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Dear Mr Everitt, 

LOCAL TRANSPORT CAPITAL SETTLEMENT 2007/08

This letter summarises the 2007/08 local transport capital settlement for your local transport plan area. It sets out the related transport capital allocations for 2007/08 and beyond - including for maintenance and the integrated transport (small schemes) block.   

THE NATIONAL PICTURE  

This is the first settlement since local authorities reviewed the delivery of their first five year plans and produced the final versions of the 82 second five year local transport plans, which cover England outside London.   

Delivery of the Previous Plans

The delivery reports covering the achievements of the first local transport plans highlight a substantial and sustained volume of work across the country to improve transport services by tackling local priorities.  The work has also contributed to addressing some key priorities shared by central and local government. There has been sustained progress, for example, in reducing local road casualties and the condition of many local road networks is improving. Authorities have made substantial investments to manage traffic more effectively and reduce its adverse impacts on residents, town centres and the environment more generally.   In many areas, better infrastructure for buses, cyclists and pedestrians has been put in place and transport is making a contribution to more sustainable development and economic growth.

Some highlights are included in a report 'Delivering Better Local Transport: Key Achievements and Good Practice from the First Round of Local Transport Plans', produced for the Department for Transport.  This can be viewed at 
http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_localtrans/documents/divisionhomepage/032393.hcsp
 

I encourage you to continue to work together with other authorities in your region and beyond to share good practice, learn from each other and build your capacity to deliver.  My office is also keen to provide help to support continuing to improve the delivery of your plans and will be in touch to arrange a meeting to take this forward early in the New Year.

Seventeen authorities were identified as transport centres of excellence in 2005.  Many of these have demonstrated excellent delivery across the whole plan period in this year's reporting.  Eight other authorities have also demonstrated excellent delivery and are being invited to join the transport centres of excellence programme to build on their good practice.

Second Local Transport Plans

All this creates a solid foundation for further improvements during the second plan period. The new plans provide evidence of much good local transport planning which, supported by the funding being allocated and the experience and skills which authorities have accumulated, enhance the prospects for delivering further improvement over the next four years.

A common theme of the new plans is that partnership and behavioural change are needed to achieve many local transport plan objectives.  It is therefore vital that local communities and stakeholders continue to be engaged strongly in the delivery of the second local transport plans. The local transport plan system has now been in place for seven years and the Government is substantially reducing the level of reporting in line with the principles of the recent Local Government White Paper. The challenge now is to deliver improvements that address the transport plan priorities and represent good value for the resources you have to invest.

To this end, £1,254m (£35m more than last year) is being allocated to local authorities for 2007/08 to deliver integrated transport improvements and invest in highways capital maintenance according to their local policies and priorities.   

Integrated transport allocations (which are indicative because they are subject to the outcome of the Comprehensive Spending Review) are also being made for the period 2008/09 to 2010/11. They provide increased certainty and stability for local authorities to plan ahead. These indicative allocations total £1,769m over three years and involve year on year increases nationally.  

This announcement builds on the funding allocated last year.  Parts of the allocations for 2007/08 have already been included in the revenue support grant settlement as supported capital expenditure (resource) - SCE (R).   The rest of the funding will be provided through specific grants under section 31 of the Local Government Finance Act 2003 and form part of the single pot.

Announcements about major schemes are not being made today and this settlement does not include the funding support for them. In July the Secretary of State responded to advice from regions about their priorities for major transport projects - including those promoted by local authorities - up to 2015/16. The indicative budgets sustain the record level of investment being made over the ten year period.  

THE LOCAL POSITION

Second Local Transport Plan

Each of the final second local transport plans has been classified as excellent, good, fair or weak.  Your final local transport plan has been assessed as being good. 

The good classification means that a standard of transport planning equivalent to the top end of last year’s ‘promising’ category has been evidenced and your final plan represents an advance on last year’s provisional plan. 

Annex 1 contains details about the assessment made of your plan and further information about the assessment process is being published on the Department for Transport website (link as above).
Delivery of the First Local Transport Plan

Each of the delivery reports about first local transport plans has been classified as being excellent, very good, good or satisfactory.  In your case, delivery was assessed as being very good. 

Very good to satisfactory delivery was demonstrated by the wide range of authorities that were not assessed as excellent but which showed at least a satisfactory range of achievement across the strategy areas. 

Your particular delivery report demonstrated strong delivery in a number of strategy areas, and a positive overall impact on local transport in your area. Your performance puts you in the top half of authorities nationally.

All 4 authorities have devoted considerable resources to travel awareness campaigns and these have proved successful in encouraging individuals and organisations to consider travel modes other than the car. Cycle events such as national bike week, Bristol’s biggest bike ride, & bike breakfasts, together with a step change in the level of provision of cycle infrastructure have led to one of the highest levels of growth in cycling in England.  

It was always going to be difficult amalgamating four Annual Progress Reports into a single Delivery Report.  However, we were pleased that you took the decision to undertake a Joint Report and the result is creditable given that not all the authorities collected data in the same way.  Moving into LTP2, it is imperative that the core targets at least be redefined across the entire area, rather than having separate ones for each unitary authority.  This needs to be addressed with some urgency following the settlement so that data collection can be standardised in time to report collectively in 2008.

Where there are areas for improvement, the Department will offer you support and advice.

Details about the assessments are being published on the Department for Transport website (link as above).

Integrated Transport Block Allocations

The funding allocations for the integrated transport block for your plan area are as follows:

	Greater Bristol
	2007/08 £m
	2008/09 £m
	2009/10 £m
	2010/11 £m

	Overall Allocation
	11.774
	11.696
	11.803
	11.881

	Split
	
	
	
	

	Bath & North East Somerset
	2.224
	2.144
	2.101
	2.050

	Bristol
	5.741
	5.744
	5.849
	5.946

	North Somerset
	1.523
	1.547
	1.591
	1.630

	South Gloucestershire
	2.286
	2.261
	2.262
	2.255


Your 2007/08 allocation is the previously published planning guideline with an uplift of 3% because of your good second local transport plan. Details are being published on the Department for Transport website (link as above).

