging. Given the difficulties associated with convincing
the public of a relatively simple and tried system, there would be even greater
challenges associated with one that is entirely unknown in the UK.

Other ideas included an extension of the use of ‘travel plans’ . We received
convincing evidence that travel planning had been very successful in delivering
‘modal shift’ away from car use. A number of employers and many schools had
embraced the development of transport plans as a way of encouraging a change
in behaviour. The County Council has successfully worked with a number of
organisations (and, indeed, funded them) in an attempt to deliver change. While
such measures will probably only delay the need for more radical measures, they
are to be encouraged . The Commission recognised the problem of ‘free riders’
— that is, organisations that do little or nothing themselves, but which benefit from
others’ efforts. It may be that comparative or benchmarking exercises might
be used to provide a public stimulus to all local employers to take part in travel
planning.

There were proposals from some witnesses for the creation of an Integrated

Transport Authority (ITA) . Indeed, separately from the Commission’s work, the
City has made proposals to take over transport functions from the County.
Considering the evidence provided to us, it is unclear how the creation of an

ITA would, of itself, solve the kinds of problems  discussed in this report. The
development of Cambridge does not stop at the City’'s boundaries . Buses,
cars, vans and other transport modes will travel across the boundary day and
night. Even if the boundaries of the City were extended, which was not proposed
to us, there would always be the issue of the area immediately beyond the new
boundary. Moreover, people in South Cambridgeshire and other districts within
the County have a legitimate interest in Cambridge’s future.

What is required is a more robust institution  for debate and delivery. The Joint
Transport Forum goes some way to providing the building blocks for such an
institution. But something more formal and with appropriate authority is now
required, certainly if the TIF proposals are to benefit all concerned. The City of
Cambridge, South Cambridgeshire and Cambridgeshire County Council, in
conjunction with local businesses, should take steps to create a more formal
body that could voluntarily pool decision-making. The detailed arrangements
should be negotiated between the partners. The districts need to continue to
represent ‘local’ requirements (though taking account of wider needs) while the
County must have regard to wider concerns in the light of local concerns. The
further development and implementation of the TIF bid and proposals would be a
key function of such a body.

In the longer-term, if Cambridge and its surro  unding area is to continue to
develop into a significantly bigger city, it will ¢ ertainly require strengthened
governance arrangements and a public transport syst em that depends
upon more than buses. Governance would require the development of a
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new, stronger, mechanism with executive powers. In the medium term
period covered by the TIF bid, an improved bus serv ice will almost
certainly be sufficient to allow the City to develo p. But at some point it will

be necessary for the local authorities to consider infrastructure that allows
large numbers of people to travel about the City an d its immediate
hinterland using trams, light railways or a metro. Tunnels will eventually be

necessary for public transport, as they are in most major developed cities.
The guided bus from St Ives to Cambridge is a leadi ng indicator of the
likely need for such advanced systems.

Do nothing

It is often said, in response to a perceived policy problem that “doing nothing is
not an option”. Although a cliché, it is important to consider the ‘do nothing’
option along with the TIF bid proposals and other ideas put forward. If the City,
the County and indeed the Commission were to accept growth in homes and jobs
as a longer-term inevitability, would it be possible to leave the existing roads,
buses, cycling facilities, pavements and other facilities as the are today?

In our view, doing nothing would, over time, cause significant damage to
Cambridge and therefore to the County as a whole. The City is historic,
attractive, interesting and modern all at once. Simply allowing vehicles to clog up
the streets until congestion spreads well beyond the centre and well beyond the
‘peak hours’ would be irresponsible . It would be possible to take steps within
the next few years that would allow the City and County to grow with grace.

The Commission is hot making an apocalyptic claim that growth will stop if traffic
in the City is not tackled. But it would surely be inevitable that, as traffic levels
grew in the years ahead, the quality of life would diminish . Cambridge could
easily become a dirty, polluted, hotspot unable to reclaim its streets. As other
cities in the world have witnessed, there would eventually be a risk that suburban
‘flight’ would hollow out the centre. The challenge for policy-makers is to keep
the centre a lively, mixed, residential area while accommodating growth.

The creeping extension of traffic congestion would not assist in achieving
this happy outcome. Doing nothing would, frankly, be a destructive
option.

