TRANSform Scotland

Scottish Executive Central Scotland Transport Corridor Studies

COMMENTS ON CSTCS FINAL REPORTS
21 June 2002

These comments follow on from the decision at the Steering Group meeting of 11
June 2002 that any further comments on the Final Reports of the Study should be
provided by the end of June to allow the consultants, MVA, to review the issues
raised and provide a written response. It is requested that the written
response from MVA include issues raised in previous TRANSform Scotland
papers - particularly those of May 2002 and 13 June 2002.

The comments are in four sections:

1. Study Outcomes for Corridor Movement and Modal Share.
2. Corridor Options and Alternatives.
3. The Economy, Accessibility, Movement and Modal Share.

4, Funding and Delivery Mechanisms.



1. Study Outcomes for Corridor Movement and Modal Share

TRANSform Scotland seeks clarification of the Study outcomes with respect to
corridor movement and modal share in the context of the Scottish Executive’s
transport delivery report of March 2002 Scotland’s Transport: Delivering
Improvements.

Study outcomes for projected road traffic volumes are presented in Table 17.6
(page 226 of the A80 Corridor Final Report).

Such information, rather than a concentration of road vehicle flows, is the
minimum to be expected from a multi-modal study.

The key elements of Table 17.6 (with daily road vehicle flows rounded to the
nearest thousand) are repeated in the table below, along with recommended
additional columns.




Trunk Road Traffic Volumes - with requested amendments:

Trunk Road Traffic Daily Volumes (thousands)
To Be To Be To Be
Added Added Added
1995 2000 2010 2010 2010 2010
Do Min Do Min Combined | Adjusted
(without | (with Plan Combined
urban urban Plan
M74) M74)
A80 Cumbernauld 60 86 127
A8 E of Shawhead 77 110 128
M73 S of Baillieston 63 119 112
M74 N of Raith 68 107 104
M74 Carmyle 45 138 133
M74 Polmadie 0 103 101
M8 W of M80
Interchange 149 173 186
M8 Kingston Bridge 167 185 187
M8/M77/M74 braid 163 253 255

TRANSform Scotland is of the view that the above data is out of line with:

o observed comparatively modest growth on the central Scotland trunk road
network between 1995 and 2000;

. the Scottish Executive target presented in Delivering Improvements to
stabilise road vehicle miles over Scotland as a whole at 2001 levels by 2021;

o the Scottish Executive commitment to complete a review (presumably

downwards in the context of the Road Traffic Reduction Acts) of Glasgow City
Council targets for 40% road traffic growth by 2021.

TRANSform Scotland considers it more probable, looking to recent trends and the
stated objectives in Scottish Executive policies and STAG evaluations, that
maximum growth in road traffic volumes between 2000 and 2010 on a Do
Minimum (including the urban M74) would be no more than half the
projections above.

Do the 2010 Do Minimum estimates reflect the impact of restraint arising from
increased congestion and reduced reliability on the road network or do they
assume smoother flows than in 2000? (The relevant column in Table 17.7
suggests some overall worsening of congestion and reliability.)

What would the 2010 Do Minimum data be without the urban M74?




How far are the 2010 estimates affected by projections of high economic growth
and trend assumptions about relationships between economic growth and road
traffic growth? (This is discussed further in Section 3 below.) Equivalent data for
public transport flows should be published along with related assumptions.

How far do the 2010 Do Minimum estimates reflect traffic diversion from other
roads and how far do they reflect additional total road traffic, including shifts
from public transport (contrary to Scottish Executive and GCV Structure Plan
policies for shifts away from car use)?

The 2010 Combined Plan, under the assumptions used by MVA, contains only
modest differences from the 2010 Do Minimum including the urban M74 - i.e. as the
Table below (derived from Table 17.6) shows, most growth arises from underlying
assumptions by MVA rather than from the specific changes between the 2010 Do
Minimum and the MVA Combined Plan.

