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1. About CPT:

1.1
The Confederation of Passenger Transport UK (CPT) is the national trade association for the bus, coach and light rail industry. Our members include the promoters, owners and operators of all the principal light rail and tramway systems in the UK, so we represent those with direct experience of developing and operating modern light rail.
1.2
We are pleased to contribute to this APPLRG Inquiry into Light Rail. 
2. Summary

2.1
Light rail is attractive to passengers, attracts people from cars, aids urban development and has environmental benefits;
2.2
Light rail is perceived as permanent infrastructure and attracts development  along its route;
2.3
However, it suffers from high costs, delays and uncertainty, commonly associated with artificial constraints and external influences predominantly from government bodies;
2.4
Systems in France and other EU countries are better planned to integrate with urban structure;
2.5
Local authorities in many other EU countries have greater autonomy in planning light rail systems, which helps build confidence among operators and developers;
2.6
The Government should give greater weight to the wider economic benefits of light rail and other transit schemes, such as congestion and environmental benefits;
2.7
Light rail schemes should be planned alongside urban improvement and development, as part of a consistent investment strategy for the urban areas concerned;
2.8
Light rail should not be over-regulated with requirements designed for the mainline railway; it would be best served by re-introducing simplified legislative provisions appropriate to the mode;
2.9
Government should continue to work with the industry body UKTram.
The Inquiry’s remit:

3. To review current progress with light rail schemes in the UK

(i) The experience in delivering light rail schemes in the UK

3.1
There are five modern tramway systems operating in the UK (plus one under construction in Edinburgh), together carrying 77 million passengers per annum. New extensions are approved or under way in Manchester, Nottingham and Birmingham/Wolverhampton, and new vehicles and track works in Blackpool. 
3.2
Once built, modern tramways are popular with passengers, take cars off the road (around 10 per cent in the corridors served), improve the image of the city (TV reports from Manchester and Sheffield always show a tram in the background), and encourage urban development (examples in Sheffield, Manchester and West Midlands).

3.3
Compared to traditional public transport, light rail has a number of advantages:

a) it can be faster than other modes;
b) it offers higher capacity (up to 15,000 passengers per hour per direction);
c) it offers a smoother ride;
d) it attracts people who might otherwise travel by car (up to 25 per cent of its passengers);
e) it operates at street level and in pedestrian areas, close to where people want to go;
f) given the right priorities, it can provide a reliable service;
g) it provides a modern, attractive image;
h) it is readily accessible particularly to wheelchair/pushchair users, the infirm and encumbered;
i) it is perceived as permanent infrastructure and attracts development  along its route;
j) being electrically powered, it reduces pollution in the city and can use renewable  sources;
k) it is cheaper to build than railway, metro or new roads.
3.4
However, it is undoubtedly true that light rail systems suffer from high (and escalating) costs, delays and uncertainty. In planning a light rail system, it is essential to ensure that the expected benefits outweigh the costs. Light rail is most likely to be successful on busy routes in the larger cities. 

(ii) The issues which have helped progress schemes or acted as barriers to their development

3.5
Schemes benefit when there is a plan for on-going development. The London Docklands Light Railway has had a programme of continuous development which has enabled it to grow its patronage steadily. The latest extensions in Manchester have also progressed smoothly, once the hurdle of scheme cancellation in 2004 was overcome. 

3.6
Light rail schemes in the UK suffer from the long time which it takes to plan and design them and obtain approval and funding. This creates risk and uncertainty for bidders, which inevitably feeds into higher bid prices. Uncertainty over whether a scheme will actually go ahead (several were cancelled in 2004), coupled with the high cost of putting a bid together, may lead private sector partners to question their involvement.

3.7
Other factors which tend to make schemes more expensive than they need be are:

a) the lack of accepted technical standards leading to the use of bespoke designs for vehicles and equipment;
b) the imposition of heavy rail standards and procedures which are unnecessary or even inappropriate and have potentially compromised safety for a street-running tramway;
c) the lack of continuity to help keep experienced teams together.
4. To compare the UK experience with progress on light rail schemes on the continent

4.1
There is no doubt that it is easier and quicker to build a tramway in many other countries. France has opened a couple of dozen systems in the time it took the UK to build five. There are new tramways in Spain, the USA and Canada, and many new or modernised tramways in Germany, Belgium, the Netherlands and elsewhere. 
4.2
Concentrating on France, there are a number of factors which favour a tramway:
a) a higher population density;
b) a local ear-marked employment tax to provide the local authority with dedicated funds;
c) a higher level of subsidy for public transport than in the UK;
d) joint planning alongside urban development or regeneration schemes, and associated with complimentary highway and traffic management measures, to reduce interaction with other traffic and encourage modal shift.
4.3
But the most important factor is that developing a tramway in France is a local decision, and the determination of a local mayor to carry the plans through and improve the image of the city builds confidence among operators and developers. French authorities are not unconcerned about the cost of tramways, but give high priority to having a good public transport system.