For 2007/08 an SCE (R) covering part of your allocation (75% of the planning guideline published last year for 2007/08 – in the case of Greater Bristol £8.573m) has already been included in the revenue support grant settlement announced last year. The difference will be paid as direct grant within the single pot.

Maintenance

The total capital highway maintenance funding allocation for Greater Bristol for 2007/08 is £11.840m, of which £11.572m is formula funding. The formula allocations for your area are:

	Authority
	Maintenance Formulaic Allocation £m

	Bath & North East Somerset
	3.225

	Bristol
	2.490

	North Somerset
	2.300

	South Gloucestershire
	3.557


In addition the following funding has been provided to Bath & North East Somerset for major maintenance and strengthening on the primary route network:

A36 Claverton Street, Bath - £0.268m for bridge strengthening.

An SCE (R) covering part of your allocation (75% of the planning guideline published last year for 2007/08 – the case of Greater Bristol £8.378m) has already been included in the revenue support grant settlement announced last year. The remainder will be paid as direct grant within the single pot. 

The breakdown for the Greater Bristol Plan area is:

	Authority
	75% of 2007/08 Planning Guideline £m

	Bath & North East Somerset
	1.935

	Bristol
	2.129

	North Somerset
	1.715

	South Gloucestershire
	2.599


Maintenance Arrangements for 2008/09 and beyond

Following the spending review, the Department proposes to make a three year settlement for maintenance for the remainder of the second local transport plan period.

The Department proposes to review the arrangements for funding PRN bridge strengthening and major maintenance, together with those for exceptional maintenance schemes in future years, and to consider refreshing the maintenance formula.  For this purpose the Department would like to set up a group on which we would welcome participation from local authority representatives. The Department expects that the group would meet on a couple of occasions in early 2007, with the aim of announcing any changes in the spring.  If any of your highway maintenances colleagues would be interested in joining the group I shall be grateful if they would advise my colleague Nigel Hammond, whose contact details can be found below, by 10 January 2007.

The Regional Picture

For 2007/08, a total of £167.604m will be invested in Integrated Transport and Maintenance for the South West. I have included a Press Notice with this letter, which provides further detail.

CONCLUSION

I would like to thank you for all the work that your officers have undertaken in producing your second Local Transport Plan and first Delivery Report.  I know that all my colleagues appreciate the co-operation you have given them throughout the year and we will continue to work with you as you put your second Local Transport Plan into action.

Please contact Nigel Hammond Tel: 0117 900 1993 if you have any queries about this letter. We hope to be able to meet with your authority early in the New Year to provide more detailed feedback.

This letter is also being published on the Department for Transport website.

Yours sincerely

[image: image1.png]GOVERNMENT OFFICE
FOR THE SOUTH WEST




Richard Bayly

Director of Regeneration, Social Inclusion and Transport

Annex 1

Form LTP2 : Assessment of Final Second Local Transport Plan

PART ONE:  SUMMARY OF ASSESSMENT 

Plan Area:  

	Plan

Assessment


	Provisional Plan 2005

N = Needs substantial improvement.

P = Promising.

VP = Very Promising


	Final Plan 2006

W = Weak

F = Fair

G =Good

E = Excellent

	
	N


	P
	VP


	W
	F
	G
	E

	1 Overall Assessment of Context
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	X

	
	1a


	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	

	
	1b


	
	
	X
	
	
	
	X

	
	1c


	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	

	
	1d


	
	
	X
	
	
	
	X

	
	1e


	
	
	X
	
	
	
	X

	2.Overall Assessment for Analysis
	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	

	
	2a


	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	

	
	2b


	
	X
	
	
	
	
	X

	
	2c


	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	

	
	2d


	
	
	X
	
	
	
	X

	
	2e


	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	

	
	2f


	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	


	3- Overall Assessment for Maximising value of Resources
	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	

	
	3a


	X
	
	
	
	
	X
	

	
	3b


	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	

	
	3c


	
	X
	
	
	
	
	X

	
	3d


	
	
	X
	
	
	
	X

	
	3e


	
	X
	
	N/A



	
	3f


	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	

	
	3g


	
	Pass
	
	Pass

	
	3h


	
	X
	
	
	
	
	X

	4  Overall Assessment for Involvement. 
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	X

	
	4a


	
	X
	
	
	
	
	X

	
	4b


	
	
	X
	
	
	
	X

	
	4c


	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	

	
	4d


	
	X
	
	
	
	X
	

	
	4e


	
	
	X
	
	
	
	X

	5. Performance Management

& Local Priorities.
	Not Comparable
	
	
	X
	

	6. Accessibility


	N/ A
	
	
	X
	

	7. Congestion


	N/A
	
	
	X
	

	8. Air Quality Issues
	N/A
	
	
	X
	

	9. Road Safety


	N/A
	
	
	X
	

	Overall Classification


	Promising
	Good


PART TWO:  ASSESSMENT EVIDENCE

Criterion One: Context

The consistency of a plan's: objectives; targets; and programmes with wider policy and planning.

Evidence for assessment of Criterion One

	In the PLTP2, the assessment for Context was Very Promising in all criteria except 1a and 1c, which were both Promising.

The 2 areas identified for potential improvement were:-

a) relationship between transport and planning to be clarified

b) refinements needed to reflect emerging RSS & sub-regional strategies

The LTP2 now incorporates the strategies in the Regional Economic Strategy (RES), published in Feb 2006. (1.2.5 & 1.5.6). It also incorporates the advice from the region to the SoS at the end of January and uses it to prepare a programme required to deliver the regional priorities in both the short and longer term.