Concluding observations

The oral and written evidence presented to the Commission has provided the
Commissioners with a depth of proposals, opinions and views . In this
section, we have attempted to analyse all this information and opinion in a way
that distils the essence of what people and businesses think. There is,
unsurprisingly, no agreed solution . But there is sufficient agreement about the
problems caused by congestion and the need for some kind of solution to
convince us that, in the medium term, the City and County will be able to make
radical changes . There is broad acceptance that the TIF proposals for
improved transport infrastructure, systems and outputs would be a welcome step
towards a better future.
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However such investment alone would not be sufficient to solve Cambridge’s
longer term congestion problems. At some point, a system of restraint  will be
needed. We have suggested that in seven to ten years, it might be possible to
move on to such a system. But it will require wide understanding and
explanation by local and national politicians. Cambridge and its people need to
be seen as enjoying a real, perceptible, advantage if they are to agree to what is,
by any standards, a major change.

We recommend a full set of improved public transpor t, cycling and road

improvements (included in the TIF bid and considere d above) be
implemented. When the impacts of these improvement s are effective and
understood, it would be possible to move on to some form of congestion

charging. But if broad assent to reformisto be a  chieved there needs to be

a full public understanding of any proposed chargin g system and of the
new transport alternatives. There would, we believ e, be merit in a trial for a
specified period before any final decision to keep congestion charging is

made. Residents, those who work in the City and v isitors will have to be

convinced the proposed new world would be better th an doing nothing.
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Commission conclusions and recommendations

The following conclusions and recommendations are derived from the previous
section.

The Commission notes the broad acceptance that Cambridgeshire and
Cambridge are key locations for the evolution of the UK’s future economy.
Against this background, it is imperative that central Government provides the
resources to develop the necessary infrastructure for this new economy to grow
to its maximum potential. The case for Government financial support for
infrastructure in our view is stronger in Cambridgeshire, because of its economic
importance to the UK economy and the plans for 30% growth, than in other
locations.

Cambridgeshire, and particularly Cambridge, have significant medium- and
longer-term developments planned. The Commission accepts the strong
likelihood that such development of homes and businesses  will occur. The
pattern of development, notably in and around Cambridge, is also accepted as
the likely consensus planning policy. Transport and traffic management policy
will have to accommodate sharp growth in journeys, particularly in the
Cambridge travel to work area.

Traffic congestion is a fact of life. The only question is whether people believe
potential measures to reduce congestion would be worse than the condition itself.
The Commission did not find evidence of any agreed or acceptable solution to
the problem of congestion within Cambridgeshire or Cambridge. Small and
limited measures that did not force any individual or business to change their
behaviour and/or cost any money were favoured. We believe that such
measures might be able to reduce the rate of growth in congestion, and there is
evidence of significant modal shift where employers have focused on travel
planning with their staff, but they cannot be an effective solution to the longer-
term problem of worsening traffic jams as Cambridgeshire grows.

Cambridgeshire thus faces a stark, time-limited, choice. Either it can produce a
TIF bid that commands reasonable local public support and which can also
convince the Department for Transport that its conditions for bidding have been
met, or the TIF resources will be lost for the foreseeable future. If this were to
occur, the County and its residents would have to deal with congestion and
transport needs within their existing (probably reduced) budgets. An increase in

traffic congestion and associated pollution would become inevitable.

The County and the City face the future with a choice between allowing
congestion, pollution and economic detriment to worsen or, alternatively, using
restraint techniques to limit the amount of traffic. Congestion charging would
be such a constraint. The Commission believes that congestion charging cannot
practically be introduced in the short term but ought to be kept as a potential,

longer-term, option for Cambridge and Cambridgeshire. Its introduction should
be ruled out until the investment in infrastructure proposed in the TIF has
been completed. In practice this means that charging should not be introduced at
least until 2017. In the meantime, a full set of improved public transport
cycling and road improvements should be implemented.
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A case was made for a change in governance arrangements with the introduction
of an Independent Transport Authority (ITA). The Commission is not
persuaded that this is necessary, the County Council has the powers already, but
it is crucial that the County, City and South Cambridgeshire Councils share a
vision for transport, and that the Joint Transport Forum , which should be a
vehicle for that, works coherently and engages effectively ~ with employers in
the Greater Cambridge Partnership. Among the issues to be addressed are a
better set of metrics to measure congestion and enable the identification of the
trigger point for detailed consultation on any future charging scheme; the
widening of the excellent practice in some companies and public organisations
on travel planning , to the rest of the local economy; an agreed approach to the
management of more but improved bus operations in the historic fabric of the
City; and understanding and enforcement of traffic and parking regulations.

