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SUMMARY 

This report is prepared by Campaign for Better Transport (CBT) for Transport for the North 

(TfN). It presents feedback on TfN’s draft Integrated Sustainability Appraisal (ISA) Scoping 

Report from voluntary sector groups with an interest in the environment and sustainable 

transport. 

The views reported are those received from stakeholders and do not necessarily reflect the 

views of Campaign for Better Transport.  

Stakeholders commented on the draft ISA objectives and proposed questions through 

workshops and surveys, and some made detailed submissions on the draft ISA as a whole. 

While generally supportive of the objectives and the range of questions, they wanted to see 

these made much more specific and robust. 

There was a desire to see the ISA objectives comprise more than a tick box checklist: 

instead providing a coherent sustainability challenge to the STP as a whole. Carbon 

reduction was seen as the critical objective by which the STP as a whole would be 

judged. 

Stakeholders want the ISA to ensure that that STP actively addresses key environmental 

challenges on carbon emissions, air pollution, land use and biodiversity, while delivering 

smart growth, inclusive local connectivity and support for active travel.   

Overall there was support for the objectives proposed in the ISA but respondents wanted to 

see these underpinned by stronger questions, with the test being not whether the STP 

would support these objectives but whether it would deliver them.  

Stakeholders also made a number of detailed comments and suggestions on how the STP 

could deliver these objectives, contributing to the wider STP process. 

BACKGROUND  

Transport for the North (TfN) has commissioned Atkins to prepare the Integrated 

Sustainability Appraisal (ISA) of the TfN Strategic Transport Plan, including a Strategic 

Environmental Assessment.  

Sustainability appraisals form part of the process of plan development and are typically 

applied to local plans. Government guidance is that the appraisal’s role is to promote 

sustainable development by assessing the extent to which the emerging plan, when judged 

against reasonable alternatives, will help to achieve relevant environmental, economic and 

social objectives. 

 

The first stage of the appraisal process is the scoping report. This is the technical framework 

Transport for the North will use to ensure considerations of economic, social and 

environmental sustainability issues are integral to the Strategic Transport Plan (STP). It sets 

the range and detail to be included in the ISA, including the baseline, key issues and 

objectives.  
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The ISA will be applied to the STP as a whole: individual schemes brought forward as part of 

the Strategic Transport Plan will still be subject to a Strategic Environmental Assessment 

(SEA) process. 

As part of the development of the ISA, TfN sought the views of environmental and 

sustainable transport NGOs, facilitated by Campaign for Better Transport.  This report sets 

out the engagement methodology used and feedback received on the draft ISA scoping 

report. 

ENGAGEMENT METHODOLOGY 

As part of the wider consultation on the scoping of the ISA, Campaign for Better Transport 

organised a series of workshops with representatives from environmental and sustainable 

transport NGOs to discuss the draft ISA scope. 

CBT also set up an online survey which invited comments on the draft objectives and 

proposed evaluation questions in the ISA scoping report.  

This followed earlier engagement with the same voluntary sector stakeholders on the key 

challenges and opportunities for the TfN Strategic Transport Plan (STP).  

The stakeholder list includes over 250 organisations, ranging from national charities, such as 

the Woodland Trust, CPRE and Cycling UK, to local voluntary sector groups such as rail 

user groups, and sectoral representatives such as the Community Transport Association and 

Railfuture. 

 WORKSHOPS 

Half day workshops were held at three cities across the North, to maximise access: on 

Monday 30 January at Friends Meeting House in Liverpool; on Wednesday 1 February at the 

Methodist Church Conference Centre in York; and on Friday 3 February at OneSpace in 

Sheffield.   

The cities, Liverpool, York and Sheffield, were chosen to complement the venues used for 

the earlier round of workshops, which had been held in Newcastle, Leeds and Manchester. 

In each case the events were held at voluntary sector venues, accessible by public 

transport.  

Initial ‘hold the date’ emails were issued in December 2016, followed on 11 January by a 

detailed invitation to register for the workshops and a reminder on 27 January.  Joining 

instructions sent to registered participants included a link to the online survey and to the ISA 

scoping summary prepared by Atkins. Links to these were also available on a dedicated 

page on the CBT website.   

The workshop programme began with an overview and update on the Strategic Transport 

Plan process from TfN, before the main discussion on the ISA scope.  

Atkins had prepared a presentation that grouped the draft ISA objectives by themes to assist 

the discussion, a copy of which is available on the CBT website. Posters with the draft ISA 

objectives were displayed on the walls, and participants were invited to help shape the 

discussion by placing stickers to indicate their priority themes.  

http://www.bettertransport.org.uk/transport-norths-strategic-plan-reports-our-workshops
http://www.bettertransport.org.uk/transport-norths-strategic-plan-reports-our-workshops
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Consultants from Atkins, who had prepared the ISA report, presented the objectives and 

draft questions to the workshop, and there was then a round table discussion of the themes 

and suggestions for amendments and additions to the challenge questions set in the draft 

ISA scope. 

At the Liverpool and Sheffield workshops, this was done as a single session: at the larger 

York workshop, discussion was in two groups, with a joint feedback session.   

A total of 48 individuals took part in the workshops (14 at Liverpool, 20 at York and 14 at 

Sheffield), representing the following organisations: 

Altrincham & Bowdon Civic Society 

BikePlus 

Bishopthorpe Parish Council 

Bring Back British Rail 

Campaign for Better Transport West & 

North Yorkshire 

CarPlus 

Community Transport Association 

CPRE Cheshire 

CPRE North Yorkshire Branch 

CPRE South Yorkshire 

Cycling UK  

Cycling UK North Yorkshire  

Friends of Reddish South Station 

Friends of the Earth NW 

Friends of the Peak District 

Lakes Line Rail User Group 

Lancashire and Skipton Rail User Group 

Lancashire Campaign for Better Transport 

Living Streets 

Merseyside Cycling Campaign 

Mid Cheshire Rail Users Association 

(MCRUA) 

National Trust 

North Cheshire Rail Users Group  

North York Moors National Park 

Railfuture 

Railfuture Yorkshire 

Rydale Cycle Forum 

Saltburn Line User Group 

South Yorkshire Transport Users Group. 

Sustrans 

TravelWatch North West 

Woodland Trust 

Yorkshire & Humber Transport Activists 

Roundtable (YHTAR) 

York Bus Forum 

York Civic Trust 

  

 ONLINE SURVEY 

The workshop process was complemented by an online survey, available to all interested 

stakeholders, which set out the 16 draft objectives and accompanying questions.  

The online survey asked a mixture of quantitative and qualitative questions to obtain views 

on the proposed ISA objectives and questions. There were also open ended questions to 

allow for other comments, questions and suggestions. The full survey can be seen online: 

the questions and answers are reported in Appendix I. 

The survey was promoted in emails to stakeholders, at the workshops and on the dedicated 

webpage on the CBT website.  

Overall there were 59 full or partial responses, including 26 full responses.  

In addition to individual responses, representatives of the following organisations responded 
to the online survey:  
 
CRAG Carnforth Railway Action Group Cycle-Rail Forum for the North 

https://www.surveymonkey.co.uk/r/TfnISA
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Cycling UK 
Cycling UK (Northern area) 
Cycling UK Merseyside 
Darlington Borough Council 
Durham County Council 
Merseyside Cycling Campaign 
North East Local Nature Partnership  
North East Action on Transport 

North West Transport Roundtable Railway 
Heritage Trust 
Saltburn Line User Group 
Sheffield and Rotherham Wildlife Trust 
Sustrans 
The Woodland Trust 
York Trades Union Council 

 

The survey invited respondents to comment on all the objectives or to select those of 

particular interest. Participants were then asked to comment on the draft questions under 

each objective, giving views on whether each question should be retained, removed or 

amended, and any additional questions that should be included. 

The survey did not ask respondents to rank the objectives, but did invite them to comment 

on whether they felt these were the right objectives to make up the ISA and if there were any 

other key sustainability issues that should be included in the objectives. 

The detailed responses with all comments received are set out in Appendix I, with significant 

and representative comments also included in the main report under the relevant topic. 

 INDIVIDUAL SUBMISSIONS 

In addition to the feedback from the workshops and the online survey, a number of individual 

submissions were received, which are attached in Appendix II. 

These include detailed submissions on behalf of  

 CPRE South Yorkshire & Friends of the Peak District 

 Friends of the Earth  

 North Cheshire Rail Users Group 

 North West Transport Activists Round Table 

 North York Moors National Park 

 Professor Anthony May 

 Railfuture 

 

They underline the need for the STP to set out a programme to meet carbon emission and 

other mandatory environmental targets, and for the ISA to provide a sufficiently robust 

appraisal framework, including challenging the assumption that investment in greater 

regional connectivity is the best or only way to deliver economic growth. 

KEY ISSUES RAISED 

A number of common themes emerged from discussion at the workshops and in the survey 

and other responses received, including a need for greater emphasis on the primacy of key 

environmental targets, better local connectivity and support for sustainable transport modes.  

Stakeholders stress that there needs to be some overall environmental vision and targets 

underpinning the STP – “above all focus on protection of the environment” - and the ISA 
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should be rigorous in applying this rather than giving economic questions more positive 

language. Any omission of carbon reduction as a strategic goal would be unacceptable 

Environmental NGOs are well aware of the ‘big picture’ links between land use planning, 

transport modes, public health and the impact of human activity on climate, landscape, and 

biodiversity, and are keen that these connections should not be lost. In particular they 

stressed the need to co-ordinate with subnational statutory plans such as the Greater 

Manchester Spatial Framework.  

They stressed the need for baseline data on transport greenhouse gas and pollutant 
emissions in order to judge progress on the urgent and statutory requirement to address 
greenhouse gas emissions (GhG) and air pollution and stated that targets must relate to 
legal requirements, with TfN taking an overarching pan-northern approach to transport 
carbon reduction. 
 