Does the plan better demonstrate the link between the programme and delivery of the objectives?  The JLTP2 plan objectives are summarised in Box 2C (p.26). They are the same as the government’s shared priorities (i.e. Congestion, Road Safety, Air Quality and Accessibility) + a catch all to ‘improve the quality of life’.

The main evidence base from public consultation is to be found in Figs 4.1 to 4.3 p.67/8.  Substantial majority in favour of Option C and buses the clear favourite for expenditure (75%) with cycling/walking and rail equal at about 50% each.  This presents somewhat of a dilemma in that rail does not often represent good vfm.  At 2.3.1, the West of England partnership promotes significant development in heavy rail.  However, this is tempered by the spend profile in Table 11.3 (p.227) from 2006/07 to 2010/11, with bus receiving ~20% and rail ~1% of allocations.

Paras. 4.7.6 to 4.8.1 are additional to PLTP2 – providing the additional evidence mainly from GBSTS draft final report to support the strategy.

2.2.2 reflect’s the alignment of the JLTP with the corporate priorities of the Plan Area as expressed through the West of England Partnership.

Figure 4.3 accords very high priority to buses.  The RFA has a Table of 13 schemes in the region to be implemented or commenced in the next 5 years – of these, 8 are in the JLTP area, and 6 of the 8 are bus related.  The spend profile at Table 11.3 shows the highest proportion of spend (20.4%) to be on bus showcase routes and other infrastructure.  The programme has been costed to comply with indicative allocations.  The Plan does indicate that if some of the Major schemes are accorded Programme Entry, then they will stretch the bus patronage target from +3% to +12% and with TIF money, by 20-25%. (see p.238 Table 12.2) – which complies with the longer term vision of tackling congestion by improving public transport.

The previous criticism that there is no evidence of transport issues having influenced other policy areas has been addressed, for example, in Ch 6 Box 6E (p.143) on the Bristol Health Services Plan, where the services are to be brought nearer to patients.  Table 6.8 (p.147) sets out a matrix of how health, education and social services action plans help deliver and are influenced by the transport strategy.

Table 4.2 (p.62) sets out the linkages between the Corporate Priorities and the JLTP contribution.  It has been expanded from the PLTP2 to include the targets set to monitor progress. It is made more complicated in that the Joint Plan covers the 4 unitary authorities, each with their own corporate priorities.  Para. 4.4 sets out the intentions for future joint working – this is a process that is being developed as they begin to put together Joint Major Scheme bids.

The Bristol Partnership LSP has the following priorities (for the next 3 years):-

· Promote economic investment and productivity

· Improve the transport system
· Close the gap between the most deprived neighbourhoods and the rest of the city 
In the JLTP area, the locations of the proposed major development areas have been selected with a view to the juxtaposition of housing and employment, with mixed use development where possible. (See Figure 3.12 p.48 and Box 3D).  The map demonstrates that no significant development, with the possible exception of the airport expansion, will take place in remote greenfield locations, and that where sustainable means of transport are not already available, they will be incorporated into the development.

Tables 12.1 and 12.2 show how the targets are linked to the objectives and conform to the national and regional priorities as set out in Transport 2010 and the emerging RSS respectively. The proposed stretched targets, dependent on the successful TIF bid, are likely to make a significant contribution to the national policy on tackling congestion – see Table 12.2 p.237 penultimate column.

Overall, the assessment for Context has moved from Very Promising to Excellent.



Criterion Two:  Analysis

The plan is built on a sound analysis of local transport problems and opportunities
Evidence for assessment of Criterion Two

	Much of the analysis required to develop a coherent and evidence based strategy for the sub-region has come out of the Greater Bristol Strategic Transport Study (GBSTS) work and its emerging findings.  Although by the March 31st deadline for submission the final report had yet to be signed off by the Steering Group, most of the technical assessment work relating to the implications of alternative development and transport strategies had been undertaken for enough scenarios to enable a programme to be developed with considerable confidence.

In Ch3, the shared priorities are expanded to set out the extent of the problem in the area, possible causes and ‘opportunities for change’. The analysis often draws on the work of the GBSTS and a variety of possible solutions are highlighted.  Sections 3.2.8 & 9 set out the underlying reasons for congestion, and quality of life issues are discussed at 3.7 on p.52-56.

The Provisional LTP2 was assessed as 'Very Promising' for criterion 2a, this was predicated on the expectation that much of the analysis was dependant on the conclusions of the GBSTS.  Unfortunately this analysis has not been sufficiently developed to warrant an 'Excellent' in the Final Plan.
While the opportunities are outlined, there is little analysis to demonstrate which represents the best vfm or is most appropriate for the study area, so it falls short of the Excellent benchmark.

The programme has been extensively influenced by the outcomes achieved as a result of interventions in LTP1, as set out in the case studies in Chapters 5 – 9.  [e.g. Travel Plan impact Box 5N p.104; Bus service enhancements in W-s-M Box 5C p.81; Showcase bus routes in Bristol Box 5A p.79].  The first showcase bus route led not only to a 12% increase in patronage, but a 13% increase in cycling and reduction of 1200 car journeys per week on the corridor in question.

The proposed programme has been extensively influenced by experience from LTP1 (p.221 11.1.2) and also best practice from elsewhere in the country. For example:-

a) p.35 3.2.25 UTMC experience from European programmes

b) p.78 5.2.11 evidence from GBSTS surveys and continued best practice for mode shift to bus

c) p.105 5.3.14 Greater Bristol Commuter Club Network to share best practice

d) p.168 child cycle training

e) p.169 design for pedestrians, motorcyclists and pedestrians

f) p.183 SILENCE EU project partner on noise pollution

g) p.189 Table 8.4 Freight consolidation Broadmead reduction to transport pollutants

h) p.199 Barnsley’s model of utility co-operation

i) p.222 IT measures based on best practice from within & outside the JLTP area

j) p.266 Best practice networks in UK & Europe wrt TIF development

This is sufficient to move criterion 2b form Promising to Excellent.

