Response to Consultation on the Mayor’s Transport Strategy by West London Friends of the Earth

Introduction 

West London Friends of the Earth is network of local London Friends of the Earth groups in west London, these being Brent, Ealing, Hammersmith & Fulham, Harrow, Hillingdon, Hounslow, Kensington & Chelsea and Westminster.

We deal with and we campaign on a wide range of environmental and sustainability issues in line with the policies and remit of Friends of the Earth England, Wales and Northern Ireland.      
Traffic reduction
The replacement London Plan has a policy (6.11) ‘Smoothing traffic flow and tackling congestion’.  This replaces the previous policy - tackling congestion and reducing traffic’ (policy 3C.17).  That is, the traffic reduction aim has been dropped.  We disagree strongly with the change. 
The absolute numbers are not apparent, but the mode share estimates make depressing reading.  The current proposal is for 34% public transport and 37% private motorised transport by 2031.  This is massive regression from the targets in the 2006 plan – 41% public transport and 32% cars in 2025.    
Clarification is needed on whether smoothing traffic flow actually means increasing road capacity.  If it does it will almost inevitably increase traffic and work against aims to reduce greenhouse gas emissions, air pollution, etc. 
Dropping the policy to implement traffic reduction targets would mean worse air pollution, more greenhouse gas emissions and more congestion.  Reducing the amount of road traffic is critical.  Without it, all the social and environmental sustainability objectives are undermined.

We are also concerned that this critical change of policy is not apparent from reading the Transport Strategy.  This means that someone reading the Transport Strategy could be seriously misled about an over-arching policy and thus make inappropriate comments.

Air pollution

Air pollution is a major issue in London. It has been estimated by the GLA that 2,900 Londoners a year die from air pollution and estimates derived by apportionment from international studies suggest the figure might be far higher.  This is major health issue and it is also a major health equalities issues since deprived areas tend to suffer higher levels of air pollution.        

There are a fair number of references to air pollution – usually using the euphemism “air quality” as well Section 5.19.  These refer to the desire not to increase air pollution as a result of development schemes of various kinds.  But there is no overall plan and no intent is apparent to reduce air pollution to the extent that there are no significant health or other impacts and that such that limit values and guidelines are not breached.  This is a major shortcoming of the Strategy.

We support the Plan’s opposition to Heathrow expansion on the grounds of (among others) air pollution.

A number of the policies in the Mayor’s Transport Strategy and also the London Plan are contrary to aims to reduce air pollution:

· Deferral of the Phase 3 of the Low Emissions Zone

· Scrapping the western extension of the Congestion Charge Zone

· Scrapping the planned £25 congestion charge on ‘gas-guzzling’ cars

· Relaxation of car parking standards (will encourage more car traffic)

· Relaxation of criteria for road building (will encourage more traffic)

· Dropping the traffic reduction target       

We consider that all these policies should be reversed for reasons of air pollution and, for most of the policies, other reasons as well.   

Climate change

London, if it seeks to be a truly world class city, it should be in the vanguard of action on climate change.

We support the ambitious but achievable target in the London Plan: “The Mayor seeks to achieve an overall reduction in London’s carbon dioxide emissions of 60 per cent (below 1990 levels) by 2025.” 
Ground-based transport accounts for 22% of London’s carbon emissions (fig 58) and should be explicitly included in the 60% reduction target.  

The Transport Strategy has a target of a 50% cut in CO2 emissions from the transport sector (fig 58).  This is presumably thought to be required to in order to achieve 60% cuts overall.  But the 50% cut is only ‘aspirational’.  The Strategy shows a reduction of only about 30% and - with commendable honesty - highlights a “policy gap” of some 2 million tons of CO2 between the target and the Transport Strategy outcome.
The great majority of the 30% reduction is due to assumed “improved vehicle efficiency” and “biofuels and low carbon electricity”.  Progress on these is largely beyond the control or remit of the Mayor/GLA.  The policies which are under at least partly under the control of the GLA are “driver behaviour and operational efficiency”, “smoother traffic flow”, GLA/public sector fleet efficiency”, and “mode shift and smarter travel”.  But these make a relatively small contribution to reducing CO2.

Shockingly, the totality of Transport Strategy (and London Plan) policies, or absence of policies, makes the situation worse instead of better.  If “emission factors remain constant”, CO2 emissions would go up by about 28% (from fig 28 of the Transport Strategy).  This is far from offset by those aforementioned reductions that are at least partly under the control of the GLA.  

Fig 28 indicates that “ground-based aviation” contributes 11% of transport CO2 emissions.  We think this is an error.  It is not conceivable that activity on the ground from aircraft and ground-based plant and vehicle contributes 11%.  It may be that the figure includes the ‘landing and takeoff cycle’ for aircraft which is usually defined as activity below 1000 feet.    