Sustainable development requires adopting a low carbon transport plan to support “smart 

growth”, not economic growth at any cost. There is some concern that TfN’s brief puts 

economic goals ahead of environmental ones, and that while the ISA approach is welcome, 

individual road schemes are already being progressed that contradict its goals. 

 

With those caveats in place, participants generally felt that the 16 ISA objectives identified 

were the correct ones, although it was noted that some were narrowly scoped: e.g. noise is 

only mentioned as an issue in ‘tranquil’ areas rather than as a general health or 

environmental issue. 

In each case, a clear majority of respondents wanted the drafted questions to be retained, 

with attention largely focused on getting the right wording to appraise the STP against these 

objectives.   

There were consistent themes among proposed amendments, in particular strengthening 

rather than weakening the wording of questions e.g. from “encouraging” or “promoting” 

objectives to “requiring” or “ensuring” them.  Stakeholders were keen to see the language 

moving towards asking what impacts would be, or requiring certain outcomes, rather than 

asking whether impacts had been considered. 

 

The assumption in the ISA scope that better inter-city connectivity is necessarily required 

was challenged by environmental groups. There were also some strongly expressed views 

from transport user groups that the ISA and STP should focus on improving the provision, 

affordability and accessibility of local public transport.  

 

There was strong support for a multi-modal approach (including walking, cycling and 

equestrianism) to be taken throughout, with rail and public transport favoured over car 

dependency and road building. The ISA should consider both the adverse impacts of some 

developments on sustainable modes and the positive contribution these modes make to 

social and environmental outcomes. Cycling in particular was stressed as having multiple 

economic, environmental and health benefits and this should be reflected in the ISA scope. 

The need to address reducing the need to travel as well as promoting modal shift was a 

recurring theme, proposed variously under the objectives reducing greenhouse gases, 

enhancing lower carbon choices, co-ordinating land use planning and enhancing economic 
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prosperity. This includes providing social infrastructure to create a community so that people 

have access to services locally.  

Stakeholders pointed out that resilience comes from network maintenance as well as 

provision of diversionary rail and road routes, highlighted by recent extreme weather events 

in the region; and that addressing this may require different operators to work together. 

There was a common theme that the countryside is an asset, and that the STP should 

ensure there is no negative impact on the countryside while supporting economic activity in 

rural areas. The STP must respect and enhance local distinctiveness and character and 

recognise the importance of all countryside through integrated transport and land use 

planning that engages local communities.  

Stakeholders stressed that rural communities should be seen as an active part of the 

economy rather than solely locations impacted by infrastructure and/or requiring connection 

to urban economic centres and this should be reflected in the wording of the ISA. There is 

also value in transport links to enhance leisure access to the countryside. 

Respondents strongly supported retaining and strengthening questions on biodiversity and 

landscape protection, and saw the potential for the natural environment, for example tree 

planting, to be an active means to delivering better environmental outcomes, not only a 

passive beneficiary. This includes the operation of the network as well as new infrastructure 

provision: for example, network maintenance practices have an impact on biodiversity. 

There were repeated points on the importance of integrating public transport services across 

the North, including bus regulation and concessionary fares and supporting local transport 

authorities to deliver this, something stakeholders strongly wished to see reflected in both 

the STP and the ISA. Respondents felt there was an over-emphasis on inter-city 

connections, while smaller scale local interventions that can deliver multiple benefits are 

ignored: it was also noted that many larger and deprived towns are not on the rail network. 

Alongside strong support for smart ticketing, there were also concerns expressed about 

access to ‘smart ticketing’ from communities in areas poorly served by mobile signals and 

also low income/vulnerable individuals, something the ISA’s social impact questions could 

address.  There were also suggestions that a question on road safety as well as personal 

safety should be included, under equalities, health or crime. Good quality public realm was 

seen as being more than a safety issue, and should be considered also under wider 

economic benefits.  

Respondents also gave views on how the Strategic Transport Plan should deliver these 

objectives, primarily by prioritising local and sustainable transport. While not always directly 

related to the ISA questions, these observations add useful context and echo the views 

captured in the ‘key challenges and opportunities’ report prepared from the first round of 

stakeholder engagement. 
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FEEDBACK ON INDIVIDUAL ISA OBJECTIVES AND QUESTIONS 

This section should be read in conjunction with the draft ISA scoping report prepared by 

Atkins for TfN. The draft objectives and associated questions can also be seen in Appendix I 

of this report. 

The draft ISA scope identifies 16 key objectives, with one or more decision-making question 

under each objective. (Note that for the workshops, these were re-grouped to facilitate 

discussion).  

1 Reduce greenhouse gas emissions from transport overall, with particular emphasis on road 

transport 

2 Protect and enhance biodiversity, geodiversity and the green infrastructure network 

3 Conserve and enhance the internationally protected sites 

4 Protect and enhance air quality 

5 Increase resilience of the transport network to extreme weather events and a changing climate 

6 Protect and enhance the inland and coastal water environment 

7 Protect and conserve soil and remediate / avoid land contamination 

8 Support the conservation and enhancement of the quality and distinctiveness of historic assets, 

industrial and cultural heritage 

9 Protect and enhance the character and quality of landscapes and townscapes 

10 Promote the prudent use of natural resources, minimise the production of waste and support 

re-use and recycling 

11 Enhance lower carbon, affordable transport choice 

12 Enhance long term economic prosperity and promote economic transformation 

13 Coordinate land use and strategic transport planning across the region 

14 Promote greater equality of opportunity for all citizens, with the desired outcome of achieving 

a fairer society   

15 Improve health and well-being for all citizens and reduce inequalities in health 

16 Promote community safety and reduce crime and fear of crime for all citizens. 

Overall, participants wanted to retain these 16 objectives and to retain the draft questions 

under each. There were a number of suggestions for amendments and additions to 

strengthen the ISA and provide effective challenge and scrutiny of the sustainability impacts 

of the ISA. 

The key points captured from workshop discussions, individual submissions and survey 

responses are reported below under each objective and where appropriate, examples of 

alternative wording given to reflect these.  Full survey responses and written submissions 

are set out in the appendices.  

1 Reduce greenhouse gas emissions from transport overall, with particular emphasis 

on road transport 

This was seen as a critical objective, by which the STP as a whole would be judged. 

Participants wanted to see specific carbon reduction targets, including milestone targets 

between now and 2050, rather than an unspecified commitment to reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions. There should be a requirement, rather than just ‘encouragement’ of the shift to 

low carbon modes required to deliver this, with TfN taking a leadership role in promoting low 

carbon transport.  An appropriate overall question might be “Will the STP contribute to 

delivering a lower carbon footprint?” 
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It was noted that there was no specific question on aviation, which is a significant 

greenhouse gas generator: consider adding “Will the STP contribute to reducing greenhouse 

gas emissions from aviation?” or “Will the STP contribute to consolidating rather than 

expanding aviation capacity?” 

There was some debate but no consensus over whether the questions should explicitly refer 

to electric road vehicles: there was strong support for including reference to rail 

electrification, perhaps through an additional question e.g. “Will the STP encourage 

conversion of the rail network to low carbon modes including electrification?” Participants 

made the connection to supporting the low carbon transport industry in the North, which 

could be reflected by a question under objective 12. 

Some respondents found questions on “the transport estate” and “carbon sinks” confusing 

without better explanation of the terms used.  

A specific question on freight was proposed, e.g. “Will the STP encourage greater freight 

consolidation?” or “Will the STP increase the transport of freight by sea/waterways/rail and 

reduce road freight?” 

One respondent suggested adding a separate objective: Reduce the need and cost of non- 

sustainable energy which could be included in a question under this objective or under 

objective 10 on resources. 

There was also support for including a question on reducing emissions by minimising 

unnecessary transport movements e.g. “Will the STP reduce the need to travel and promote 

efficient patterns of movement?” 

2 Protect and enhance biodiversity, geodiversity and the green infrastructure network 

There were two suggestions to amend this objective: firstly, a suggestion to add “ecological 

networks” (which is slightly different to green infrastructure). 

There was a suggestion to include the impact of maintenance practices on biodiversity, for 

example from cutting back railside trees: this could be reflected by adding e.g.  “from new 

infrastructure and from network maintenance” to the draft objective. 

Participants advised amending the wording of the first question “will the plan lead to the 

direct physical loss of wildlife and habitats” to replace “lead to” with “avoid” to strengthen this 

point, noting that some habitats are irreplaceable. 

Some participants wanted question 4 on enhancing ‘green infrastructure’ to make explicit 

reference to enhancing appropriate walking and cycling routes. 

It was proposed to amend the final question to add “site-appropriate” to the concept of good 

design. 

3 Conserve and enhance the internationally protected sites 

This was seen as an absolute requirement, but respondents raised concerns that some 

schemes already in discussion would damage international sites: how effective would the 

ISA be in this regard? 
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There was a suggestion to add a question on securing appropriate access to protected sites, 

echoing the similar question on historic sites: e.g. “Will the STP secure appropriate access to 

the international sites by sustainable transport modes?” 

4 Protect and enhance air quality 

As with carbon, stakeholders stressed that the measure of success for air pollution needs to 
relate to legal requirements. 
 
Stakeholders wanted to see a stronger question than simply minimising emissions e.g. “Will 

the STP actively reduce emissions of air pollutants and bring about an improvement of air 

quality?”  and also attention given to mitigation: “Will the STP help mitigate existing air 

pollution impacts.” 

Respondents saw potential for TfN to act as a champion for better air quality with local 

transport authorities, which could be reflected in a new question e.g. “Will the STP support 

moves to a less polluting public transport fleet?” 