The case for the first 2 Major Scheme proposals has been well made and is supported by the RFA criteria for inclusion in Table 1 of the schemes submitted to the SoS. On p.209 at 10.4.8, the cost benefit ratio of the Greater Bristol Bus Network Major Scheme is estimated at 3.53.  Not only does it benefit bus passengers, but also some car drivers who can use HOV lanes, cyclists and road safety through improved junction design.  The mode share before and predicted after implementation are hinted at using evidence from similar strategies that have been developed during LTP1 - for example, Box 5Q p.108 sets out the results of the VIVALDI TravelSmart project and Box 5T p.111, the impact of the South Gloucestershire HOV lane in reducing driver only car occupancy by 15% to 65%.

Based on the analysis of the mode shift likely to be achieved by both the IT Block measures and the

Major Schemes, criterion 2c warrants Excellent.

The table at Box 5Y on p.124 clearly sets out the order in which modes are given priority when assessing scheme prioritisation.
The whole ethos of the JLTP is to provide the travelling public with an alternative to the car – be it bus, walk, cycle or safer routes for the mobility impaired, recognising that different problems require different solutions depending on journey length, catchment area, physical barriers, terrain etc.

Table 5.1 p.77 sets out the emphasis to be given to each mode and the sort of range of distance appropriate to each.  The car as a mode is noticeable by its absence!  The chapter then looks at each mode, uses case studies to show what can be done then develops an action plan for each mode.  The main evidence of the priority accorded to the more sustainable modes of travel occurs in Table 11.3 p.227, where the costed 5 year IT Block programme indicates about 20% to bus infrastructure, 20% road safety – which often involves making walking and cycling safer by improving junction control, 10% for walking and 9% cycling – that’s nearly 60% of the budget.

 The issue of increasing accessibility for the mobility impaired is covered in several sections e.g.-

a) p.58 3.95 in discussion of the Public Rights of Way improvement Plans

b) p. 79 5.2.16 – access to buses with programme of raised kerbs and introduction of low-floor buses

c) p.124 Box 5Y 

Much of the evidence of the strategy developed has been substantiated as a result of the outputs of the GBSTS model.  While the study had not signed off the final report before the JLTP2 had to be submitted, much of the technical analysis had been completed and the impact of bus and highway interventions with a variety of development scenarios tested.

Chapter 6 is largely based on the outputs of Accession, the Accessibility modelling tool.

6.3.17 p.136 highlights the increase in revenue support required to increase bus accessibility from 50% to 77% of rural H/Hs.  Using the accessibility mapping, a prioritised action plan has been developed as shown in Table 6.6 p.140.  For example, Fig 6.2 p.132 shows a significant area of South Bristol that is more than 30mins to health facilities and also is an area of deprivation.  This is to be addressed by building a new South Bristol Community hospital in the immediate vicinity – see Box 6E p.143.

However, because the impacts of the programme have not been clearly identified, criterion 2e has been assessed as Good.

The plan has an Annex entitled ‘Strategic Environment Assessment: Environmental Report’ which runs to about 25 pages.  At para.3 it refers to the assessment being carried out in accordance with DfT Webtag Unit 2.11 April 2004.   The report summarises the main findings of additional studies which are not well referenced.  Para. 4 states that it has been prepared in consultation with the 4 statutory bodies viz. CA;EH;EN & EA, but there is no indication of their views or how such consultation has moulded the strategy.

The 3 main strategies [A,B & C] have been tested.  Option A scored least well (see Table 9 p.17), while there was little to choose between Options B & C.  Since Option C is reliant on TIF funding and requires considerably more development than Option B, it was decided to run with Option B as the strategy to test against a Do-Minimum.  Table 10 sets out the impact of each of the strategies on environmental indicators, but only in a very qualitative way while Table 12 sets out the Indicators in the JLTP to measure progress against SEA topics and the associated NATA categories.

Where there are negative impacts, mitigation measures have been proposed in most instances.




Criterion Three:  Maximising Value from Resources

The plan will deliver the best possible results, given the likely availability of public funds and the current state of infrastructure and transport services.

Evidence for assessment of Criterion Three

	For the provisional plan, the sub-criteria assessments were very mixed, ranging from ‘Weak’ for 3a which relates to the way they used vfm to develop their programme to ‘Very Promising’ for 3d which assessed how well they looked at options for dealing with congestion, cutting pollution and delivering road safety.

Four areas for development were identified:

· Greater consideration of vfm rather than transport outputs in isolation [3a]

· How have maintenance strategies been prioritised? [3c]

· What if IT Block schemes had cost increases? [3a]

· Budgetary control section weak [3d]

The JLTP2 incorporates a vfm scoring system that wasn’t present in the PJLTP2 – see p.223 Box 11A.  The information on how this has been implemented is only cursory and there is no indication of how scheme costs are scored in a range of 1-5 – is it comparing Majors with IT Block schemes?

That said, it represents a considerable improvement from the Provisional Plan and is applied to packages of schemes to indicate the sorts of scheme that are likely to not only provide good vfm but also contribute significantly to achieving targets – see Table 11.2 p.225.  This has fed through to the IT Block spending programme at Table 11.3.  Two of the three scheme types that scored ‘very high’ in Table 11.2 have each been allocated just over 20% of the IT Block budget, while the spend on the third (walking) is maintained at a significant level.  Indeed, it is likely that many of the local safety schemes will have a beneficial impact on the walking environment. The plan now warrants ‘Good’ for sub-criterion 3a.