A number of the policies in the Mayor’s Transport Strategy and also the London Plan are contrary to aims to reduce greenhouse gas emissions:

· Scrapping the western extension of the Congestion Charge Zone

· Scrapping the planned £25 congestion charge on ‘gas-guzzling’ cars

· Relaxation of car parking standards (will encourage more car traffic)

· Relaxation of criteria for road building (will encourage more car traffic)

· Dropping the traffic reduction target 

We consider that all these policies should be reversed for reasons of climate change and, for most of the policies, other reasons as well.   

Parking standards
The London Plan has details of parking standards.  While this is appropriate for a spatial strategy, it is very surprising that parking standards are not addressed as a policy area in the Transport Strategy.  Provision or otherwise of parking, is critical to transport strategy – it affects traffic volumes and modal share of cars and by virtue of this, congestion, safety, air pollution and greenhouse gas emission.  Absence of the policies on parking standards means that someone reading the Transport Strategy could gain an erroneous view about a crucial component of transport and thus make inappropriate comments.

We oppose the new policy, which is likely to be used to support more car traffic at the expense of pedestrians and cyclists.  Parking standards ought to be more rigorous since the last London Plan to take account of the greater urgency of tackling climate change and to address the problem of air pollution, which is now attracting EU attention.

But instead of being reduced, retail and residential parking standards are unchanged. On office development - ‘B1’ - the outer London boroughs are to be allowed to apply “more generous standards” in order to compete with local authorities outside London to attract development.  London should not and does not need to compete by means of a ‘downwards environmental auction’ or a ‘race to the bottom’.  Parking levels in Table 6 of the London Plan should be reduced below the current levels.

Policy 6.13 E.c in the London Plan proposes to allow “a more flexible approach to the provision of car parking” in town centres because it could help regeneration and vitality.  This actually means allowing more parking than present standards.  We strongly oppose this.  Town centres will be regenerated when they are designed for people, not cars, and will become more vital when they have more people and fewer cars in them. 
The transport policy should also consider introduction of a levy on car parking    commercial at non-residential premises.  Use of this ‘economic instruments’ would have some advantages over physical constraints on parking spaces.  We understand tha there is legal provision for parking levies to be introduced.  But in any case, ‘proxies’ for it can be envisaged for new developments, such as ‘Section 106’ contributions proportional to parking spaces.        

Road schemes
Policy 6.12 in the London Plan has weaker requirements for new roads than its predecessor Policy 3C.16.  Absence of this policy means that someone reading the Transport Strategy could gain an erroneous view about a crucial component of transport and thus make inappropriate comments.

It is now proposed that new road schemes should merely have to “take into account” how a net benefit to London’s environment can be provided and conditions for pedestrians, cyclists and others can be improved.  Under the old policy all road schemes “should” provide a net benefit to London’s environment and improve conditions for pedestrians, cyclists and others.
We oppose the new policy, which is likely to be used to support more car traffic at the expense of pedestrians and cyclists, especially in East London.  Increasing road capacity simply increases volumes of motor traffic and is a hopeless, outdated and discredited policy which should not be countenanced in a world-class city.

Cycling
Policy 6.9 of the London Plan sets a target of increasing cycling to 5% of journeys by 2026.  While it seems a big increase from the meagre 2% at present, the target is un-ambitious.  Cycling accounts for 20-30% or more of journeys in several mainland European cities and London, if it seeks to be a world-class city, should emulate them.  The cycling policy should build on the investment already made in the London Cycle Network and other cycling infrastructure.
We support the principles of Policies 51-57, all of which will encourage cycling.  But we do not consider that these initiatives will make sufficient difference.  Key to making cycling safe and popular is segregating it from motorised traffic.  Cycle ‘superhighways are a start but until cycle lanes and cycle priority schemes are developed on London’s major roads, there will not be the desired growth in cycling.   

Public transport improvements
We welcome the fact that most of previous plans for the expansion of public transport have been retained, including Crossrail, Tube modernisation, the modernisation and expansion of London Overground to form an orbital rail service in inner London and the expansion of the Docklands Light Railway. 
However, these will only make a small contribution to reducing congestion – see fig 63.  There are many aspirations for rail improvements, but in the current economic climate, it seems extremely unlikely that funding could be found.

Investment in rail is extremely expensive, but investment in buses is relatively cheap Buses can also give a full local coverage which railways can never do.  We therefore consider that the bus network and bus services should be improved.  London, as a world-class city should be aiming to build on the success of buses in the last 8 years, not regress from it.

Shortage of money is stated, by the Mayor but not in the Strategy, as the reason for not enhancing buses (and also for raising fares).  Extra funding for the bus network should be found by retaining the western extension of the Congestion Charge Zone, increasing charge in the central zone and by re-instating the plan for a £25 charge for ‘gas guzzlers’.                         