There was also a suggested addition on route planning to avoid / cut pollution, e.g. “Will the 

STP promote better journey planning and use of sustainable modes in order to reduce 

exposure to and generation of air pollution?” 

5 Increase resilience of the transport network to extreme weather events and a 

changing climate 

Participants were well aware of the existing impact of extreme weather on the network, and 

wanted to see the questions strengthened from “promote” resilience, adaptation etc. to 

“require” action.  

Additional questions were suggested on resilience against soil erosion, landslips and 

sinkholes. 

There was support for a question on network maintenance to improve resilience e.g. “Will 

the STP deliver better resilience through maintenance of the existing network?” 

There was strong support for the idea that the STP should identify alternative routes for rail 

diversions to provide resilience for the rail network, noting that this may mean the STP taking 

a co-ordinating role between different operators. 

6 Protect and enhance the inland and coastal water environment 

There was a clear steer from respondents that questions should be strengthened, for 

example replacing “Seek to improve” with “improve” throughout.  

Some respondents were sceptical about the merit of SUDS as a policy solution. There were 

several comments that the questions in this section had too much jargon.  

7 Protect and conserve soil and remediate / avoid land contamination 

While supporting the question on preventing loss of the most highly productive soils, it was 

suggested adding to this e.g. “and protect higher quality Grade 1 and 2 land”.  There was 

support for retaining the question on remediation.  
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There was a suggestion that the single question on the impact of “severance and 

contamination” should be separated into two questions. 

8 Support the conservation and enhancement of the quality and distinctiveness of 

historic assets, industrial and cultural heritage 

It was suggested that question 2 could be enhanced by adding routes as well as modes e.g. 

“Improve access to historic/culturally important sites by sustainable transport modes 

including cycle networks, bridle paths and other rights of way.” 

An additional question was proposed on reusing historic rail assets (either through rail 

reopenings or as part of green travel corridors), noting that some of these are under 

Highways England’s ownership, e.g. “Will the STP encourage the reuse of historic rail assets 

for public transport or active travel?” with the Queensbury Tunnel mentioned as an example. 

9 Protect and enhance the character and quality of landscapes and townscapes 

TfN was urged to strengthen the wording of this section to reflect the fact that any 

development in National Parks is unacceptable. In particular, to change the wording of “Will 

the STP consider avoidance of sensitive areas” to “Will the STP avoid sensitive areas”. 

It was noted that noise is not only an issue in ‘tranquil’ areas, and there could be a question 

on noise in towns and alongside major arteries, either in this section or under the health 

objective.  

10 Promote the prudent use of natural resources, minimise the production of waste 

and support re-use and recycling 

It was suggested expanding question 2 “Will the STP promote sustainable waste 

management practices, including transport of waste by rail or water” to make it explicit that 

this is about infrastructure for transport of waste, as well as minimisation of waste from 

transport operations. 

Participants suggested adding a question: “Will the STP promote the use of sustainably 

sourced materials” recognising that not all local sourcing is environmentally-friendly (e.g. 

quarrying) and that there are choices to make when local and/or recycled materials are not 

available. 

There was also a request to include an overarching question e.g. “Will the STP promote the 

circular economy?” 

11 Enhance lower carbon, affordable transport choice 

There was strong and widespread support for this aim and questions, with a desire to see a 
move away from carbon-intensive modes. In particular, participants welcomed mention of 
minimising car dependence.  
 
They welcomed the inclusion of walking and cycling under this objective and wanted an 
explicitly multi-modal approach taken throughout the ISA. There was also a recurring theme 
of the need to analyse gaps in provision and seek to fill these e.g.: “Will the STP provide a 
safe and sustainable public transport network that reduces reliance on private motor 
vehicles?” 
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Under question 3, while moving freight by water was generally welcomed, the need to avoid 

conflict with leisure use was noted.  

Participants suggested unpacking the long question 5 into two questions, one on having a 

network overview “Will the STP contribute to delivering a network of quality integrated 

facilities and services?” and one on promoting choice. For the latter, there were suggestions 

to add explicit reference to public transport and also car sharing or shared mobility services 

to the list of options, e.g. “Promote a wider choice of passenger travel through quality 

integrated facilities and services, including public transport, vehicle sharing schemes, 

walking and cycling…“ and that both information and safety improvements could be added to 

this list.  

Under the last question, respondents suggested adding cycling explicitly as a low carbon 

mode, and some expressed scepticism about the environmental benefits of electric cars. It 

was noted that the design of roads and interchanges can impact on the take-up of cycling 

and this should be reflected in the questions. 

In addition, having a question explicitly on bus services was suggested to complement the 

proposed question on rail: e.g. “Will the STP promote better co-ordination of bus services”.  

There was strong support for adding a question e.g. “Will the STP considering the specific 

needs of the rural visitor economy/rural tourism” in addition to the needs of rural 

communities. 

Finally there was support for an additional question on future development e.g. “Will the STP 

direct investment to the most environmentally friendly options?” 

12 Enhance long term economic prosperity and promote economic transformation 

Respondents generally wanted to see the first question amended to say “sustainable” or “low 

carbon” connections. There was a desire to see the ISA challenge the assumption that 

increased connectivity leads to improved economic growth. 

It was also suggested that the first question on ensuring better connections “between the 

North’s cities” should be expanded to include “and larger towns”, noting that many deprived 

towns (e.g. Blackburn, Middlesbrough) are not on the strategic network.  

They wanted the second question be made explicitly multi-modal, e.g. “road, rail, bus and 

active travel networks”, with some stressing that rail should take priority over road.  

There was a recurring theme that the STP should help analyse and fill gaps in the public 

transport network across the North, with local connectivity being vital to deliver end-to-end 

journeys. This could be reflected by a question in this section e.g. “Will the STP contribute to 

delivering an integrated public transport network connecting all communities across the 

North?” 

There was strong support for recognising affordability of transport as an important factor in 

delivering economic benefit: e.g. change question 5 to read “Contribute to establishing an 

effective and affordable transport network… “ or consider adding an additional question, “Will 

the STP support improved affordability of transport?”  This could be enhanced by rephrasing 

the ISA questions in terms of the impact on people rather than on the network e.g. ‘Will the 
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STP increase access to jobs, training and skills and other services efficiently and 

effectively?’ 

It was suggested adding “and to important sectors” after “in high unemployment areas” to 

reflect the need to connect to and sustain good jobs. There was also suggestion of a 

question specifically the low carbon economy e.g. “Will the STP help improve the low carbon 

economy across the North?” 

While welcoming a question on economic activities in rural areas, it was suggested this 

should say “appropriate economic activities” and include support for inward tourism and 

sustainable tourism. 

Some respondents queried whether North-South GVA difference was an appropriate 

indicator, noting that GVA does not reflect sustainability, and that there are wealth 

inequalities within the TfN area. There were varying views on including employment rates as 

an objective, from “a key objective” to “tangential”. 

Finally, there were discussions on supporting flexible working, broadband rollout, the 24 hour 

economy, part time tickets etc., resulting in suggestions for additional questions, e.g. “Will 

the STP help support new working patterns” and “Will the STP reduce the need to travel.”  

There was a suggestion that an overall ‘quality of life’ objective could be added or that this 

could be addressed by an additional question in this section: e.g. “Will the STP contribute to 

a better quality of life in the north?” 

13 Coordinate land use and strategic transport planning across the region 

This was seen as a critical issue at the workshops, to be joined up with the NPPF and 

sustainable development guidance, reflected in a specific suggestion to change the objective 

from ‘co-ordinate’ to ‘integrate’. 

It was suggested that the question on supporting compact high density development around 

transport infrastructure should be amended to say “public transport and active transport 

infrastructure” to make it explicit that road infrastructure alone is not a sound basis for new 

development.   

This could be complemented by an additional question on avoiding the opposite, e.g. “will 

the STP avoid the development of low density sprawl, disconnected from existing 

settlements and public transport”.   

Protecting greenfield sites was seen as important, e.g. “Will the STP ensure use of 

brownfield sites above greenfield sites?”  There is a specific concern about motorway 

junction associated development and the extent to which the STP will seek to avoid it. 

It was noted that the design as well as the location of developments has impacts on 

sustainable transport, for example cycling provision. There was also a suggestion to include 

the potential impact of driverless cars on land use, with reduced demand for parking. This 

could be reflected in a more specific question e.g. “Will the STP promote land use planning 

and design that supports the shift to sustainable transport modes?” 



 

14 
 

There were several requests to amend the reference to rail transport in question 2 to include 

park & ride, buses and other public /active transport modes. 

14 Promote greater equality of opportunity for all citizens, with the desired outcome of 

achieving a fairer society   

There was strong support for this goal and some discussion of the best mechanism to 

deliver it. This could be reflected in an additional question on accessibility and affordability, 

for example: “Will the STP improve the accessibility and affordability of door to door 

journeys”. 

Stakeholders noted that infrastructure can cause severance and this should be reflected in a 

question e.g. “Will the STP reduce severance within and between communities?” 

It was suggested that the term “opportunity” in the objective is vague and could be better 
replaced by “access” in the context of transport.  
 
Respondents noted the particular impacts of good or poor transport provision on women, 
older people, people with disabilities and young people, in terms of promoting mobility, 
independence and physical activity.  
 
15 Improve health and well-being for all citizens and reduce inequalities in health 

There was general support for using the STP to promote the wellbeing of vulnerable groups 

and strong support for encouraging active travel.   

Respondents noted that there were two objectives, which required two questions, one 

focusing on the health and wellbeing of the population as a whole and the second on health 

inequality and measures to narrow the gap. Including a question on accessibility, affordability 

and appropriateness of transport modes for reducing health inequality was suggested.   