Although the Plan does include some proposals for major road infrastructure, these are generally in the longer term and related to significant growth in housing and/or employment.  Of the 8 schemes in the RFA recommendations (Table 10.1 p.220), 6 are related to public transport and only 2 to the phased implementation of the South Bristol Ring Road – being promoted to address the development and social inclusion agenda.

Promoting ‘Smarter Choices’ is evidenced in Boxes 1D on p.20 and 5L on p.102:- 

Box 1D - Measures to encourage alternative modes - This focuses on ‘smarter choices’ and includes measures including travel plans, awareness raising activities, teleworking and car clubs. GBSTS shows that as part of a package of measures ‘smarter choices’ could deliver up to a 9.7% fall in car trips by 2031.

Box 5L -    Case Study – Softer Measures  The recent Department for Transport report “Smarter Choices: Changing the Way We Travel” found that softer measures could reduce peak hour urban traffic by as much as 21% and peak hour non-urban traffic by 14%. Local research backs up this evidence with personalised travel marketing campaigns in two areas of Bristol achieving a 12% reduction in car trips. Both local and national evidence demonstrates clearly that the impact of 'soft' measures is greatest when combined with a package of infrastructure improvements such as showcase bus routes and improved facilities for pedestrians and cyclists. This is just the sort of package of measures being promoted by Option B                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         .

Where infrastructure improvements are proposed, it would have been good if measures associated to reduce generating traffic had been explicitly included.  The ethos of the Plan’s approach does suggest that new infrastructure is only promoted when other strategies are unable to cope, especially in those areas subject to significant growth.

The Plan sets out much more information related to asset management than the PJLTP.  Asset maintenance is covered in Fig 9.1 p. 198-9 entitled “TAMP framework”.  Option identification in para 3 of the Fig states that “Strategic assessment of transportation projects and maintenance works will reduce the cost and frequency of works on the network. In doing so, life cycle planning will help reduce congestion and improve air quality”.  The maintenance schedule will move from being reactive to proactive and better aligned to the LTP objectives. Thus sub-criterion 3c has now been assessed as Excellent.

Planned routine maintenance expenditure is set out in Table 11.5.  Over the 5 years 2006/07 to 2010/11 the planned spend is £61.8 million.  From the decision letter, the maintenance allocation, excluding supplementary bids, was £11.169m.  Table 11.1 p.224 indicates a 5 year maintenance allocation of £61.8m, which accords with the planned spend.
The ‘high intensity uptake of school travel plans is demonstrated at p. 112 of the Plan, where a  target of 100% of schools to have a STP recognised by DfES is set by end of 2010/11. 

Also travel plan support is to be extended to businesses with between 100 and 200 employees – previously limited to larger employers.  In the Bristol part of he Plan area, 56% of companies with >100 employees have or are developing travel plans. (p.104 Box 5N).  

4.7.8 p.69 indicates that the strategy mirrors the outcomes of GBSTS in that investment in showcase bus corridors is combined with demand management.  11.6.1 recognises that a successful Major Scheme bid would enable £3.8m of IT Block funding that has been allocated to Showcase bus routes to be reallocated to achieving other important targets.  In order to improve on punctuality, it would be possible to abandon cross-city services, but this has a negative impact on accessibility and has been resisted.  Instead measures will concentrate on bus priority and quality improvements, while working towards better ticketing and integration.

The strategy for delivering improved bus services is clearly set out in Ch. 1 of the supporting documents, which culminates in a Bus Action Plan.  A Bus Punctuality Improvement Partnership is to be set up (see p.13 para.14.6), to make more use of the 2004 Traffic management Act and co-ordinate LA/operator responsibilities to better manage the network.  This confidence has enabled the bus punctuality target set by the Traffic Commissioners (90%) to be set to be achieved by 2014/15, and moved forward to 2011/12 if the major scheme bids are successful (para. 14.4).  This is from a current base of only 51.5% on time at intermediate timing points (main document p.250)

There are several instances of measures in collaboration with other service providers, mainly in the health sector, to reduce either the need to travel or reduce the distance and encourage more sustainable modes.  E.g p.56 para.3.7.16 highlights the Healthy Living Centre in Weston-super-Mare and p.143 Box 6E sets out the Bristol Health Services Plan which includes a community hospital in S Bristol, an area highlighted by Accession as being remote from health services.

At 11.2.2 the Plan highlights the need for revenue funding to work in tandem with capital projects in order to maximise the return on investment.

The need to co-ordinate physical measures with publicity has been highlighted by the TravelSmart programme – see Box 5Q p.108. Similarly with the introduction of HOV lanes and use of car share software in local employment – see 5.3.35 and Box 5T.  Box 5F illustrates how the Portway P&R site was developed in partnership with the Highways Agency who installed signs on the motorway.

Bus subsidy is shown in Table 11.7 to be running at ~ £4.6m p.a. in the Plan area out of a total of ~£30m transport revenue, the majority of which £18.7m is for maintenance.  There is little discussion of how the revenue has been allocated and what criteria are used in assessing which services to subsidise as conventional or transfer to demand responsive.  An outline of current practice is provided in the Bus Strategy section of the supporting documents (p.7-8), but apart from the example of the Integrated Transport Unit in S. Glos, there is little evidence of serious commitment.

Accessibility Planning has already been employed to broker schemes between a variety of transport providers – see 6.6.1 for details.  Similarly, South Gloucestershire has facilitated the merger of 2 community transport groups to avoid duplication of services, reduce costs by providing single call centre and seen patronage increase of 61% in 2004/05 – see 6.6.3. Because of the relative weakness wrt bus subsidy prioritisation, sub-criterion 3f has been assessed as Good.

A large part of the programme is bus related, and there is ample evidence of a partnership in investment from both parties.  For example, 10.4.8 indicates that the £68m Greater Bristol Bus Network Major scheme will be funded with £20m from the operators, £6m from developer contributions and the balance of £42m from DfT.

