Derby’s Second  Joint Local Transport Plan (LTP2),

2006-2011

http://www.derby.gov.uk/TransportStreets/TransportPlanning/DerbyJLTP/Derby+Joint+Local+Transport+Plan+2006-2011.htm
Some comments by the Derby Cycling Group (DCG) on the provisional  Derby Joint Local Transport Plan 

Derby’s LTP for the period 2006-2011 is based on a long term transportation strategy for the city from 2006 to 2021.  The realisation of this long term strategy is predicated upon addressing the following shared priorities for transport:

1
tackling congestion

2
delivering accessibility

3
having safer roads

4
achieving better air quality

5
asset management

Addressing these priorities is required by the Department for Transport.   For the delivery of  Derby’s LTP,  six key elements for each priority  are cited, the contents of which are briefly summarised below: 

1
land use policies:

 -
major trip generating developments to be concentrated in the city centre and encouragement given to  the development of local services and facilities, accessible by walking, cycling and public transport. 

2
smarter choices:

-
better marketing and promotion of information for public transport, car parks, walking and cycling routes and road works and introduction of  more business and school travel plans aimed at reducing car commuting

3
local safety and accessibility improvements:

-
enhancement of local neighbourhood, district and village centres, with high quality cycle and pedestrian routes that have better street lighting and other safety features. Improvement of bus services to such centres, and of walking routes to the bus stops together with road safety education and training.

4
strategic public transport improvements:

 -
improving bus services and routes into the city centre, including bus priorities, new park and ride sites, segregated bus routes and innovative city centre shuttle services.  More real time information displays at bus stops, integrated ticketing and more safety whilst waiting for  buses.

5
strategic traffic management and demand restraint

-
treatment of  congestion hotspots, junction improvements on the main strategic routes which enhance facilities for pedestrians and cyclists and introduction of  decriminalised parking enforcement.  Car use restraint to be introduced through increasing car park and on street parking charges, and reducing the availability of long stay parking in the city centre. 

6
maintenance of transport infrastructure

-
maintenance of  the road, footway and cycleway networks and management of the road network to ensure minimum disruption at road works and during essential maintenance work. 

Insofar as cycling features in all six of the strategies to be adopted, the provisional LTP largely follows the recommendations made by the DCG in November 2004 (see: 

http://www.derbycyclinggroup.org.uk/documents/campaign_docs/The_2006_Local_Transport_Plan_for_Derby.doc ).   Most significantly, the provisional LTP proposes no new infrastructure schemes to provide new road capacity up to 2021 (Ch6, p94) and this was a key point in the DCGs recommendations. 

While being generally satisfied with the provisional LTP2,  the DCG does have a few concerns.  These are summarised below under the headings of Transport Demand Management, Cycling, Transport and Climate Change and Public Transport Promotion.

1
 Transport demand management

While no new  schemes to increase road capacity are planned (other than completing a scheme commenced under the 2001-2006 LTP1),  it is noted that, ‘[the City Council] will seek to protect areas identified for future transport improvements from development  in the Local Development Framework, for example, Alvaston Bypass extension’ (Table 8.4, p130).   The DCG would strongly oppose any such road capacity enhancing schemes such as the Alvaston Bypass extension.

The DCG is also concerned about whether the demand management strategies cited in the LTP will be robust enough in view of the anticipated increase in car journeys  into Derby.  In this respect it is disappointing that the stated intention of the LTP is just to ‘reduce the rate of growth in peak period traffic entering the urban centre’ (Ch8, p123) rather than reduce, or even just stabilise,  the actual level of traffic itself. 

It is noted (Ch6, p93)  that, ‘reducing highway capacity [as a form of demand management] does not perform well and adds significantly to congestion within the Derby Joint LTP area’.  Doubtless this contention is based on a specific study of Derby by MVA Consultants.  Nevertheless, research by Cairns, Akins and Goodwin (2001),  based on an examination of over 70 case studies of  road space reallocation taken from eleven countries, showed  that reducing the amount of road space given car traffic does not increase traffic congestion.  On the contrary, this research, which itself was partly based on an earlier study of the subject by MVA Consultants (MVA 1998), identified a reduction in traffic levels  as travellers responded by altering their journey patterns and mode of travel.  In essence a process of ‘traffic evaporation’ occurred.  On this basis, and without knowing why Derby’s situation conflicts with research evidence,   the DCG would recommend that the definitive LTP contains a firmer commitment to reallocate road space away from car traffic as an essential part of the transport demand management strategy.     