There was also a request to make the first question explicitly multi modal, including non-

motorised users and to add to the question on interchange a question on “Will the STP 

Support increasing travel by active modes through prioritising pedestrians and cyclists over 

road transport?” 

Adding to this, there was support for including a question on supporting provision for the kind 

of journeys on which vulnerable groups depend, for example to hospitals, noting that this 

could involve mapping gaps in provision and/or joining up services beyond TfN’s boundaries.    

There was also a suggestion to add a question on social and mental health, e.g.  “Will the 

STP Increase social connectivity, reduce loneliness and isolation?”  

16 Promote community safety and reduce crime and fear of crime for all citizens. 

There were a number of suggestions to improve the question on reducing injuries and 

improving road safety, particularly for non-motorised users, under this objective e.g. “Will the 

SPT support the provision of initiatives that enhance safety and therefore reduce the number 

of injuries and / or collisions particularly for vulnerable users”.  It was noted that the use of 

the word “accident” is seen as poor practice, with “crash” or “collision” being preferable.  
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It was noted that public realm appears only as a contributor to security, yet improvements in 
public realm and liveability are key to economic performance and are also key attributes of 
an enhanced local environment. 
 
There was general support for including questions on safer environments (although 

reference to ‘Secured by Design’ was seen as jargon in need of explanation), with questions 

on natural surveillance and staffing levels preferred to reliance on CCTV.   

Campaign for Better Transport 

March 2016 

Campaign for Better Transport’s vision is a country where communities have affordable transport that 

improves quality of life and protects the environment. Achieving our vision requires substantial 

changes to UK transport policy which we aim to achieve by providing well-researched, practical 

solutions that gain support from both decision-makers and the public. 

  

16 Waterside, 44-48 Wharf Road, London N1 7UX 

Registered Charity 1101929. Company limited by guarantee, registered in England and Wales: 

4943428 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix I Survey questions & responses 

 
Appendix I Online survey responses 
 
The online survey asked a mixture of quantitative and qualitative questions to obtain views on the 
proposed TfN ISA objectives and questions.  
 
Participants were first invited to comment on whether they felt the draft objectives were the right ones 
to make up the ISA framework, and if there were any other key sustainability issues that should be 
included in the objectives. 
 
Participants were then asked to comment on the draft questions under each objective, giving views on 
whether each question should be retained, removed or amended, and any additional questions that 
should be included. 
 
Note that not all respondents answered all questions. Questions 1, 2 and 38 captured information 
about the respondents and are not reported here.  
 
Survey responses on the draft objectives 
 
Q3 Looking at the 16 objectives, are there any other key sustainability issues that should be included? 
 

Integration of transport modes; holistic thinking of local and regional transport connections to provide viable and 
safe low carbon and active travel modes; circular economy 

It looks like a pretty comprehensive list. To number 2 I would add ecological networks (which is slightly different 
to GI). Also no specific mention of provision of cycling and walkways for pedestrians? 

Producing good quality, well paid sustainable employment. 

Reduce the need and cost of non sustainable energy 

Public Transport needs to be sustainable for low paid workers who do not receive travel expenses to travel to 
work. Those on the basis wage might pay more than £200 per month for travel out of a wage which could be only 
£600 or less per month. Also travel for disable persons is important-persons who are not classified as "disabled" 
but have difficulty in travelling on public transport. 

Increase social connectivity, reduce loneliness and isolation - may be part of improving health and wellbeing. 

Promotion of transport links to rural areas to enhance access to the countryside as well as economic 
opportunities. 

Improve road safety Reduce car use 

Renationalise public transport 

Place greater responsibility on drivers to exercise care and awareness of other more vulnerable road users by all 
means available including policing,sentencing,road design and education via TV,schools and the media in 
general. 

Not all of the above will be achievable in equal measure- they need to be weighted as part of the process. The 
primary driver MUST be economic, (No 12) get this right and a lot of the others will flow naturally 

Reduce transport risks of vulnerable road users (pedestrians, disabled/ mobility-impaired, cyclists). 

Reduce the need to travel, IMPROVE air quality, take into account environmental limits and challenge 
unsustainable transport interventions 

Increase and support the cycling infrastructure to prioritise cyclists over motorised vehicles 

Re using the NORTH South rail platforms at Carnforth station will in some way enhance all the above objectives. 
Creating NSE and West connection to Lancashire Yorkshire Cumbria and the Cumbrian coast. see 
carnforthplatforms.org 

Encourage more participation and public discussion on these issues, and listen to their views 

 

Q35: Overall, in your view do the key objectives and decision making questions in the draft Integrated 
Sustainability Appraisal provide a sound framework against which to assess the sustainability 
credentials of the emerging Strategic Transport Plan? 
 

There was general agreement that the draft ISA scope provides a sound framework, with 29 responses, of which 
24 said Yes, 1 said No and 4 were Unsure. 
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Survey responses on draft ISA questions 

For each of the 16 objectives, participants were asked if the draft questions were the correct ones and if each 
should be retained, removed or amended.  
 
Objective 1: Reduce greenhouse gas emissions from transport overall, with particular emphasis on road 
transport.  Will the STP... 

 RETAIN REMOVE AMEND COMMENTS 

Encourage a greater 
proportion of passenger 
and freight movement by 
lower carbon modes / 
greater carbon efficiency 
in the movement of 
goods and people?
  

21 2 4 • Encourage is not the appropriate form of 
language, it is too weak. TfN should be more 
forceful in the use of their questions. 
• Encouraging lower carbon forms of 
transport will lower congestion on our roads and 
will ensure transport runs more efficiently for all 
passengers 
• Make this more specific: 'Make walking 
and cycling and public transport the main way of 
passenger movement Move road freight to rail' 
• There are a couple of issues here: 
achieving a modal shift to lower carbon modes, 
particularly rail will be highly beneficial. Also, 
within those lower carbon modes, can investment 
(e.g. electrification) reduce those emissions still 
further. An electric train or tram powered by 
nuclear, wind or water power has zero 
emmissions. 
• The final plan MUST have sufficient 
additional enhancements to national road and rail 
and innovative transport modes at affordable 
costs for the question to remain apropriate. 
• would like to see more freight on the 
railways thus reducing lorry traffic 
• encourage business to use bulk transport 
methods (e.g. train and canal) in preference to 
road transport by providing tax incentives. 
• Add: '...by lower AND ZERO carbon 
modes?' 
• Arguments are bound to be made that 
sustainable freight movements will be increased, 
but the fact of the matter is that the STP is little 
more than a gathering together of the plans and 
aspirations of governmental and other 
infrastructure-delivering bodies - all of which have 
been instructed by government to go for high 
growth. The essential balance between the 

83% 

3% 14% 

Q35: overall, a sound framework? 

Yes No Unsure
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economy, the environment and social matters has 
been lost. 

Encourage use of 
innovative new low 
carbon transport 
technologies?   

19 3 4 • Move the North to a fully or near fully 
decarbonised transport system by 2050. 
• Encourage is not the appropriate form of 
language, it is too weak. TfN should be more 
forceful in the use of their questions. 
• Transport authorities will need to know 
what these are first. It will not concern the 
passengers especially those who are disabled 
and aren't able to use them 
• 'Low carbon' needs further definition. For 
example, electric cars get their energy from the 
mains which is largely fossil fuel based - not really 
low carbon at all. Many cars have false carbon 
ratings. Cycling and walking followed by public 
transport should be the top choice for 'reducing 
carbon' - not low carbon cars. also the batteries in 
electric cars are energy intensive to priduce and 
are full of harmful heavy metals. We shouldn't get 
distracted by carbon and forget about all the 
worse things that there are (diesel particulates is 
another one) 
• ..... Support use of existing low carbon 
transport technologies and encourage use of 
innovative new low carbon transport 
technologies? 
• Only holds if sufficient investment put 
into alternatives so that whole lifetime costs are 
attractive to all users 
• Rephrase: 'encourage use of established 
zero and low carbon modes, including cycling, 
walking and low carbon public transport, 
introducing novel, low carbon technologies for 
longer (e.g. >5 miles) journeys.' 
• Whilst it is good to encourage the use of 
innovative low carbon technologies, the 
government at national and local level is placing 
far too much reliance on what they can deliver 
and how quickly and has moved its attention away 
completely from reducing the need to travel in the 
first place through better planning policies and 
having genuinely sustainable communities. 

Encourage use of the 
transport estate for low 
carbon energy 
generation?   

21 2 3 • As I do not understand it 
• Encourage is not the appropriate form of 
language, it is too weak. TfN should be more 
forceful in the use of their questions. 
• Not clear 
• Sounds too complex 
• not sure what the transport estate is - not 
defined in the document 
• Not sure what this question actually 
means 
• See answer to previous question. 

Encourage the protection 
and enhancement of 
carbon sinks in the 
transport estate and 
support the creation of 
carbon sinks?  

17 2 6 • I do not understand this either 
• However provable understanding of 
Carbon Sinks should be more widely 
disseminated with tax payers 
• Encourage is not the appropriate form of 
language, it is too weak. TfN should be more 
forceful in the use of their questions. 
• Question should be "...encourage the 
protection and safe use of carbon materials and 
fully implement safe practice for all modes of 
transport, ensuring that the safety and welfare of 
passengers is adhered to?" 
• The establishment of carbon sinks 
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merely hides the problem of emissions. 
• If carbon sinks mean trees then this is a 
fob- we need to invest fully into carbon 
sequestration technology Question needs to be 
more specific 
• What does that even mean? 
• 'Enhance carbon sinks through relevant 
planning regulation, use of brownfield sites and 
reduction of road / highways expansion.' 
• What are carbon sinks? Why use jargon? 

 
Objective 2 Protect and enhance biodiversity, geodiversity and the green infrastructure network. Will the 
STP... 