Tables of Estimated Percentages Road Vehicle Mile Growth 2000-10:

2000-2010 2000-2010

Do Minimum MVA Combined Plan

(including urban

M74)
A80 Cumbernauld 47% 112%
A8 E of Shawhead 43% 66%
M73 S of Baillieston 89% 88%
M74 N of Raith 57% 56%
M74 Carmyle 207% 195%
M8/M80 junction 16% 25%
Kingston Bridge 11% 12%
M8/M77/M74 Braid 42% 43%

Apart from the A80 at Cumbernauld and the A8 at Shawhead, the main impact on
2010 Do Minimum data is from construction of the urban M74, bringing a very large
rise in existing M74 traffic at Carmyle (partly spilling over to the M73) while
reducing growth rates on the Kingston Bridge and other city centre parts of the MS8.
However, traffic levels on the city centre stretch of the M8 and at the M8/M77/M74
Braid are still projected to increase above present levels where there is already
significant congestion over peak periods.

The Combined Plan, which includes an A80 Muirhead Bypass direct from Hornshill to
Mollinsburn, is shown as worsening conditions at the M80/M8 junction and
marginally worsening traffic levels and delays on the Kingston Bridge and at the
M8/M77/M74 Braid. These are not acceptable outcomes compared to the
aspirations of Delivering Improvements and require to be replaced by
alternative packages producing clear gains for environmental quality,
overall reliability (including public transport) and congestion reduction by,
and before, 2010. More emphasis needs to be places on the overall benefits,



under STAG criteria, of road traffic reduction or very substantial cuts in rates of
growth.

On the evidence presented, the Combined Plan gives added impetus to road
traffic growth from a base which itself contains unrealistic assumptions of
traffic growth to 2010. Rather than producing some shift from cars to
public transport, walking, cycling and shorter trips, the Combined Plan
appears to encourage shifts towards car use while introducing some
measures to aid access for those without cars and to slow shifts towards
cars. However, the extent of this impact is unclear unless projections for public
transport use (and for car occupancy at peak periods) are included in data along
with road vehicle miles. This line of approach conflicts with the Scottish
Executive’s aim of encouraging shifts away from car use.

Turning to the A80 and east of Glasgow A8 Corridors, the Combined Plan shows
greater rises in road traffic at Cumbernauld and at Shawhead than under the 2010
Do Minimum. The A8 traffic increase to 2010 rises from 43% to 66% while the A80
rise is much larger — from 47% to 112%.

TRANSform Scotland requests that these increases, and their differential, be
explained.

How far do they reflect local changes in land uses and economic prospects,
encouraged by increases in road capacity, compared to greater relative shifts
from public transport and a traffic generation impact on existing road users
gaining from reduced trip times?

TRANSform Scotland accepts that some increase in road capacity in these areas
may be required in order to improve safety and reliability but is concerned that
adequate measures - including road user charging and appropriate planning and
travel plan conditions - are in place to ensure improvements in reliability on the A8
corridor and related approaches (including the A725 where Table 17.7 indicates a
distinct worsening of trip times between Raith and Shawhead between now and
2010 as well as some worsening on the city centre and western M8/M77).

Alternative demand management and public transport improvement
packages are needed to ensure that, even under higher economic growth,
A8/MS8 reliability is improved by measures ensuring road traffic growth no
greater than 30% by 2010.

The very high growth of 112% projected for the A80/M80 at Cumbernauld
by 2010 is suspect. It appears to reflect traffic generated by a large increase in
road capacity, reinforced by assumptions of substantial development along the
corridor and rising traffic to and from points to the north handled principally by cars
and lorries rather than by shifts to public transport and rail freight. None of these
assumptions are robust within present planning guidelines and the context of
Delivering Improvements. The scale of growth seems disproportionate to that for
the M8 corridor and alternative packages are required to strengthen demand




management and provide a lower level of road capacity increase within the aim of
improving reliability and cutting greenhouse gas emissions. TRANSform Scotland

does not anticipate that road traffic growth on this corridor will be any higher than
that on the M8 i.e. not more than 30% by 2010, concentrated at off-peak periods.