2 Cycling

With specific reference to cycling there is a target set of increasing cycling trips across the city by 15% by 2010/11 (Ch14, p287).  It is assumed that this increase will be taken on a baseline of 2005 although this is not made explicit within the  LTP and neither are  the criteria used for arriving at a figure of 15% made clear.  As part of its accessibility strategy the LTP should also contain a commitment, as required by the Department for Transport, to locate and remedy the physical  barriers to cycling.  The DCG appreciates that, at the time of writing,  the Department for Transport has not provided a methodology for this. However, the CTC is currently developing such a methodology with the intention that   the Department for Transport will adopt it and recommend its use in all LTPs.  In the meantime a commitment to apply this process once it has been developed should be an essential starting point for the strategy to increase levels of cycling.

While it is very satisfying that cycling is referred to throughout the LTP as  a way of meeting the shared priorities, it rather difficult to see how the road network will be made sufficiently safe to attract cyclists in view of the reluctance shown to reallocate road space away from private car traffic as discussed above under Transport Demand Management.  Highway capacity reduction might be expected to provide space for the on-road cycle lanes (and bus priority lanes) needed  to achieve the set target.

The DCG notes that a key objective in the chapter devoted to asset management,  is to ‘improve accessibility for pedestrians by improving the condition of the foot way network’ (Ch12, p220).  The wording in this objective should be expanded to cover cycling and the cycle route network.

The section on the strategy for safer roads (Ch10), while containing plans for child road safety training largely in connection with safer routes to school initiatives, should contain more explicit reference to adult cycle training.  Although it is recognised that the emphasis in the LTP is to be on outcomes rather than outputs, there still needs to be explicit commitment in the LTP to completing, and indeed expanding, the Strategic Cycle Network in Derby,  the National Cycle Network and establishing an orbital cycle route around the city.  The LTP also seems to lack any reference to expanding 20 mph (30 kph) speed zones.  A wide scale implementation of such speed limits would arguably make roads much safer and hence encourage the up take of walking and cycling.   

3
Transport and Climate Change

One of the key objectives of the LTP is, ‘to contribute towards reducing the UK’s transport impact on climate change’ (Ch4, p47).  The LTP states that there is a  need to reduce CO2 emissions (Ch11, p200), but sets no specific target  for this reduction in Derby.  Reduction in CO2 emissions should be set as a specific measurable objective in Ch11, section 11.3.   The setting of a challenging  CO2  emissions reduction target could help reinforce the measures identified in the  LTP for encouraging a move away from private motorised transport.  

4
Public Transport Promotion

Schemes for increasing levels of bus usage throughout the city are considered under all the shared priorities and the DCG welcomes this.  However the LTP also refers to ‘innovative city centre shuttle services’ (Ch6, p89).  While the nature of these is not specified,  if they are intended to link the city centre with the railway station, the DCG contends that this arrangement will always be inferior to having through bus services operating from the suburbs and serving both city centre and railway station.  The provision of such through services is essential for promoting public transport usage in the city.  A shuttle bus service, on the other hand, will require mode change and probably further ticketing all of which will inhibit the use of  public transport.  
It is however reassuring to note that the LTP cites the need to, ‘reduce the cost of travel by developing a proposal for an integrated all operator bus ticket’ (Ch8, p134).    An integrated all operator bus ticket is long overdue in Derby and arguably the lack of such a ticket has been a substantial barrier to the uptake of public transport.   The commitment to, ‘improve ticketing, to make travel simpler and boarding faster through sales of single and multi-trip  tickets and smartcards for cashless sales’ (Ch8, p134)  is also decidedly long over due and more than welcome.
5
Summary

Taken overall,  the DCG finds this provisional LTP generally satisfying from the way it addresses the shared priorities through focusing on demand restraint, increasing public transport usage and uptake of walking and cycling.  However in the final version of  the LTP to be presented to the Department for Transport in March 2006, the DCG would recommend a commitment to:

1) reduce (or at the very least, stabilise) the level of peak period traffic entering the urban centre, rather than just reduce the rate of growth of this traffic.

2) reallocate road space away from private motor vehicles in favour of  public transport, walking and cycling.

3) locate and remedy specific barriers to cycling using Department for Transport methodology when it becomes available.
4) Expand the existing areas of 20 mph speed limits together with completing and expanding the cycle route network in Derby.
5) decrease the levels of CO2 emissions in Derby and set a quantitatively verifiable target for this reduction.
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