 RETAIN REMOVE AMEND COMMENTS 

Lead to the direct physical 
loss of wildlife and habitats?
  

22 1 4  needs to be subtler - any new physical 
infrastructure will almost certainly be 
damaging where its built - issue will be 
whether we avoid damaging the most 
valuable at all, and provide a nett 
enhancement of the biodiversity value 
elsewhere 

 It is particularly important to ensure 
protection of irreplaceable habitats such 
as ancient woodland and ancient or 
veteran trees. Loss of these habitats 
should be avoided in all but the most 
wholly exceptional circumstances 

 Care must be taken in the interpretation 
of the answer that the response is 
proportional, not absolute. 

 This is to be avoided if possible 

 Impact directly or indirectly on biodiversity 
and wildlife habitats? 

 There will be no option but for the plan's 
authors to admit that it will affect wildlife 
and habitats but it will simply claim that 
every effort will be made to mitigate 
impacts. This is not good enough. The 
entire ethos is misguided. 

 

Prevent damage to / 
destruction of / disturbance of 
sites designated for nature 
conservation and or 
geodiversity?  

23 0 3 • these are slightly strange questions - 
the questions should be 'what impact will the 
STP have on ....' the subjects do need to be 
covered though 
• Similarly it is important that 
irreplaceable habitats are not damaged 
directly or indirectly by transport or other 
development. 
• ...and in particular habitats which are 
irreplaceable (eg ancient woodland) 
• Care must be taken in the 
interpretation of the answer that the response 
is proportional, not absolute. 

Affect greenfield and/or 
brownfield land which has 
significant biodiversity or 
geological interest of 
recognised local importance?
  

24 1 2 • always has an 'effect' 
• Care must be taken in the 
interpretation of the answer that the response 
is proportional, not absolute. 
• Better to carry local public opinion if 
possible 
• to encourage by tax incentives the 
use of brownfield in preference to greenfield 
for future development 

Support the protection and 
enhancement of green 
infrastructure and avoid 
severance of habitats links / 

25 0 2 • support is a bit of a weak word - the 
rest is good 
• Opportunities should be sought when 
transport infrastructure is being created to 



 

20 
 

promote or provide wildlife 
corridors and cohesive 
habitat networks?  

simultaneously enhance green infrastructure 
and restore habitat networks by new habitat 
creation. 
• ....Support the creation and 
protection and enhancement of green 
infrastructure etc 
• Care must be taken in the 
interpretation of the answer that the response 
is proportional, not absolute. 
• Ideal to acheive but may be difficult 
at times 
• There is a danger to simply 
referencing 'green infrastructure' because this 
is being used as an excuse for simply 
allocating even more land for transport 
interventions and other infrastructure provision 
than would othewrwise be the case. 

Support new habitat creation 
and enhancement?  

21 3 3 • support is also a bit weak. What 
about 'Achieve a net gain for biodiversity in 
line with the NPPF and other Government 
Policies' through new habitat creation and 
enhancement 
• the STP should not degrade rather 
than create 
• Not clear how that will be achieved 
• We would like to see this include the 
planting of street trees along the side of new 
roads, railway lines, tramways etc or 
improvement of existing ones through tree 
planting. Opportunities should also be sought 
to create small areas of new woodland where 
there is space to do so 
• add the words. ".....including creation 
of new woodland and planting of trees outside 
woodland where appropriate" 
• Yes- ideal opportunity with new 
schemes 
• The answers to such a question are 
entirely predictable but anyone who has had 
anything to do with trying to create new 
habitats in or with moving species artificially 
are only too well aware of how rarely this is 
successful in the long term. 

Promote good design to 
secure biodiversity / green 
infrastructure benefits? 

23 1 1 • just promote? a bit weak 
• Green infrastructure including tree 
planting should be well designed and put in 
before the transport infrastructure is built, so 
as to ensure that it is well integrated. 
• Promote best practice design to 
secure biodiversity / green infrastructure 
benefits? 
• Yes again opportunity with new 
schemes 
• Again, an entirely predictable 
question which will elicit entirely predictable 
answers. 

  
 
Objective 3 Conserve and enhance the internationally protected sites. 

 RETAIN REMOVE AMEND COMMENTS 

Will the STP affect international 
sites designated for nature 
conservation identified as part 
of the Habitats Regulation 
Assessment screening process 
(including positive and negative 
effects)? 

20 0 0 • In reality it is difficult for someone 
like myself to give a valid answer without 
specific examples. 
• In relation to the transport 
interventions coming forward from the 
strategic roads studies alone, it is already 
known that international sites will be 
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impacted but it is considered perfectly 
adequate to simply acknowledge this and 
promise adequate mitigation. This is wholly 
unacceptable. 

 
Objective 4 Protect and enhance air quality 

 RETAIN REMOVE AMEND COMMENTS 

Will the STP support 
the minimisation of 
emissions of air 
pollutants and 
enhancement of air 
quality? 

24 0 4 • This question is also hopeless like the 
carbon emission ones. Just lets them off the hook. 
More like “will the STP ensure that all new vehicles 
are ultra low emission, and that all new transport 
initiatives contribute to air quality improvement”. 
• Will the STP actively reduce emissions of air 
pollutants and bring about an improvement of air 
quality? 
• Minimisation to recommended guidance and 
threshold levels 
• minimising emissions of air polllution is one 
important aspect of improving air quality and 
transport has a crucial role to play in this particularly 
in urban areas 
• and will the STP promote the planting of 
street trees to help absorb air pollutants, particularly 
at road junctions or where pollution is particularly 
bad. 
• TFN should act as a "champion" in this and 
work alongside all transport authorities to tackle 
carbon emissions 
• Clever design can avoid such issues as 
stationary traffic which increases pollution. 
Encouragement on to electric railways also helps. 
Get rid of diesel locomotives and diesel buses and 
taxis in cities. Give 10 years notice to the industry so 
innovation has time to respond and unit costs will be 
lower 
• As with most of the other questions, the 
answer is entirely predictable. The STP will point to 
improved technologies and improvements in public 
transport and the public realm. But there is no plan to 
deliver public transport improvements and better 
cycling and walking environments first - with a view to 
achieving a dramatic modal shift. 

 
Objective 5 Increase resilience of the transport network to extreme weather events and a changing 
climate? Will the STP…  

 RETAIN REMOVE AMEND COMMENTS 

Promote an increase in the 
resilience of the transport 
network to extreme weather 
events and subsequent 
consequences such as flooding?  

22 3 2  more mealy mouthness! Require an 
increase .. 

 take out the word promote and use 
achieve 

 With improvements made to the 
transport network, we can ensure that 
passengers can travel without 
weather issues being a barrier and so 
that there are no restrictions on travel 
should flooding or extreme weather 
occur. 

 Vital that new projects have this risk ` 
designed out` Tunneling under 
pennines for highest ground for new 
road/rail will help, 

 There is too much debatable science 
connected with this issue. 

 'Promote' is a weak word. It should be 
'achieve' 
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Encourage design for successful 
adaptation to the predicted 
changes in weather conditions 
and frequency of extreme events 
(freezing, heat waves, intense 
storms), from a changing 
climate? 

21 2 4  encourage is not a very strong word 

 should be require, not encourage 

 As I have mentioned before the word 
encourage in any of these questions 
is not strong enough. Rather than 
encourage you could use the words 
support, champion. 

 Need to recognise the role which 
trees can play in urban areas in 
enabling adaptation to hot weather by 
combatting the urban heat island 
effect. Trees can reduce 
temperatures in hot weather by 
providing shading and evaporative 
cooling from their leaves. 

 I don't see this as a priority right now 

 Yes, must be taken into account 
otherwise we cannot plan for long 
enough into the future  

 ‘Encourage' is a weak word. It should 
be 'Achieve successful adaptation ...' 

Support the minimisation of the 
risk of flooding by avoiding areas 
of flood risk / flood plains where 
possible?  

22 3 2  Need to recognise the role which 
trees can play in urban areas by 
slowing the infiltration of water into 
the ground and hence helping to 
alleviate surface water flooding. 

 Plan ahead. You don't want to 
exclude rural communities from 
transport but also consider agreed 
diverted routes and safe pick up 
points nearby affected flood areas  

 Change question to Support the 
minimisation of the risk of flooding by 
avoiding areas of flood risk / flood 
plains? 

 Yes or build more flood storage 
ponds as part of any new project 

 Too hard to assess. 

 'Support' is a weak word. It should be 
'Achieve' or simply 'Stop flooding'. 

 
 

Promote appropriate 
compensatory measures are in 
place where transport schemes 
require a land take from the 
floodplain?  

18 3 4  Remove the word promote and 
replace it with ensure! 

 STP is far too focused on flooding. 
Don't forget issues around snow/high 
winds - conditions in which transport 
can still run but improvements to 
vehicles can be made more efficient. 

 'Promote appropriate compensatory 
measures to be put in place......... 

 The flood plain should be protected 
not reduced by land take. 

 Good question but building on flood 
plains ALWAYS means that the flood 
water has to be stored somewhere 
else or raises levels elsewhere so 
mitigation must be fully explored and 
dealt with properly 

 And who decides what "appropriate" 
is? 

 'Promote' is a weak word. It should be 
'Ensure' 
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Objective 6 Protect and enhance the inland and coastal water environment. Will the STP… 

 RETAIN REMOVE AMEND COMMENTS 

Support the protection of the 
quality of inland and coastal 
surface water and groundwater 
resources?  

22 1 1  “Protect”, not “support the protection” 

 Vital that these valuable resources are 
not compromised 

 

Promote the minimisation of the 
use of impermeable hard 
surfacing and promote the use of 
SuDS? 