Table 17.6 also shows that the net impact of constructing a very expensive and
controversial urban M74 would be to worsen traffic levels and congestion on the
M73, at the M80/M8 junction and at the M8/M77/M74 Braid - all locations where
peak flows show high levels of poor use of scarce road space by single occupant
cars. Traffic levels on the Kingston Bridge would also rise.




2. Corridor Options and Alternatives

A80/M80 Corridor

TRANSform Scotland requests clarification why MVA did not test the
improvement in conditions for non-Edinburgh travellers achieved by releasing
space on Edinburgh via Croy trains by the transfer by 2005 of some 50% of
present (and potential) through Edinburgh rail passengers from Glasgow Queen
Street to an improved route from Glasgow Central via Shotts Line? What is the
expected result of such a test?

TRANSform Scotland does not consider it realistic for the Garngad Chord to
be open by 2005 but does consider that all Cumbernauld trains should be
extended through to Falkirk Grahamston (or Grangemouth) by, or before,
2005.

TRANSform Scotland suggests that this should include a new halt at Bonnybridge
and either a halt (with mainly walking access) at Abronhill OR a northwards
relocated Cumbernauld station giving high quality interchange with a car park for
local users and with existing and improved high frequency bus services from
Abronhill to Cumbernauld Town Centre and onward destinations. TRANSform
Scotland agrees that an Abronhill halt would not be suited to park and ride (or bus
feeders, unless taxi-type DRT) but this does not apply to a relocated Cumbernauld
station. TRANSform Scotland retains an open mind on provision of a Castlecary halt
on the Cumbernauld line by, or before, 2005 but wishes further evidence that this
would not involve significant abstraction of trips from households with cars
accessing public transport closer to their homes. An interim halt could involve lower
capital costs and a lesser level of parking provision though having value in being
provided ahead of major additional works up-grading the A80 to motorway. On the
other hand, car owners transferring to rail prefer frequencies at least quarter-hourly
and there would be a case for delaying the Castlecary project until it could be
integrated with the Garngad Chord, provision of the St Enoch Link and electrification
post 2005.

What were the Study findings for the provision of new rail halts at Abronhill and
at Bonnybridge?

Higher priority should be attached to a new Cumbernauld Bus Station, directly
served by the majority of bus routes to the north and east as well as by local
services.

Tests should assume the priority project listed in the SRA Strategic Plan, January
2002, for a regular half-hourly frequency through from Glasgow to Perth and
Dundee, meshing with good connections or through trains to Aberdeen and
improved services to Inverness. Account should also be taken of rail freight
potential on the routes north and into Fife (including the SRA priority projects for
through Glasgow-Stirling-Alloa passenger services and associated freight reopening
to Longannet and into Fife/Rosyth.



The A80 up-grade to motorway has not been demonstrated to need more than 3
lane capacity between Mollinsburn and Auchenkilns and 2 lanes further north. The
Muirhead Bypass should not be a priority, if required at all. By shortening trip times,
it would trend to attract more traffic to- and through - central Glasgow, creating
additions to trip times at other locations. This Bypass can be replaced by minor
adjustments to the existing A80 plus local links to provide alternative links for
localised traffic.

What 2010 traffic levels are predicted on the A80 to the immediate east of
Crowwood roundabout on the assumption of no Muirhead bypass being provided
by 2010 and what is the estimate for traffic variation at peak and off-peak
periods with and without road user charging in Glasgow?

TRANSform Scotland requests that the Scottish Executive give
commitment that should it choose to pursue road capacity increase on
the A80 corridor that this will be accompanied by demand management
measures - including road user charging — from scheme
implementation.