Road building is not the wrong solution to all traffic and transport problems,
particularly in rural parts of the County. We believe the Al4 should be
completed, though with the view to reducing congestion not generating
substantially more traffic. But additional road building in and around Cambridge,
apart from for access to new properties, is virtually impossible. Other means of
improving roads in the City will be required ranging from junction improvements
to — in the longer term — a possible charging regime.

The Commission noted that there was general support from witnesses for the TIF
investments and recommends the TIF public transport improvements are fully
implemented , subject to more work on the public understanding of how bus
and other upgrades will affect them. The Government need to be aware that the
existing proposals for transport improvements are the very least that could be
delivered so as to have any hope of convincing the residents of Cambridgeshire
that they might, in the longer-term, accept a congestion charge.

The Commission therefore recommends:

Cambridgeshire County Council submit a full TIF bid to secure resources
from Government to make improvements to cycling, walkin g and public
transport , broadly in line with the proposals set out in Appendix 2 to our
report.

Cambridgeshire County Council inform the Government that it has not
ruled out the introduction of a congestion charging regime , but that it
accepts the clear evidence that such a regime would be unacceptable without
a programme of investment, including the TIF investment proposals, Al4
widening and Chesterton Station and in any case no such scheme should
be introduced without further public information and consultation, and not
before 2017 at the earliest.

Cambridgeshire County Council should explain its po sition *° to the
public with a view to establishing an agreed, publicly-supported approach

10i.e. As in (i) and (ii) above.
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for the revised TIF bid . Such support would be a crucial element in
convincing the Government to modify its original stance.

Cambridgeshire County Council invite the Greater Cambridge Partnership,
Cambridge City Council and South Cambridgeshire Dis  trict Council to
work together to shape the investment programme for transport
improvements in and around the City and to encourage a community
approach to modal shift with public and private partners (the Transport
Partnership for Cambridgeshire).

The Transport Partnership for Cambridgeshire should:

Develop the approach to travel planning already adopted by some major
employers and the Travel to Work Partnership, and seek to apply it
across the local economy.

Identify indicators for the measurement of congestion at critical points
in the network as a means for regular monitoring , and to enable
consideration of the future trigger point for consultation on the details
of a congestion charging regime

Develop proposals for the management of buses in Cambridge City, so
as to accommodate more buses while respecting the historic urban fabric
of the City.

Work with bus operators to develop better transport information -
printed and computer-based - and a smart card approach to ticketing, to
encourage public understanding, ease of boarding and shorter dwell
times.

Work with the police to improve understanding and enforcement  of
traffic and parking regulations.

The County Council give explicit assurance about its intention to ensure that
the significant transport issues in the wider County are addressed
alongside TIF investments associated with Cambridge, and that both LTTP
investments and revenue arising from a charge scheme can be applied to
these priorities.

The County Council consider the evidence put before the Commission
and recorded here, in seeking to build a local consensus  to make the case
for Government resources. In particular, people need to understand how
changes to public transport will benefit them. The Commission considers
that the case for resources is powerful  and the prospects of community
engagement high . There is a real prospect that Cambridgeshire could
become the outstanding UK exemplar of sustainable economic growth
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Valedictory remarks

The above sections summarise a long period of evidence-gathering, analysis and
debate. There is no way in a modern, complex and democratic society such as Britain
that people can be forced to accept policies and reforms they do not want. Citizens
know their rights and will fight to ensure they are enforced. Moreover, it is a central
principle of democracy that majorities (and the powerful more generally) do not impose
their views on minorities. A single individual living in Cambridge or South
Cambridgeshire must have his or her views and beliefs weighed fairly alongside council
leaders, government ministers, officials and experts.

The ideas contained in this report should be viewed no differently. Our conclusions
either stand or fall because of the quality of the evidence presented and logic of the
argument laid out. In a democracy, it is not possible to give everyone everything they
want. But it should be possible to avoid people feeling they are voiceless and
powerless.