20 1 4 • again 'promote' - what does this 
mean? 
• Minimise not promote 
• See comment above about role of 
trees in helping to alleviate surface water 
flooding, as part of sustainable drainage 
systems 
• As long as it means safety 
issues, in the same manner as traditional 
techniques. Also cost must be taken into 
consideration. 
• Yes wherever possible soft 
drainage solutions or large soakaways 
must be favourite. 
• SuDS don't work..... 
• 'Promote' is a weak word. Should 
say: 'Stop the use of ...' 
• Does Suds actually work? The 
water still has to go somewhere 

Provide opportunities to improve 
Green / blue infrastructure?
   

20 0 2 • what does 'provide opportunities' 
mean? will there be funding for it? 
• Improve ... 
• Not sure exactly what is meant so 
no comment. 
• Jargon! 
• Not sure what this question 
means. What is green/blue infrastructure 

Provide opportunities to improve 
water body status? 

21 1 3 • Improve ... 
• What is meant by Water body 
status ? Be specific. 
• I am unsure what this question 
actually means. 

  
Objective 7 Protect and conserve soil and remediate / avoid land contamination 

 RETAIN REMOVE AMEND COMMENTS 

Prevent permanent 
(irreversible) loss of the most 
highly productive agricultural 
soils?  

22 1 1 • The plan can cater for this ONLY if 
it affects the route of travel (e,g, bus routes) 
or the transport vehicle itself 
• Suggest `minimise at all costs` 
instead of `permanent` in order not to be 
completely straight jacketed. 

Prevent impact to agricultural 
holdings through 
contamination or severance?
  

23 0 1 • Two very separate issues. Split, 
and move contamination into next question. 
Some severance may be unavoidable, its 
how dealt with. 
• Yes ideally 

Support protection of soil 
resources during any 
infrastructure construction 
activities?  

20 1 1  Yes ideally 

Lead to the remediation of 
contaminated land? 

21 1 1 • Planting trees can help to improve 
the quality of contaminated land in certain 
circumstances 
• Yes good opportunity as part of 
new scheme 

  
 
 
Objective 8 Support the conservation and enhancement of the quality and distinctiveness of historic 
assets, industrial and cultural heritage 
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 RETAIN REMOVE AMEND COMMENTS 

Support the conservation, 
protection and enhancement of 
the region's cultural and 
designated / non-designated 
historic assets (e.g. locally 
important buildings, 
archaeological remains, World 
Heritage Sites, Scheduled 
Monuments, Listed Buildings and 
structures, registered Parks and 
Gardens, Registered Battlefields 
and Conservation Areas), their 
integrity and their settings?  

23 1 1  Referring to our earlier comment on 
ancient woodland and ancient trees, 
the Government has recently stated 
its intention to stregthen protection 
given in the planning system to these 
irreplaceable habitats. We would like 
to see them given the same 
protection as that given to historic 
battlefields in the National Planning 
Policy Framework: ie they should be 
protected from damage or loss in all 
but the most wholly exceptional 
circumstances. 

 ? inclusion of allotments/community 
gardens. 

 Yes good health check to be carried 
out as we are rich in historic and 
environmental gems 

 This is one of the most important 
questions. 

 

Improve access to historic / 
culturally important sites by 
sustainable transport modes?
  

22 1 0  Yes if possible 

 The Memorial Arboretum in 
Staffordshire is a case in point. 

 

Appropriately manage elements 
of the transport infrastructure 
which are designated heritage 
assets? 

24 0 0  Care needs to be taken in the 
interpretation of the word 
"appropriately". Transport 
infrstructure is a dynamic resource 
that can't be absolutely preserved in 
aspic. Although outside of TfN area, 
the redevelopment of St Pancras and 
Kings Cross stations are good 
examples of appropriate 
management. 

 Yes but cannot be unilateral- 
heritage sites to be kept on board 
with plans 

  
Objective 9 Protect and enhance the character and quality of landscapes and townscapes 

 RETAIN REMOVE AMEND COMMENTS 

Encourage design, 
construction, repair and 
maintenance of transport 
infrastructure that respects 
and enhances the 
landscape character and 
townscapes of the north of 
England? 

22 0 3 • 'encourage'? what will this mean? 
• Require, not encourage. 
• Remove the word encourage and 
replace it with support. 
• A good all-round question. Remember 
to consider that new construction of 
infrastructure should have minimal impact on 
rural landscape and housing estates 
• Preserving heritage is helpful. 
• Absulutely vital that this is done 
• which includes making sustainable 
minimal polluting methods of transport a priority 

Promote the conservation, 
protection and 
enhancement of the natural 
environmental assets (e.g. 
National Parks, AONBs, 
parks and green spaces, 
common land, woodland / 
forests, etc.) of the north of 
England?  

23 1 2 • funding will be needed for all these 
things to actually happen 
• Support, not promote 
• We are pleased to see that woodland 
is listed as one of the environmental assets 
which you will seek to protect in the TfN 
Strategic Plan. As stated earlier we would like 
to see it emphasised that irreplacable habitats 
such as ancient woodland or ancient or veteran 
trees should be protected in all but the most 
wholly exceptional circumstances. 
• Would be good to support but I can't 
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see the plan being a leader in this 
• Agree 
• Yes wherever possible 
• 'Promote' is a weak word. Should be 
'Achieve'. 

Consider avoidance of 
sensitive areas and respect 
of the integrity and setting of 
landscapes / townscapes?  

22 0 2 • Support the avoidance 
• Sensitive areas should be given 
priority over other areas, so in this case the 
word "consider" does not seem to be correct. 
• As far as possible. 
• Yes 
• 'Consider' is a weak word. Should be 
'Require'. 

Support the protection of 
'tranquil' areas (e.g. areas 
free from visual intrusion, 
noise, light pollution etc)?  

26 0 0 • Ideally yes 
• 'Support' is a weak word. Should be 
'require'. 

Promote the protection and 
enhancement of locally 
important buildings and 
townscapes, maintaining 
and strengthening local 
distinctiveness and a sense 
of place? 

23 0 2 • Support 
• I suppose over local planning issues 
TfN has limited input? 
• It is important also to recognise the 
contribution which the natural environment can 
make to a sense of place, particularly in areas 
of the north such as the national parks but this 
can also be true of smaller assets such as 
parks in urban areas and even individual trees 
or groups of trees. The recent public outcry 
over loss of street trees in Sheffield to 
highways work is a classic example of this. 
• The plan could also look at making 
improved, diverse links to important landmarks 
so that passengers from different areas are 
able to access these sites or commute easily to 
a central area 
• Ideally 
• This might also include the objective 
of minimising unnecessary clutter (road 
signage, etc). 
• 'Promote' is a weak word. Should be 
'Require'. 

 
Objective 10 Promote the prudent use of natural resources, minimise the production of waste and 
support re-use and recycling 

 RETAIN REMOVE AMEND COMMENTS 

Help to enable new / upgraded 
infrastructure to be resource efficient 
(materials, energy, water, sustainable 
procurement etc) in construction and 
operation?  

24 0 1  Ensure not help 

 'Help to enable' is weak. Should 
be 'Require'. 

 

Promote sustainable waste 
management practices?  

23 0 1  insist on? what does promote 
mean? 

 Support 

 Always find it bizarre that the GM 
waste site means that the tram 
has to go to one line. 

 'Promote' is a weak word. Should 
be 'Require'. 

 And endeavour to use these 
practices to provide more jobs 
and funds for the LA's 

 

Encourage the use of recycled or 
secondary materials? 

23 0 1  Make use of 

 'Encourage' is a weak word. 
Should be 'Require'. 

Promote the use of local suppliers 
and locally produced materials in 

21 0 3 • Use local 
• Local suppliers should be 
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construction?  looked at first but not at the detriment 
of cost and quality. 
• Agree strongly, if cost 
effective. 
• Really important for the north 
• Does this give a green light 
to new quarrying of stone, for 
instance? Please think carefully how 
the question should be phrased. 
• 'Promote' is a weak word. 
Should be 'Require'. 

Seek to reduce fuel use by 
encouraging the use of more 
sustainable modes of transport?  

21 0 3 • by use of more fuel efficient 
vehicles and more sustainable modes 
.. 
• 'Seek to reduce 
petrochemical fuel use.....' 
• "including walking and 
cycling up to 4 miles" 
• Yes but funds must be 
available to drive innovation so costs 
to passengers and network users are 
attractive 
• This is another important 
question and should be weighted 
more than some of the others. 
• 'Seek to' is weak. Should be 
'Achieve fuel reduction by ..'. 

 
Objective 11 Enhance lower carbon, affordable transport choice 

 RETAIN REMOVE AMEND COMMENTS 

Support the minimisation of 
dependence upon the 
private car?  

24 1 1 • Minimise dependence .. 
• Promotes good financial case for 
using public transport (lower fuel/running costs 
compared to month/year bus tickets) and 
offering valuable deals on seasonal/annual 
travel fares 
• Chicken and egg. There appears to be 
a reduction in train options proposed in our 
area. Alternatives need to be in place. 
• Personal transport from door to door is 
here to stay in one form or another and 
economies rely on selling forms of transport to 
individuals and fleets for commercial use, 
unless our economic model changes radically. 
• Also important. Car use needs to be 
reduced. 
• 'Support' is a weak word. Should be 
'Achieve'. 

Promote a shift to rail travel 
into and between city 
centres?  

22 0 4 • why restrict to city centres!!! 
• Substitute the word develop for 
promote. 
• Question should be "...Promote rail 
travel into and between city centres while 
ensuring there are plentiful rail services for 
regular passengers in order for this to 
happen?" 
• See above. The three/four carriage 
trans Pennine units are totally inadequate and 
should have much greater capacity (more 
coaches)!! 
• This is not just a transport, but a wider 
planning issue. In general, the promotion of out 
of town office and retail centres encourages the 
use of private transport. It is important that the 
existing in town estate is used to its maximum. 
• Yes but people live outside cities as 
well so inter connectivity and proximity to all is 
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the answer. Efficient main and mini satellite 
transport interchange hubs are the secret 
• by providing ease of access to 
pedestrians and cyclists as regards both their 
storage at a station and their transport by train 
• 'Promote' is a weak word. Should be 
'Achieve'. 
• Renationalise the railways 

Promote the transportation 
of freight by waterways and 
rail?  