4.4
Some of the above factors, such as the urban structure or the availability of local hypothecated taxes, are not transferable to the UK. But UK cities could do more to develop confidence and stability.
5. To examine current UK government policy towards light rail

5.1
There is a perception in the industry that the UK Government is against light rail schemes, preferring bus schemes instead. This is somewhat unfair; several extensions have been approved recently. However, there have been some failures: schemes in Leeds, South Hampshire and Liverpool have been cancelled, and the London Mayor has abandoned work on the Cross-River Tram.
5.2
The Government’s assessment process seems not to properly capture the wider economic benefits (WEBs) of light rail, such as its ability to attract car users and its environmental benefits. The Government could do more to address these deficiencies, particularly by transferring the decision making process to regional level where there is a deeper understanding of the pertinent local factors.
5.3
The Government could also re-assess the contribution made by utilities towards the betterment of their assets, which was arbitrarily reduced from 18 to 7½ per cent some years ago, adding significantly to light rail costs. 

5.4
Some respondents to this Inquiry will advocate transport integration, feeder services, and common fares and ticketing. We would accept that light rail needs improved links with other forms of transport, because there is unlikely ever to be a comprehensive network of light rail services in a city. However, we would argue against forced interchange to light rail. 
5.5
We recognise that the incoming government of whatever composition will face severe funding constraints as it looks to cope with high levels of debt. None the less, continued investment in urban transport will remain a good way to reduce the carbon footprint of urban mobility. There may be the need to investigate more innovative forms of funding for major capital schemes allowing for more involvement of private sector funding. In the rail industry, long term investment is captured in the Statement of Funding Available mechanism (SOFA) made by the DfT for five year periods. Our industry would benefit from more structure of this nature as central government is at present the main provider of capital grants or approving borrowing powers for competent authorities.
6. To consider the opportunities and risks in developing light rail systems in the UK

6.1
The benefits of light rail were summarised above, and the opportunities it offers are to extend these benefits to new areas and more cities. In particular, the benefits of reducing car traffic and improving the environment deserve more attention than they currently receive. 

6.2
Light rail attracts 20 to 30 per cent of its passengers from car. This gives an opportunity to reduce congestion in city centres, and makes it more acceptable to apply restrictions (such as pedestrianisation or parking restraint) by providing a good public transport alternative. Studies in Manchester showed that road traffic was reduced by around 10 per cent in the corridors served by Metrolink.
6.3
Light rail is good for the environment. Being electrically powered, it emits no pollution at the point of use, and it can use electricity generated from renewable sources. It can therefore help with the Government’s objectives in reducing CO2 emissions.

6.4
The risks are those of increasing uncertainty which inevitably feed through into higher cost. Light rail needs to be planned to maximise passenger use, to attract people from cars, and to be part of development in the city. Schemes should be part of a continuous programme of light rail developments. The London Docklands Light Railway builds on all these advantages, and is very successful. Schemes which are not planned as part of other developments, or do not use the best route, or are subject to stop-start planning, are less successful (if they ever go ahead at all).
7. To examine how a fairer, more effective and efficient framework could be established

7.1
We make the following recommendations which would help establish a more efficient framework for developing light rail schemes:
a) The Government should have a strategic programme for developing light rail schemes, like the abortive 10-year Plan (which envisaged up to 25 new lines); so that authorities understand their place in the queue of aspirants;
b) The Government should re-examine the assessment criteria to ensure that the wider economic benefits (WEBs) of light rail are properly included;
c) Although we recognise the need for economic restraint, the Government should avoid short-term delays which result in uncertainty and higher cost -both in terms of capital cost and in the long term losses associated with missed prosperity generally associated with a new tramway corridor (such as the Don Valley in Sheffield);
d) The Government should avoid over-regulation which often results in requirements designed for the mainline railway being inappropriately applied to tramways;
e) The Government should put more effort and funding into its work with the industry to address the problem of a lack of standards in the tramway industry. 
7.2
Finally, in response to the Inquiry’s question about how Government, promoters and industry can work better together, we believe that good progress has been made in this regard through the establishment of UKTram, of which CPT is one of the four founder members. The Government should continue to support the work of this pan-industry body.
David Walmsley, Fixed Track Executive

Confederation of Passenger Transport UK
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