We have made it clear we believe doing nothing would be destructive. But if progress is
to be made, including steps towards much better public transport, cycling and roads, the
people of the City and the County must accept the path chosen by local and national
politicians. Our job, now completed, has been to offer people and politicians a way to
come together to guarantee the future of Cambridge and Cambridgeshire. We strongly
hope they accept our way forward. We wish them well as they work together to ensure
Cambridge is one of the leading cities of the 21st century. That is the prize.
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Appendix 1: Public hearings *

Wednesday 4 March 2009

Evidence was taken from Regional Organisations and the County Council. The
aim of the session was to explore transport issues in Cambridgeshire in the
context of plans for economic and housing growth at a national, regional and
local level.

Tuesday 10 March 2009

Initial evidence was taken from local business, including Cambridgeshire
Chambers of Commerce, the Federation of Small Businesses, the Marshall
Group of Companies, and the Greater Cambridge Partnership. The aim of the
session was to explore attitudes to transport issues and congestion and to
assess business views about the likely impact of the County Council's Transport
Innovation Fund (TIF) proposals.

Wednesday 18 March 2009

Evidence was taken from Cambridgeshire County Council. The aim of the
session was to explore the detail of the Council’'s TIF bid and other proposals and
to test them against evidence received from the public.

Thursday 19 March 2009

Evidence was taken from Cambridge City Council, South Cambridgeshire District
Council and the Cambridge Preservation Society. The aim of the session was to
explore their views on the TIF bid.

Tuesday 24 March 2009

Evidence was taken from the Stagecoach Group plc; the RAC Foundation; the
Cambridge Cycling Campaign; the British Motorcyclists Federation, the CamToo
project and the Cambridge Hackney Carriage Drivers and Cambridge Licensed
Taxi Owners Associations. The aim of the session was explore the role of public
transport in Cambridge now and in the future, attitudes to congestion charging,
and issues around cycling and motorcycling in the City.

Thursday 26 March 2009

Evidence was taken from Cambridge University Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust
(Addenbrooke’s); Addenbrooke’s staff-side; NHS Cambridgeshire;
Cambridgeshire Community Services; Cambridgeshire Fire & Rescue Service
and East of England Ambulance Service NHS Trust. The aim of the session was
to explore the views of the Health Service and the Emergency Services on
transport issues and congestion locally and in particular on the proposals
contained in the TIF bid.

11 All evidence and summaries of the sessions can be found on the Commission’s website at http://www.cambstransportcommission.co.uk
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Monday 6 April 2009

The session was held in St Ives, where evidence was taken from
Huntingdonshire District Council; St Ives Town Council; the Huntingdonshire
Federation of Small Businesses; Buckden and Holywell-cum-Needingworth
Parish Councils and a number of local residents. The aim of the session was to
explore the transport issues specific to Huntingdonshire and how
Huntingdonshire residents are affected by transport and congestion issues in and
around Cambridge.

Thursday 16 April 2009

Further evidence was taken from local business, including Microsoft Research,
Cambridge Consultants, the Cambridge Food Company and the Cambridge
Retail and Commercial Association. In addition, the Commission heard evidence
from Network Rail and the Association of British Drivers. The aim of the session
was to continue to explore the business and transport implications of the TIF.

Tuesday 21 April 2009

Evidence was taken from the University of Cambridge, the Bursars’ Environment
and Planning Sub-Committee (BEPSC) and Cambridgeshire County Council's
Education Transport Section. The aim of the session was focus on issues around
education transport and to explore the views of the Education Sector on transport
issues and congestion locally and in particular on the proposals contained in the
TIF bid.

Monday 27 April 2009

The session was held in Ely. Evidence was taken from East Cambridgeshire
District Council; Witchford and Sutton Parish Councils; Mr Philip Eden of City of
Ely Perspective Ltd; Mr Alan James of the East Cambridgeshire HCV Group; and
one speaker from the floor. The aim of the session was explore the East
Cambridgeshire perspective on congestion in the County and on the TIF bid.

Thursday 11 June 2009

The session was held in Sawston. Evidence was taken from  Girton,
Haslingfield, Histon and Impington Parish Councils; Mr Alan Quick of
Cambridgeshire Campaign for Better Transport; and a number of local residents
including speakers from the floor. The aim of the session was explore the South
Cambridgeshire perspective, and in particular the village perspective, on
congestion in the County and on the TIF bid.