M8/M74 Corridor

The Plans for the Baillieston-Newhouse section of the A8 are broadly acceptable
provided that they are linked with road user charging introduced by 2007. This
increased demand management would help to avoid congestion problems that might
otherwise worsen in the Shawhead and Raith junction areas and elsewhere. To the
west, demand management and greater priority for public transport projects are
also required to prevent any worsening of existing conditions at the M8/M77/M74
braid and on the M8 through central Glasgow.

No work on any substantial scheme on the urban M74 corridor should commence
until it is clear that such a scheme avoids elevated sections of route, is of reduced
scale and associated with road charging and management proposals ensuring that
extra capacity (and capacity easement on existing corridors such as London Road)
brought improved reliability rather than a worsening return of present levels of
congestion. In the interim, greater attention should be given to up-graded public
transport, fares reform, improved conditions for walking and cycling and limited
grade separation at existing junctions to ease essential flows between east and
west.

TRANSform Scotland requests that the Scottish Executive give
commitment that should it choose to persist in construction of an M74
Northern Extension that this will be accompanied by demand
management measures - including road user charging - from scheme
implementation.




TRANSform Scotland welcomes the proposals for Airdrie-Bathgate rail reopening,
including frequent through services to Edinburgh Park, Haymarket and Waverley,
but doubts whether these could be implemented before 2007. MVA seems to have
understated the potential for net benefit through early improvements in the Shotts
line service. These benefits include:
« relief for the present Edinburgh-Glasgow service via Croy
» further cuts in car trips between inner Edinburgh, inner Glasgow and
onwards points
e cuts in car trips between Livingston, Glasgow and points to south and west
e cuts in car trips from Lanarkshire to Glasgow and onward points and from
Lanarkshire to Edinburgh and onwards points
» benefits for GNER and Virgin services running from Glasgow to Edinburgh &
the south.

TRANSform Scotland seeks explicit evaluation of the STAG and other benefits of
an early upgrade (by 2005) of the Shotts Line to provide a half-hourly service on
timings similar to those of the present service on the Edinburgh-Falkirk-Queen
Street route.

Such a service could possibly replacing the quarter-hourly Edinburgh-Glasgow
Queen Street service - which has been suspended since last year) with a half-hourly
service to Queen Street (with longer trains within the capacity of Queen St
platforms) and a half-hourly service to Central High Level (able to take trains double
the length of those into Queen Street). The improved service to Central should
include expanded bus feeders and park and ride in the Carfin area (close to
Ravenscraig and to the developing housing and business areas to the north) and a
similar facility at the present junction of the Carstairs and Shotts lines in Livingston
(or an adapted Kirknewton station). Connections with stopping trains could be
provided at Carfin and/or some electrified Central Low Level-Whifflet services could
be extended through to Shotts/Livingston or Wishaw.

MVA has stated that the Shotts Line provides little by way of relief for A8/M8 traffic
while coming up with very favourable assessments of the Airdrie-Bathgate
reopening — with extra income being substantially ahead of extra operating costs.
However, these comparisons have not been made on the same basis (though it has
also been said that, in the absence of road user charging, the Airdrie-Bathgate
project might also have fairly limited impact on M8 flows).

There is a need for comparable data for both projects - firstly on a cost/benefit
basis and secondly in relation to projected extra income and extra operating costs.
TRANSform Scotland considers that the financial benefits of the Airdrie-Bathgate
project have been exaggerated — with a narrower, but still positive, margin of extra
income over of extra costs being more likely. A Shotts Line evaluation may show
more favourable outcomes, aided by the advantage of completion by 2005 rather
than 2007 or later.

TRANSform Scotland requests that both financial and cost-benefit sets of
information should be available for the Airdrie-Bathgate and Shotts line projects.




Cross-Glasgow Links and Airport Access

MVA report favourably on rail access to Glasgow Airport and on cross-Glasgow links
via the St Enoch Bridge to the east and north yet also acknowledge that actual
programmes will be influenced by other consultancy work in progress relating to
airport access, the Scottish inter-city network and light and urban rail potential in
Glasgow with particular reference to the ‘western wedge’ from the city centre to
Paisley, Glasgow Airport and Renfrew/Clydebank.