24 0 2 • Support a shift of freight transport to 
water and rail 
• Substitute the word develop for 
promote. 
• Good for lowering congestion on our 
roads and on carbon emissions 
• It is common for bulk freight to be 
moved by rail in trains of over 2000 tonnes 
powered by locomotives of around 3300 bhp. A 
road equivalent would be a 44 tonne HGV 
powered by a small hatchback car engine! 
• Waterways too slow for modern 
economies. Rail freight transport to be 
encouraged providing the rail networks have 
sufficient capacity not to upset commuter 
services. 
• 'Promote' is a weak word. Should be 
'Achieve'. 

Enhance public transport 
availability, convenience, 
accessibility and 
affordability?  

22 0 3 • In some areas it is not a case of 
enhancing provision because the public 
transport does not exist. 
• Please include a case for transport 
access for disabled people and ensuring that all 
buses, trains, etc. have plentiful spaces for 
wheelchair users, alternate bus and timetable 
information and next stop/next bus 
announcements for the visual/hearing impaired 
make simple transport information for the 
learning disabled. These access features 
should be made across ALL bus and rail 
networks across the North - especially in the 
North East - and the TFN should work closely 
with transport authorities to ensure accessible 
requirements for disabled passengers in put in 
place. 
• Absoloutely. The last train back at 
11.00pm is ridiculous. 
• Yes the Holy Grail if it can be found! 
• This is a crucial issue for me, as a 
non-driver living in a rural area. 
• to include greater support to rural and 
isolated communities by the use of subsidised 
Dial-a- ride provision with charity status gaining 
greater support to reduce social isolation 
• Add: '...accessibility, integration and 
affordability.' 
• Remunicipalise the buses, but with a 
different model of ownership - more co-
operative, so people feel responsibility to 
deliver a good service. 

Promote a wider choice of 
passenger travel through 
quality integrated facilities 
and services, walking and 
cycling improvements, 
demand management, 
network management, 
travel planning and 
intelligent transport 

23 0 2 • and easy information for people to 
understand how to use these systems - in 
different formats 
• Cycling in my area, other than for 
leisure activity, is impractical given the 
topography. 
• insert "safety improvements" 
• Yes but on cold dark days in the north 
walking and cycling is not a preferred option! 
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systems?  • The benefits for public health as well 
as the environment are obvious. 
• 'Promote' is a weak word. Should be 
'Achieve'. 

Consider the specific 
transport needs of rural 
communities?  

24 0 1 • Address the... 
• The plan needs to ensure that rural 
communities have equal and plentiful 
opportunity to travel to larger towns and cities 
• Yes 
• Yes these are rapidly getting 
forgotten. 
• I would welcome further research and 
public consultation on this. 
• 'Consider' is a weak word. Should say 
'Tackle the specific ...'. 
• Very important to keep these 
communities alive. 

Contribute to the creation of 
infrastructure to encourage 
people to switch to low 
emission vehicles? 

   • including cycling 
• Ensure the creation of a 
comprehensive infrastructure network that will 
support a quick shift to low emission vehicles 
• Question should be "...Contribute to 
using different promotional techniques to 
encourage people to switch to low emission 
vehicles?" 
• Instead of low emission vehicle, 
specify bicycle. Low emission cars get their 
energy from the grid - this comes largely from 
non sustainable energy and is, in my view, an 
excuse to sell more stuff that's bad for the 
planet and benefit big business, whilst failing to 
help the environment. Also whilst there are 
excessive numbers of cars on the road of any 
type, fewer people will walk and cycle. Low 
emission cars still have all the same road 
safety problems due to bad driving, speeding, 
inconsiderate parking as any other car. 
• "and cycles" 
• Yes- particularly with electric cars- 
more charging points and charging `on the go` 
should be a priority to extend range and then 
more people would switch. 
• Public transport should be 
championed rather than gimmicky new 
technologies which themselves demand 
resources. 
• Add: '...and cycling and walking 
options where appropriate.' 

 
Objective 12 Enhance long term economic prosperity and promote economic transformation 

 RETAIN REMOVE AMEND COMMENTS 

Ensure better 
connections 
(passengers and freight) 
between the North's 
cities, with other regions 
and internationally?  

19 1 4 • Ensure better sustainable connections ... 
• Absolutely vital if the Northern power 
house is to be fired up! 
• People do not need ultra-speedy 
transport around Britain. Better to have more - and 
cheaper - rail services on existing routes and at 
current speeds. 
• Ensure better sustainable connections 
• Ensure low carbon, enhanced 
connections... 

Improve the capacity 
and resilience of the 
North's strategic road 
and rail networks?  

20 1 3 • The plan needs to ensure that the road 
and rail links we have remains well linked and 
checked regularly to ensure that passengers do 
not face unwanted and unknown travel delays 
• Delete road, just keep rail. Building more 
roads is a definite NO. 
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• This is the key question which should be 
at the top of the agenda and I fear there will not be 
enough investment in the following:- 1. A new rail 
link under the pennines from Manchester to Leeds/ 
Sheffield linking the top spurs of HS2 and 
completing the triangle. 2. Completion of the A66 
dualling and upgrading the interchanges to A1M 
and M6 which are poor and waste time. 3, Dualling 
the whole of the A69 4. A new part tunneled 
motorway linking Manchester to Sheffield north- 
the long awaited M57 5 Converting all railways in 
the north to electric locomotion. 
• No more road-building or road-widening! 
• Without harm to the environment 
• 'Improve the environmental sustainability, 
capacity...' 

Improve overall journey 
times (passengers and 
freight), travel 
convenience and 
reliability?  

19 3 2 • The plan should promote the need for eco 
friendly buses and high speed rail for the North 
and the North East and having as many routes 
which these can be used regionally and nationally. 
Availability of buses and trains should be frequent 
and have timetables that are accurate to journey 
times and should be checked regularly 
• Specify for rail and bus passengers - we 
need to increase inconvenience for car drivers to 
discourage this damaging mode of transport 
• Yes the services are so poor at the 
moment but don`t underestmate generated usage 
if the right solutions are attractive to users. 
• The negative effects of achieving that 
objective might be disproportionate. 
• '...journey times (where reasonable and 
appropriate for passengers and freight)...' 

Consider local 
requirements to guide 
investments to connect 
to regional and national 
networks?  

21 2 1 • Consider adding 'international' 
• It will be useful to speak to local 
communities, groups, organisations and transport 
sub groups to have their say on the "local 
requirements". In this way transport matters can be 
resolved by the people that it concerns most, the 
passengers 
• Specify rail and PT, not road 
• Consider local requirements to guide 
investments to connect to all forms of regional and 
national networks? 
• A lot of work needs doing here to give 
reasonable access to all and encourage local 
business 

Contribute to 
establishing an effective 
transport network that 
increases investment?  

19 4 1 • It must not always be about financial gain, 
more to ensure transport is modern, efficient, 
reliable and can be accessed by all. 
• Specify rail and PT, not road 
• Contribute to establishing an effective 
network for all forms of vehicular and non vehicular 
transport that increases investment? 
• yes as above 

-0Support improved 
availability and 
accessibility to good 
quality employment 
opportunities, 
particularly in high 
unemployment areas?  

23 0 1 • Not sure how this will work in practice. 
• Specify rail and PT, not road 
• Support improved availability and 
accessibility to good quality employment 
opportunities by all forms of vehicular and non 
vehicular transport, particularly in high 
unemployment areas? 
• Absulutely key and dont let Teesside and 
Newcastle get forgotten as well where 
unemployment is high. 

Support economic 
activities in rural areas?  

23 1 2 • Specify rail and PT, not road 
• Support economic activities in rural areas 
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which embrace vehicular and non vehicular 
transport,? 
• Yes where appropriate 
• with minimal impact on the quality of the 
environment 

Reduce the GVA per 
capita gap between the 
Northern economy and 
the rest of England?  

18 3 1 • GVA is a poor measure for sustainability 
as it takes no account of the environmental and 
social consequences. 
• Be cognizant of the already existing gap 
between the sub-regions within the North 
• GVA? 
• Wonderful if this could be achieved 
• A somewhat wistful hope? 

Help improve labour 
productivity across the 
region?  

21 2 0 • The plan could look at offering jobs or 
placements at transport authorities for young 
people, disabled people and those who are out of 
work the long term, ensuring that a wide variety of 
roles using a variety of skills are on offer. It could 
also look at supporting labour productivity 
initiatives that are already in existence, particularly 
for those that support young people and disabled 
people. 
• not sure how a transport network could 
do this? 
• The secret is better transport links and 
journey time improvement as well as universal 
broadband coverage 
• This suggests the exploitation of workers 
in the North. 

Help improve 
employment rates 
across the region?  

21 1 0 • A key objective 
• Tangential. 

 
 
Objective 13 Coordinate land use and strategic transport planning across the region 

 RETAIN REMOVE AMEND COMMENTS 

Support the development of 
compact, higher density mixed 
use development coordinated 
with transport infrastructure? 

21 1 1  jargon again - not sure what this 
means 

 Support the development of 
compact, higher density mixed use 
development coordinated with 
vehicular and non vehicular 
transport infrastructure? 

Support housing and 
employment development in 
areas that are or will be served 
by rail transport? 

21 2 0  I am sceptical about the need for 
very much new housing to be built 
(and it should never occur on 
greenfield sites). 