A criticism of the PJLTP was that it did not demonstrate enough budgetary control.  This has been addressed in Ch 13, which is new to the final plan, and discusses performance management.  Major components of the strategy are the Gateway and Peer Review procedures which are to be embodied in all large projects >£150,000 – see 13.4.6 p.265.  Where a project’s vfm changes, there will be built in checks to enable the scheme to be withdrawn or modified – see 13.2.5.

The accessibility strategy has already been used to identify potential areas of duplication between service providers in both the health and education sectors.  As a result, resources have been pooled and new, more efficient delivery mechanisms developed.  With the advent of LAAs, this process is set to accelerate. With the improvements noted, sub-criterion 3h now warrants Excellent.

Overall, criterion Three has been assessed as ‘Good’.


Criterion Four: Involvement 

The effectiveness of the consultation and involvement with stakeholders in local transport.
Evidence for assessment of Criterion Four

	In the settlement letter of December 2005, two areas for development were identified:

· There is no specific mention of Parish Council involvement in the consultation process.
· It is difficult to identify specific examples where the development of the plan has been influenced by the results of consultation or engagement.
Box 4A p.64 sets out the consultees and methodology.  Parish Councils specifically included – addressing concern from PJLTP.

Have JLTP objectives influenced plans of other departments?  Table 4.2 includes examples of how the JLTP objectives have fed through to impact on policies within non-transport directorates.  For example, education, where transport issues have impacted in the proliferation of school travel plans and inclusion of road safety into the curriculum.  Box 3d p.49 sets out the transport policy objectives that have been, or are proposed, to incorporate into large scale developments, both residential, retail and employment.

Fig 6.1 p.130 sets out the links between the Accessibility Strategy and the many partners that have been established or strengthened as a result of the development of JLTP2.  Box 6C p.141 sets out some examples of best practice related to social inclusion, access to health services and Table 6.8 p.147 lists the action plans developed across the health, social services, education and major employment and how they contribute to the JLTP.  Overall, sub-criterion 4a has now been assessed as Excelllent.

Criterion 4b was accorded ‘very promising’ in the PJLTP.  Box 4B confirms that not only was there joint working but that a Joint Scrutiny Committee was established of Members from the 4 UAs. Advantage was taken to do simultaneous consultation with the GBSTS  p.65 Box 4A, as well as regular meetings with Somerset, Gloucestershire, Wiltshire and Monmouthshire. Hence remains Excellent.
Turning to consultation involvement, p.64 Box 4A indicates over 50,000 hits on the JLTP website – indicative of comprehensive consultation.  Moreover, there was over whelming support for Options B and C, so Option A was discarded.  

Box 4A also indicates the use of focus groups to obtain a representative cross-section of the local population.  The strategy is largely based on improvements to bus services.  Box 5A p.79 indicates how partnering with First has delivered significant increase in bus us on routes 75/76 & 77.  First have committed to similar fleet improvements for the next 2 showcase routes.  

Involvement with the rail industry is less apparent and the outcomes so far not very evident.  Many of the strategies remain aspirational and although there is talk of working with the new Greater Western franchisee, Table 4.1 p.61, there does not appear to be any firm commitment to do so. Criteria 4c in the Provisional LTP2 was assessed as 'Very Promising', with a proviso in the settlement letter of Dec 2005 to identify examples of how the shape of the plan had been influenced as a result of consultation. This does not appear to have been acted upon and there are still no clear examples of the impact of consultation. This means the sub-criterion 4c does not warrant 'Excellent' in the Final Plan.
The plans emerging from the strategies have been tested using the GBSTS model – which has enabled the impact on the motorway network to be assessed.  

Section 5.3.21 to 26 p. 106/7 discuss the interaction with the freight industry – both road and rail.  The Action Plan for influencing travel behaviour, p. 112/3, indicates the continued dialogue with the freight industry.  P.106 para. 5.3.22 highlights the Bristol & Neighbouring Authorities FQP, which include the HA and local hauliers. However there is little discussion of the delivery bodies’ concerns, so it is difficult to assess how well they have been addressed.  
When consulted on 3 basic options, the response was overwhelmingly in favour of Options B or C, so Option A was dropped.  Because Option C was predicated on receiving TIF funding, Option B was pursued while further TIF work is undertaken.  Fig 4.3 clearly shows the support for a bus based strategy, which is what has emerged.

The further consultation in Autumn 2005, referred to in the decision letter, has been undertaken in conjunction with the GBSTS.  Table 4.1 p.60 demonstrates the involvement of the community during strategy development.  Many of the partnerships, in particular the community strategy and Local Area Agreements, will be on-going and inform the emerging strategy.

Overall, the PJLTP2 ‘Very Promising’ assessment for Involvement has been retained as ‘Excellent’; in the Final JLTP2.




Criterion Five:  Performance Management and Local Priorities

Evidence for assessment of Criterion Five

	Since all the mandatory indicators have been included, the ‘Weak’ benchmark has been met.

Fair Benchmark

(1) The LAs are clearly aware of the need to assess and manage risk. The general approach set out looks sensible, and all projects costing >£500k will be subject to a full, independent, risk assessment (Box 13A). They have tried to identify the main risks for the targets (table 12.21), although some of these look questionable.  (eg “increasing the attractiveness of Bristol city centre will encourage more trips”, but all LAs will want to encourage more trips to city centres, or “increased commuting becomes necessary due to imbalance between location of housing and employment” - fails to recognise that LAs will control the location of both through the planning system”) – Met

(2) All minimum requirements met.

(3) There is evidence that local priorities have been considered - in terms of both analysis of evidence and public opinion.

Overall the ‘Fair’ benchmark has been met.