These are acceptable views but greater clarity is needed in relation to short,
medium and longer-term delivery programmes. In the short run (to 2006/7).
TRANSform Scotland considers that an express rail link from Glasgow Central to
Glasgow Airport would have low usage and require substantial annual support in
addition to assistance with capital costs. The early development of rail access to
Glasgow Airport, and relief for the western M8, requires a multi-purpose project
with shared benefits and shared capital costs. On the other hand, quadrupling track
east from Paisley Gilmour St can benefit a range of passenger services and also
freight. Usage of a service from Glasgow Airport would also be improved if it
included:
» park and ride in west Paisley close to the M8 (as proposed by MVA)
« a route giving direct access to Queen St station (for access to east and
north) and including intermediate stations in areas with good catchment e.g.
Paisley Gilmour St, Ibrox, Pacific Quay, SECC and Charing Cross.

A specific response from MVA is therefore requested to the previous suggestion
(first made by SAPT in May 2001) that initial airport services should operate as
shared running light rail running from the Airport to, and beyond, Queen Street
via the planned Finnieston Bridge (already included in the Do Minimum
scenario).

Beyond Queen St, it was also suggested that this service could be the initial link
across the St Enoch Bridge via Strathbungo to East Kilbride (with the entire through
service from the airport being on a quarter-hourly frequency. Barrhead and
Kilmarnock services might also divert to the St Enoch Bridge, bringing further
easing of congestion at Central High Level.

As a second stage in the process of developing the St Enoch Bridge link, additional
services could operate from the Ayrshire, Coast, Inverclyde, Glasgow Airport and
Kilmarnock to destinations to the east and north of Glasgow - including through
services to Edinburgh diverted to pass under Edinburgh Airport. At the same time,
additional light rail services could be introduced on the ‘western wedge’, including
access to Braehead, Southern General Hospital, the north Waterfront and
conversion of the Paisley Canal line to light rail with increased frequency and a loop
to the Airport and Braehead via Paisley Town Centre.

In a final stage, there could be opportunities for the closure of Queen St High Level
and major modifications at Central High Level as a result of major developments in

10



St Enoch Bridge services, the Queen St Low Level and Argyle (Central Low Level)
lines and street tram operation in central Glasgow. This stage could also include
high-speed rail services from Glasgow to Edinburgh via Motherwell combining intra-
Scottish functions with improved and more frequent access to principal English
centres (see SRA High Speed Route study due this autumn)

It is not suggested that MVA should be heavily involved in all of these options but
the Final Reports from the CSTCS need to give a clearer view of immediate
priorities for rail access to Glasgow Airport and for public transport
improvement south and west from the M8/M77/M74 braid in the context of
local travel and the requirements of the M8, M80 and M74 corridors.
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3. The Economy, Accessibility, Movement and Modal Share

TRANSform Scotland has further comments on the relationships, in a spatial and
policy context, between the economy, accessibility, movement and modal share

This is primarily a comment on the Report on Wider Economic and Land Use Aspects
of the Corridor Studies. TRANSform Scotland sees the primary requirement here as
a contemporary assessment of future links between the economy and levels of
movement overlaid by priorities to improve relative levels of accessibility with
special reference to strengthening sustainable development and prospects for areas
currently having higher levels of unemployment and experiencing population
decline. These themes already appear in STAG while a weakening link between
road vehicle mile growth and economic growth is also implicit in aim of Delivering
Improvements to stabilise traffic while expanding the Scottish economy and overall
quality of life.

High growth in road traffic is now regarded as unsustainable yet still reflected in
CSTCS models drawing on pre 1995 trends and making weak allowances for change
in attitudes and in policy preferences.