Western Extension of the Congestion Charge Zone

Proposal 127 says Mayor will, subject to consultation, remove the Western Extension “.. after putting in place such measures in mitigation of ‘negative impacts’ as are both desirable and practicable.”  As these measures are not known this addition has no value.  TfL has estimated that scrapping the extension will increase traffic in the WEZ by 30,000 cars on a weekday and it there is no evidence that the negative impacts on congestion, air pollution and climate change can be avoided.  We strongly oppose the proposal.
Failure to tackle growing traffic congestion
Figure 63 shows clearly that, even with the planned public transport expansion programme, better management of the road network and an increase in cycling, an increase in congestion of 14% is forecast by 2031.

Road user charging
Proposal 129 says that “ .. the Mayor may consider road user charging schemes if other measures to meet the strategy’s objectives are deemed insufficient to meet the strategies objectives.”.  But it is abundantly clear objective such as significantly  reducing congestion, air pollution and greenhouse gas emissions cannot be achieved by other means in the Transport Strategy”.  Therefore road user charging needs to introduced and should be an integral part of the Strategy.

Unfortunately, the policy is undermined by the Mayor’s statements in the GLA that he has no intention of introducing road user charging it.  One must question what is the point of having a proposal for a measure which the Mayor has no intention of using.  Furthermore, how many other of the ‘policies’ does this apply to.
Heathrow and airport expansion

We fully support E14 which opposes Heathrow and support the reasons in London Plan b 6.24 which says “.. considers that the noise problems and poor air quality at Heathrow have reached such levels that further capacity increases there are untenable.”  As noted earlier, air pollution is a major issue in London and Heathrow, being a large polluter, contributes to the death toll.  Expansion, by means of third runway or ‘mixed mode’ would prevent air pollution being brought within standards set to protect human health.  Noise is also a major issue.  It impairs the quality of life for many people, it depresses house values, it interferes with children’s learning and there is no strong evidence of health effects.

A further reason to oppose Heathrow expansion, not mentioned in the Strategy or the Plan, is the massive increase in greenhouse gas emissions.  (This is shown in government’s 2009 forecasts of aviation CO2 emissions.)

The statements in 6.24 of the London Plan is significant: “[the Mayor] does recognise the need for additional runway capacity in the south-east of England.”  This would seem to imply support for extra runways at Stansted and/or Gatwick, the only realistic or acceptable options in the government’s aviation strategy.  It would also seem to support expansion at City airport.  The Mayor has talked about a new airport in the Thames Estuary, but there is no mention of this in the Plan or Strategy.  If the policy does in fact support any of these options, this should be made clear.

Para 5.11.1 of the Strategy says “Demand for air travel, will continue to pose a major challenge for London. The number of passengers travelling through London area airports amounted to almost 140 million in 2006, making the London area the busiest in the world. Unconstrained, demand is expected to rise to 290 million passengers each year by 2031. Current airport capacity will, however, limit trips to 180 million passengers a year. This could have the effect of limiting London’s economic growth and putting its competitive position at risk. Although the Mayor opposes any further capacity increases at Heathrow due to the adverse noise and air quality impacts already experienced by residents and others in the vicinity, he recognises that adequate airport capacity is critical to the continued competitiveness of London’s economy.”
We do not agree that there is a need for additional capacity in the SE or with the implication in Policy 6.6A that not providing the capacity would undermine “London’s competitive position”.  There is no evidence that not providing capacity in the SE to meet predicted would damage London’s competitive position.  There are a number of reasons for this:

· The majority of Heathrow’s and the SEs’ air traffic is leisure, not business.  Government studies show that if capacity is constrained, it will be mainly leisure, not business, travel that will be constrained.

· Much of Heathrow traffic is interchange, which does not benefit London’s businesses or economy

· The high levels of demand are largely the result of tax dodges by the aviation industry, estimated by the Aviation Environment Federation at £10 billion pa. 

We fully support the submission by the Aviation Environment Federation which gives more detail on these points about aviation and airports.

Failure of the Transport Strategy

From the above, which is derived from the draft Transport Strategy itself, the Strategy will fail on key counts of road congestion, air pollution and climate change.  With the expected increase in traffic, safety, quality of townscape and amenity are likely to get worse.  The only significant positive is a slight reduction of crowding on the railways.  The draft Transport Strategy is to put it bluntly ‘a plan for failure’.  We therefore consider that a fundamental re-think is required of the transport component of the Plan. 

The changes needed to the Transport Strategy include:

· Proceed to Stage 3 of the Low Emissions Zone as soon as possible 

· Keep the western extension of the Congestion Charge Zone

· Implement the planned £25 congestion charge on ‘gas-guzzling’ cars

· Constrain further rather than relax car parking standards

· Maintain or strengthen the criteria that are needed to justify road building

· Reinstate the target to reduce levels of car traffic

· Introduce a levy for business and commercial car parking

· Give active consideration to road user charging, this being the only measure identified as likely to make a large contribution to preventing congestion
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