Excellent Benchmark

(1) When the Final LTP2 is compared with the PLTP2, there is an entire new section at 12.5 on p.256 and Table 12.21 is very comprehensive even if some of the risks are perhaps contrived.  Mitigation measures are clearly in place, [which meets the benchmark], although it is less clear what will happen if performance fails to deliver the desired outcomes - Met
(2) Of the mandatory targets, only BV187 footway condition was stretching.  Since at least 3 mandatory indicators are required to be stretching to meet this benchmark, it is Not Met.
(3) The priorities for JLTP expenditure resulting from consultation, as set out in 4.6.9 and Fig 4.3 (P.67/8) do generally reflect the wishes of the consultees.  It also reflects the spend profile with the exception of rail, where advice from DfT for Rail is not to promote any significant local rail infrastructure scheme in LTP2 period. The mandatory targets pick up the majority of the needs to monitor bus, cycling and walking, and their local Target 1 picks up rail usage. 3rd benchmark – met.
Since 2 of the 3 Excellent benchmarks have been met, criterion 5 should be assessed as ‘Good’.


Criterion Six:  Accessibility

Evidence for assessment of Criterion Six

	The high level vision is set out at page 129, which fits in well with other local priorities, including congestion.

Mapping and consultation carried out and also partnership working.  For healthcare and Local Accessibility Assessments, they have considered access for the Neighbourhood Renewal Areas, and will improve access as a result. Consultation showed access to health and information on PT services was a priority.

Partnership working is in its infancy, mainly with NHS so far.  Supporting statement included and joint working on action plan.

A locally appropriate accessibility indicator is detailed on p.149 - to increase the number of housholds in the Greater Bristol area that are within 30 mins by PT of a Bristol Health Service Plan health facility.  Also to increase the number of households in the Greater Bristol area that are within 40 by PT to a major employment site.  Former is reasonable and challenging, but the latter does not appear to be challenging.

Some examples of good practice are to be found at: p97 - taxi sharing scheme; p107 - travel planning scheme and awards to employers for use of travel planning; p143 - action plan on healthcare.

A sound accessibility strategy which fits in well with other priorities.  Overall assessed as ‘Good’.




Criterion Seven:  Congestion
Evidence for assessment of Criterion Seven 

	The mandatory targets have been set.

Fair Benchmark

(1) The plan’s targets meet minimum standards.

(2) The targets for public transport usage have been developed for the base and successful Major scheme scenarios and appear to be consistent with recent trends if somewhat pessimistic.  The bus punctuality indicator is heavily predicated on achieving the Major scheme and TIF bid – again probably realistic. The plan considers in some detail various interventions, but does not attempt to quantify the likely impact they might have, and the effects on the overall picture.  There is, therefore, no way to have confidence in the ability of the plan to deliver.

(3) The section on implementation of the TM Act has been rewritten (see Ch5 & Tables 5.2, 5.3 for the details).  Table 5.2 sets out the proposed timetable and who is leading, while Table 5.3 sets out the measures available, the expected impact and vfm.  The outputs of this analysis have been used to inform the transport strategy and programme. Met.

(4) Plan does acknowledge that often very small changes in behaviour can have very significant impacts (3.2.19) and offers plenty of consideration of revenue funded smarter choices, cycling, walking etc. The LAs are clearly very interested in these sorts of measures, and give them considerable weight and prominence - this is welcome.  However, it remains unclear what the authorities will be doing - eg they do not yet have travel plans themselves (5.3.16), “will build upon current commuter clubs” (5.3.14) - and what the likely impacts will be upon congestion and other outcomes. Just met.

Excellent Benchmark

(1) The decision to exclude LTP3 means that none of the BV104, BV102, LTP5 or LTP6 mandatory targets is stretching.  Not met.
(2) There is some useful data, but little real analysis of the congestion problems faced by the LAs - no attempts to locate congestion to place (although there are maps at 3.2 and in the TIF progress report) or time, or by cause (some are listed in 3.2.6, but are unsupported; no way of telling where they come from- analysis or assertion). Of course, much of this will be considered as part of the TIF work, but even so, this is a little disappointing overall.  It would have been more convincing to have seen consideration of specific corridors or areas in some detail. Just met.
(3)  A lot of consideration of the possible impacts of options in the round, and some useful example case studies, but the plan fails to estimate the likely impacts of measures, and the specific role they will play as part of a strategy.  Given the importance of congestion to the LAs overall, this was disappointing.   Not much sense of a clear, targeted strategy.  The plan considers the potential for DM, traffic management, public transport etc, but once again, no real attempts made to quantify their likely impacts. Just met.

(4)  Plan covers TM and the need to get as much from the network as possible, although details are somewhat sparse.  Will traffic managers consider the network as a whole across the 4 LAs? (3.2.24), how much UTMC will be installed and where? (3.2.25), when will the remaining LAs seek DPE powers? (5.4.12). Discussion of parking is wordy but vague (5.4.14 ff).  The DfT’s assessment of the Network Management Duty was ‘Good’ – which means that overall, the 4th Excellent benchmark has been met. 

Since 3 of the 4 Excellent benchmarks are met, Congestion has been assessed as ‘Good’.




Criterion Eight: – Air Quality 

Evidence for assessment of Criterion Eight

	There are two established AQMAs in the JLTP area due to road traffic. Bristol City Council has declared an AQMA for NO2 and PM10 which covers two areas: the City Centre and M5/M49 junction at Avonmouth. BANES have declared an AQMA along London Road and Bathwick Street for NO2 (originally declared in 2002, but extended in 2005). 

There are stand-alone Air Quality Action Plans (AQAPs) for these AQMAs. The measures within the Plans have been integrated into the 2nd LTP, although the Plan states that detailed information as required by Defra should be gleaned from the stand alone AQAPs.