The Report as presented fails to address the key policy issues arising from the
above considerations. It takes overall Scottish economic growth as given and then
considers whether the Corridor Plans might influence the distribution of this growth
in favour of areas of greater need. The conclusion reached is that, at the margin,
the corridor plans are helpful though having their greatest positive impacts on
areas to the east of Glasgow e.g. Lanarkshire — and parts of the Forth Valley.
However, on the evidence presented, it is arguable that the Report can also be
interpreted as working to the marginal disadvantage of Glasgow and points to the
west (though this analysis is complicated by the urban M74 being taken as a given
project and therefore not assessed in spatial terms).

This is not considered to be a satisfactory approach. There is a failure to ask
important policy questions (highly relevant for the current Comprehensive Spending
Review) such as:
« how important are transport policies as part of policies to encourage greater
overall and sustainable growth in the Scottish economy?
e how far can transport policies be used to deflect growth from overheating
areas of Scotland (such as Edinburgh and the Lothians) to other areas?
« what type of transport policies are important?
« what form of urban development is best suited to a sustainable, efficient and
socially inclusive economy?

Current research suggests that transport has a relatively limited role in promoting
overall growth and social inclusion in the Scottish economy - issues of education,
skills, marketing and entrepreneurship are more important. Transport has a
facilitating, rather than a causal, role in growth with the possibility of a negative
role if transport projects represent a misuse of scarce resources. Attention to
quality of service - such as improved reliability - and specific issues (including
equitable access) has become more important than major infrastructure spending.
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There are also clear indications that road traffic, on the basis of a greater focus on
economic and population regeneration within Glasgow and in other towns, is now
likely to rise at considerably less than rates of economic growth - in increasing
contrast with rates of growth in air and rail travel, shipping, walking, cycling and,
above all, telecommunications. Air travel also raises important issues of longer-
term sustainability but, in a Scottish context, the economy still seems likely to
benefit from improved direct links to continental hub airports with a decreasing role
for London and internal air travel between the Scottish Central Belt and major
English centres.

There has been a shift of emphasis from new infrastructure towards policies
managing traffic and improving reliability on existing roads (and also on the rail
network) and developing specific strategies to aid social inclusion. Some of this
thinking has been apparent in parts of the CSTCS yet the ethos remains
that expanded road capacity - with some improvements in management - is
the only way to tackle present problems. It is not evident that this approach
has been substantiated - it has produced excessive estimates of road vehicle mile
growth (notably under Do Minimum assumptions and for the A80 corridor) and
insufficient emphasis on the measures needed to encourage less movement and
higher proportions of public transport, walking. cycling, shared cars and shorter
trips within movement internal to Scotland and the Scottish Central Belt.

Some transport enhancements remain justifiable but, for both economic and social
reasons, there needs to be a greater shift away from major capital schemes towards
smaller schemes, better management and delivery of the road and public transport
network and a narrowing of the accessibility gap - not the more limited objective of
preventing this gap from widening. There also needs to be greater examination of
the prospects of diverting growth from the Edinburgh area or, if employment growth
there is unavoidable, ensuring that there are better opportunities for workers to
commute by improved public transport from other areas with improving local
environments and affordable housing.
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4, Funding and Delivery Mechanisms

This topic was addressed in the previous comment of 13 June. In summary, this
argued that the proposed corridor packages were not deliverable because of their
high capital cost and because they underestimated the revenue support required to
ensure a fair and effective structure of fares given that many car users on busy
corridors were paying charges well below costs arising at the time and point of use.
While CSTCS costs might be financed from within present allowances for transport
in Scotland, this would leave very little additional transport funding for other parts
of Scotland to 2010 - a quite unacceptable outcome.

In addition to funding requirements, attention was drawn to the need for improved
delivery mechanisms on the public transport side of corridor packages. What
specific suggestions is MVA putting forward for the improvement of rail and bus
delivery within, and beyond the next five years?

TRANSform Scotland

72 Newhaven Road, Edinburgh, EH6 5QG

Tel 0131 467 7714 Fax 0131 554 8656

Email: campaigns@transformscotland.org.uk
Web: http://www.transformscotland.org.uk
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