Wednesday 17 June 2009

The session was held in March. Evidence was taken from Fenland District
Council, Chatteris Town Council, the Cambridgeshire Care Network and several
local residents. The main aim was to explore transport issues and challenges
specific to Fenland and how Fenland residents are affected by transport and
congestion issues in and around Cambridge. Evidence was further taken from
the Highways Agency regarding their role in developing and maintaining the
strategic highway network in Cambridgeshire.
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Monday 22 June 2009

Evidence was taken from consultants Steer Davies Gleave; the Greater
Cambridge Partnership; the Centre for Cities, and the Travel for Work
Partnership. The aim of the session was to assess the economic and business
impacts of congestion in Cambridge and the proposals to tackle it and to explore
the role businesses and other organisations can play in encouraging and
enabling employees to switch to sustainable modes of transport.

Thursday 25 June 2009

Evidence was taken from the Cambridge Residents’ Association; Cambridgeshire
Constabulary; Professors Marcial Echenique and Robert Mair of the University of
Cambridge and a number of Cambridge residents including speakers from the
floor. The aim of the session was to explore expert opinion on options for
tackling congestion; to seek a police perspective and to explore the views of
Cambridge residents on the TIF proposals.

Monday 29 June 2009

Evidence was taken from Cambridgeshire County Council officers, in the light of
the Commission’s findings to date, to re-examine the strategic issues and some
possible solutions to Cambridgeshire’s transport problems.

67



Appendix 2: The TIF proposals

1. Introduction

The Transport Innovation Fund (TIF) is a Government programme which offers
funding for bold proposals to tackle congestion in urban areas using a range of
measures including a congestion charge to help manage demand. The County Council
submitted an outline bid for funding of £517 million in October 2007 — this is not yet a
formal bid and the details are open to change.

The scale of planned housing growth In Cambridgeshire makes a substantial increase
in congestion inevitable unless the County Council takes significant action. The worst
predicted future congestion is in and around Cambridge and thus the Council's TIF
proposals centre on the City, although they do also look to provide benefits to people
further afield who are seeking to access Cambridge. To tackle congestion, the proposals
seek to provide high quality alternatives to the car , by improving the environment and
infrastructure for pedestrians and cyclists and by improving the quality of public
transport, making it more frequent, reliable and operating for longer periods.

The County Council have been considering for some time how best to tackle congestion
and concluded that more demand management would be necessary in addition to
large-scale improvements to walking, cycling and public transport. Two studies are
particularly relevant here:

The Department for Transport’s Cambridge to Huntingdon Multi-Modal  Study
(CHUMMS), agreed in 2001, calls for ‘more rigorous’ demand management
measures in Cambridge as part of a package to alleviate congestion on the Al4.

The County Council's own Long Term Transport Strategy (LTTS) concluded
that a package of measures would be needed to tackle congestion, including
enhanced demand management.

2. Public Transport Proposals.
The TIF proposals include £325 million of improvements to be spent on public transport:

Improving reliability of buses by introducing 100% segregated bus lanes on key
routes into the City, and priority at junctions, as well as by rolling out a smart
card scheme to reduce boarding times.

Increasing the frequency of services by introducing new bus services, including
‘turn up and go’ high frequency Citi services, and extending the operating times
of existing services in the mornings and evenings.

Improving the quality of buses by introducing hybrid buses, which make less
noise, have lower emissions (no emissions in the urban area) and provide a
smoother ride.

Improving accessibility : in Cambridge, 100% of residents would be within 400
metres of a bus running at least every 10 minutes and there would be new
services including improved orbital routes. In South Cambridgeshire 61% of
people would be within 400 metres of a bus running at least every 20 minutes
and Rural interchanges will make it easier for people to cycle or walk to secure
and comfortable bus shelters or to drop people off at them.
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For those still unable to access public transport directly from home, TIF proposes
doubling the number of spaces at the Park & Ride sites, including introducing a
new P&R at Hauxton, as well as expanded sites at Milton, Madingley and
Babraham; the Newmarket Road site would be moved further east and there
would be better facilities at St Ives and Longstanton along the guided busway.

Improved information , through real time bus information covering the whole of
Cambridge and South Cambridgeshire and the introduction of higher quality bus
maps and timetable information.

For rail, TIF would introduce a new station at Chesterton®?, increase parking
capacity at rail stations and bring in new rolling stock running from Ely to points
south allowing extra train services from Ely to Cambridge.

Modelling suggests that the modal share of public transport will increase from 15.9% to
26.4% as a result of the TIF measures™.