There are a wide range of measures proposed to improve air quality in the JLTP area, and more specifically, within the AQMAs. These are linked closely to the congestion and accessibility shared priorities, in addition to air quality specific measures. The key measures to deliver the required air quality improvements include: promotion campaigns, freight management, bus network improvements (2 major scheme bids: Greater Bristol Bus Network & Bath Package), clear zones, travel plans and demand management measures (TIF proposals). 

The proposed measures to improve air quality have been summarised (Table 8.4) and include qualitative assessment of air quality impacts and non-air quality impacts. The Plan states that detailed information as required by Defra should be gleaned from the stand alone AQAPs.

The approach to mandatory indicator LTP8 has been appropriately revised since the Provisional LTP, with baseline pollutant concentrations now set as maximum NO2 concentrations within each of the AQMAs.  Baselines have been set for 2004, with Bristol AQMA as 48µg/m3 and Bath AQMA as 53.3µg/m3. The target has been set as 46µg/m3 (44µg/m3 with major scheme bids) for Bristol and 47µg/m3 (40µg/m3 with major scheme bids) for Bath. Additional improvements are expected through demand management proposals (TIF) but these have yet to be modelled. The final Plan would benefit from greater transparency in the approach to target setting, so it is clear what has been taken into account in the impact assessment (e.g. which LTP measures are modelled? Does it include expected reductions from national policy measures?) It is difficult to assess how realistic or challenging the targets are without this additional transparency. Without successful major scheme bids and specific measures outside the JLTP, it is not considered possible to achieve the objective by 2010. 

Additional measures have been identified which would lead to the achievement of the objective in 2010. These include the proposed major scheme bids, and demand management proposals.

Intermediate outcome indicator LTP6 (peak period traffic) has been provided to support LTP8 and enable monitoring and review of air quality targets. In addition, for the Bath AQMA, traffic flows on London Road will be monitored, and a possible additional indicator relating to HGVs developed.

A brief summary of the air quality review and assessment process has been provided for local authorities without AQMAs. Emerging air quality issues in Bath, Bristol and South Gloucestershire have been identified, which may lead to new declarations in future. 

Overall, the plan shows a high degree of linkage between the shared priorities, notably, for air quality, with respect to congestion and accessibility strategy proposals and has been assessed as ‘Good’.



Criterion 9:  Road Safety 

Evidence for assessment of Criterion Nine

	Performance on KSIs has been disappointing/worrying in the last couple of years, even taking into account the change of reporting system, especially on PTW (which increased by 68%) (3.4.7).  Plan acknowledges this (7.1.1), but does not seem to offer any reasons why the trends have been worse than similar LAs.  That said, there are signs that more specific targeting of actions is beginning to have a beneficial impact on road safety and the level of spend proposed in the LTP2 programme as well as staff commitment to partnership working should enable a reversal in the trend and start getting casualty numbers down.

Since targets and baseline figures have been produced for all 3 BVPI99 indicators, the ‘Weak’ benchmark has been met.

Fair Benchmark

(1) All 3 BVPI 99 indicators only just reach the minimum standard – met.
(2) Plan sets out a range of interventions, covering the main practical interventions.  Promisingly, it also sets out some imaginative options (p168-169) that goes well beyond purely capital interventions – met.

(3) Local partners are listed in 7.4 p.156.  7.5.31 and Box 7F indicates the close working with the SCP and the resulting rewards in terms of casualty reduction and the setting up of Speed Choice workshops in lieu of penalty points - met.
Excellent Benchmark

(1) None of the BVPI 99 indicators has a stretch target – not met.
(2) Clear recognition of the links between deprivation and road safety, and determination to tackle the two (7.5.5 ff).  Some of the other material is less impressive.  The coverage of PTWs (7.5.41ff) makes almost no reference to the poor record in this area, and does not seek to analyse why the record is so bad, or what the authorities will do in this particular area to tackle the problem – just met.
(3) There are copious examples of the analysis of road casualty problems and of monitoring the impact of interventions.  For example: Box 7E p.161 identifies the A403 as the 2nd most improved road in the UK in terms of fatal and serious collisions; Box 7F p.163 on the impact of the SCP programme; Box 7G p.164 on the impact of vehicle actuated signs and so on – met.
(4) There is a list of road safety partners in 7.4 p.156 but apart from the SCP, little evidence of their involvement in determining the strategy.  However, there is evidence of continuing dialogue and on p.171, the expectation of funding from several other community, regeneration and neighbourhood renewal programmes – just met.
Since 3 of the 4 Excellent benchmarks have been achieved, Road Safety has been assessed as ‘Good’, borderline ‘Fair’.




Overall Comments on the Plan 

Overall a very competent document that brings together in an almost unified way the aspirations for the former Avon area.  Criterion 3 which assesses how well the value of resources have been maximised shows a considerable improvement from the Provisional Plan but unfortunately was judged as just failing to meet the ‘Excellent’ benchmark.

Previous criticism that there is no evidence of transport issues having influenced other policy areas (or vice versa) has started to be addressed, for example, in Ch 6 Box 6E (p.143) on the Bristol Health Services Plan, where the services are to be brought nearer to patients.  Table 6.8 (p.147) sets out a matrix of how health, education and social services action plans help deliver and are influenced by the transport strategy. We look forward to the relationships being strengthened and developed through the LAA/MAA process.

The Provisional Plan often referred to the emerging findings of the Greater Bristol Strategic Transportation Study [GBSTS].  In the event, the level of analysis provided to support the programme set out for the next five years is not as comprehensive as we would have wished, and consequently the ‘Promising’ assessment of Analysis has only moved to ‘Good’ based on evidence in the Final LTP2.  However, now that a joint team has been set up under the umbrella of the West of England Partnership under Simon Birch, we are confident that this represents a positive move to achieving delivery of the Joint LTP2. 

GREATER BRISTOL








http://www.westofengland.org/downloads/06-12-15finalBANES.doc