3. Cycling proposals

TIF allocates £55 million to improve walking and cycling infrastructure in and around
Cambridge. The key areas of this spend are as follows:

The introduction of a comprehensive network of off-road/quiet cycle routes
connecting all major areas of Cambridge (including a new route from the Science
Park to Addenbrooke’s) and to the new developments, with localised links to
community facilities such as schools and hospitals.

Enhanced on-road facilities on major corridors, with wider cycle lanes and
greater physical segregation, for example through lips and rumble strips.

Links to the network from the villages and to recreational routes.

Works at major conflict points  such as junctions, the inner ring road and at
river crossings to provide assistance to cyclists.

Safety improvements.

4. Pedestrian improvements

£11 million has been allocated to provide improvements specifically for pedestrians.
Schemes include the extension of the core scheme in Cambridge as well as:

Reconfiguring surfaces to improve the public realm, making routes more
pleasant to walk through, and, through greater segregation and priority, safer
junctions.

Widening and resurfacing footways  and providing better crossing facilities
of side roads as well as safety improvements on Hills Road, Newmarket Rd and
Huntingdon Rd.

In total, modelling shows that the TIF package will increase the modal share of
pedestrians and cyclists from 23.8% to 27.2%.

12 Note that, although part of the Outline Proposal for Funding, Chesterton has recently been recommended by the region for funding under the RFA.

13 Situation in 2021 am peak period with and without the TIF package
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5. Highway improvements

£108 million is proposed to improve highways , facilitating traffic flow and thereby
reducing congestion. The proposals include:

Improved access to the new housing development site at Cambridge East
including a new link road from Fen Ditton and the dualling of Airport Way and
Newmarket road to the Quy interchange. These will reduce traffic movements
closer to the City and reduce congestion between the Al4 interchanges,
Cambridge East and the re-sited Park & Ride on Newmarket Road.

A revised junction layout at Elizabeth Way , including introducing a signal
controlled intersection at the roundabout, which will provide priority for public
transport and cyclists and improve traffic flow

Traffic improvements at other junctions . These are a mix of public transport
and walking and cycling improvements and improvements to enable the most
efficient use of the limited highway network.

0. Other measures

A major package of promotional activities to support and encourage the use of the above
measures including:

Working with schools  to encourage more walking and cycling.
Improved marketing of sustainable transport.

Personalised travel planning

Car sharing schemes.

More support to businesses to introduce travel plans.

7. Congestion charging

Modelling carried out by the County Council shows that, as well all the measures above
to improve sustainable transport, demand management will still be needed to
encourage modal transfer away from car use if projected congestion is to be tackles
successfully. To be eligible for TIF funding , this demand management has to be in the
form of a congestion charge .

The proposal is for a charge operating for two hours  a day in the morning peak period
07:30 — 09:30. No price has been finalised , but modelling suggests that a £4 charge
applicable to all would achieve a 12% reduction in traffic when combined with the other
measures described above.

Government guidance on TIF proposals is to plan the scheme in its ‘pure’ form  and
then to consider exemptions. Obvious exemptions would be police in marked cars,
ambulances and fire engines, but there could be others on a case- by-case basis .

The area for the charge was chosen as the most appropriate because an area covering
just the inner ring road would be too small and would lead to increased traffic in
residential areas . A larger area than that proposed would mean that far more people in
the charging area would not have access to alternative forms of transport
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A charge of £4 would bring an income of some £40 million a year and it is estimated
that the annual costs of running the scheme would be about £11 million in year one,
which at 25% is similar to costs of schemes in other cities, and £7 million / 16%
thereafter. It is a legal requirement that any surplus must be spent on improving
transport locally

8. Benefits

The proposal would enable growth in the Cambridge area to take place in a
sustainable manner. In particular, the TIF proposal would greatly improve use of public
transport, walking and cycling, leading to a reduction in road traffic compared to present
day levels.

Other benefits include:

A 16% reduction in CO2 emissions compared to today within the TIF area,
bringing health and other benefits.

A reduction in queuing times of 33%, enabling traffic to flow much more freely.
This benefit will also be felt outside of the TIF area, although to a lesser extent.

Car journeys would be shorter by 8 to 10 minutes on average.

Public transport will be much more widely available and public transport
journey times would be faster and more reliable with reduction of up to 25
minutes.

If the proposal were not to be pursued , the County Council would continue to seek
funding for many of the schemes within where opportunities arise. At present, however,
additional sources are very limited , and this is likely to be the case for a number of
years to come.
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