 As long as park and ride is taken 
into account and provided for. 

 
 
Objective 14 Promote greater equality of opportunity for all citizens, with the desired outcome of 
achieving a fairer society 

 RETAIN REMOVE AMEND COMMENTS 

Will the STP promote greater equality 
of opportunity to the varying age 
groups of residents (the older 
population and younger travellers), 
disabled people, different nationalities 
and ethnic groups, different religious 
groups, low income and unemployed 
people, different sex and sexual 
orientation groups?  

20 0 3 • Achieve not promote 
• Keep fares at low cost for all 
groups using public transport. 
Consider comfort of passengers for 
instance reduce standing in trains. 
• Does this embrace all the 
protected characteristics as outlined 
in the Equalities Act? 
• Remember that this should 
be implemented on ALL modes of 
transport and made available at ALL 
times! 
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• 'Promote greater equality of 
opportunity to all age groups of 
residents, disabled people....' 
• Perhaps some explanation 
as to how this will translate into 
action, rather than 'tick a box' would 
be of assistance. 
• Could remove sexual 
orientation as I don't think this should 
affect transport use! PC going a bit 
mad there! Otherwise the question is 
very vague and needs to be more 
specific as I don't know how you 
would really assess this. 
• Too detailed a question - 
keep it simple 
• Excellent. 

 
Objective 15 Improve health and well-being for all citizens and reduce inequalities in health 

 RETAIN REMOVE AMEND COMMENTS 

Promote the health and well-
being of vulnerable groups 
(children and adolescents; older 
people; disabled people and 
people with other health 
problems; low-income groups and 
communities with high level of 
deprivation; cyclists, pedestrians, 
commuters by public transport, 
drivers) and of the wider 
population (residents, workers, 
commuters, tourists and visitors)? 

22 0 3 • Support, not promote 
• Suggest this is two questions, 
one needs to focus on the health and 
wellbeing of the population as a whole 
and the second focuses on health 
inequality and measures to narrow the 
gap. 1. Promote the health and wellbeing 
of the whole population through: * 
appropriate/cultural relevant/well 
integrated information sources. * 
mechanisms that enable people to access 
support to help build confidence and skills 
* increasing travel by active modes 
through integration ......' * mitigates the 
impact of poor air quality * reduces the 
danger of speed via signage, penalties, 
social marketing * recognizes the intrinsic 
link with climate change being a key 
health determinant 2. Demonstrates the 
principle of 'proportionate universalism' 
(Marmot 2010) in terms of infrastructure 
planning and investment decisions so that 
resources are targeted to those identified 
as being subject to the worst health 
inequalities. 
• The plan could make the positive 
case for using transport for social, 
recreational, fitness and leisure and work 
purposes 
• Again perhaps some explanation 
as to how this will translate into action, 
rather than 'tick a box' would be of 
assistance. 
• Good thought - but again it is 
very vague. How will this be assessed? 
• We see this a high priority area. 
• Sounds like a catch all question 
and likely to distract from key objectives 

Support increasing travel by 
active modes through integration 
and interchange with the strategic 
transport networks? 

20 0 5 • See above comment (Support, 
not promote) 
• Perhaps needs to be reworded. 
• Support increasing travel by 
active modes through prioritising 
pedestrians and cyclists over road 
transport where there is a cross over of 
routes. Increase facilities for getting to 
and from stations by PT/walking/cycling 
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• Insert "including cycle-rail 
journeys" 
• A vital objective 
• Instead of 'Support increasing 
travel', should be 'Achieve increased 
travel ....'. 
• Support increasing travel by 
active modes through appropriate and 
enhanced infrastructure, road safety 
engineering, cultural change and 
integration across other and public 
transport modes. 

 
Objective 16 Promote community safety and reduce crime and fear of crime for all citizens 

 RETAIN REMOVE AMEND COMMENTS 

Support the provision of 
initiatives that enhance 
safety and therefore reduce 
the number of accidents, 
particularly for vulnerable 
users, children, older people, 
disabled people, and those in 
deprived areas?  

18 1 3 • consider access needs. Health needs 
-invisible health problems etc. 
• Potentially encouraging cycle 
transport, given the topography of a mid 
Pennine area, could put more people at risk. 
• Support the provision of initiatives 
that enhance safety and therefore reduce the 
number of injuries and / or collisions 
particularly for vulnerable users– children, 
older people, disabled people, and those in 
deprived areas? NB. Accident is not a word 
used by all safety-relevant services 
• Add "cyclists" 
• Safety is paramount 
• and to include cyclists,mobility 
scooters and horse riders. 
• 'Support' is a weak word. Should be 
'Achieve'. 
• Add: '..disabled people, cyclists, 
pedestrians, and...' 

Promote the application of 
'Secured by Design' in 
transport development 
schemes? 

20 0 2  What is 'Secured by Design'? 
Slogans need explanations. 

 Good design is important 

 Another nonsensical question that 
means nothing to the general public. 

 Need to explain the term. 

Contribute to improvements 
of public realm and levels of 
natural surveillance to create 
a more welcoming 
environment for travel, 
physical activity, and 
accessing key facilities?  

19 0 3 • Again examples. A platform canopy 
at our station would assist! 
• Contribute to improvements of public 
realm and levels of natural surveillance to 
create a more welcoming environment for 
active travel, physical activity and accessing 
key facilities? 
• More CCTV? No thanks. 
• Bit vague 

Encourage improvements in 
personal security on public 
transport and at its facilities 
to improve accessibility to 
key facilities? 

22 0 0  Needs a further question about 
ensuring sufficient staff to support 
safe travel 

 Consider invisible conditions and 
health needs which are not apparent 
in passengers. 

 'Encourage' is a weak word. Should 
be 'Achieve' 
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Survey responses on additional ISA questions 

For each of the 16 objectives, participants were asked if there were any other questions that should be included 
under each objective.  Note: These tables show comments and suggestions: a number of respondents simply 
said “no” and those answers have been omitted.  
 
Q5 Are there any additional questions on greenhouse gas emissions that you would like to see included? 

there seems to be a question missing about the plan providing infrastructure for lower transport modes of 
transport e g cycling 

we need to lower the level of gasses 

Is there a cross-over with the air quality section and, if so, does this need to be better co-ordinated? 

Encourage the use of logistics software by haulage (and other) firms to plan the shortest/least polluting routes for 
their vehicles? 

No. It is about having reasonable, flexible options, which meet the transport needs of the population. 

....Encourage adoption of simple measures to reduce greenhouse gas emission such as 'switch off if stationary 
longer than a minute'. 

Encouraging people to turn away from fossil fuels means more investment into battery technology and, at 
national level, more investment in sustainable energy generation such as tidal storage lagoons around the coast 
to keep future electricity costs down. 

Encourage zero carbon transport through enhanced walking and cycling infrastructure, and improving integration 
of these modes with low carbon public transport. 

How will the plan reduce them? 

 
Q7 Are there any additional questions on biodiversity that you would like to see included? 

Work with other relevant organisations e.g. wildlife NGOs, Local Athorities, Defra Agencies and local groups to 
achieve the above 

encourage the use of areas of biodiversity by the general public 

In reality it is about having practical solutions, rather than aspirational slogans. 

Will the STP use a biodiversity net gain approach? 

Any questions on the subject will simply elicit meaningless reassurances. 

 
Q9 Are there any additional questions on protected wildlife sites that you would like to see included? 

in one of the questions Local Wildlife Sites needs to be specifically mentioned as they are really important but 
sometimes overlooked 

See 8: it is difficult to give a valid answer without specific examples. 

What is the point? 

 
Q11 Are there any additional questions on air quality that you would like to see included? 

Yes...another important aspect is the ability of trees to absorb air pollutants from the atmosphere (eg particulates) 
and hence reduce the health impacts of air pollution. Tree planting can play a particularly important role at air 
pollution hot spots such as busy road junctions. Woodland Trust can supply a report which gives more 
information on this if you would find it helpful. 

Greater synergy with ISA Objective 1 

Will the STP support the promotion of the benefits of clean air and the adverse effects of polluted air? 

Can steps be taken to ensure that where the emission of pollutants is unavoidable, they are directed to locations 
where they will have least impact. A power station burning fossil fuel (incl. natural gas) should be located away 
from significant areas of population. 

Are the methodologies proposed within the STP appropriate to achieving best possible outcomes in reducing 
emissions? 

Other than vague assertions regarding new technologies, how do you envisage meeting the UK's air quality 
commitments and seriously reducing levels of pollution in major centres and on major arteries whilst promising to 
deliver so much extra highway capacity? 

Cycling is key to increasing air quality, everyone should have access to a safe cycling route when commuting 

 
Q13 Are there any additional questions on climate resilience that you would like to see included? 

Will the STP have a strategy in place to ensure that ALL passengers - including disabled people - are able to 
access an alternative form of transport in the event of extreme weather? 

A question on using natural infrastructure to mitigate against a changing climate within the network area. 

to retain existing measures of flood management by ensuring its financial support is provided by central 
government rather than a local provision e.g. maintenance of pumps 
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Q15 Are there any additional questions on the water environment that you would like to see included? 

Improve use of low carbon transit modes that reduce road freight carriage, e.g. Rail, canal barge. 

 

Q17 Are there any additional questions on soil conservation that you would like to see included? 

No additional questions were suggested on soil conservation. 

Q19 Are there any additional questions on heritage assets that you would like to see included? 

There should be a reminder of what the NPPF has to say about heritage assets. 

 
Q21 Are there any additional questions on landscape and townscape that you would like to see 
included? 

Promote suitable safe sustainable access to the natural environmental assets (e.g. National Parks, AONBs, 
parks and green spaces, common land, woodland / forests, etc.) of the north of England? 

 
Q23 Are there any additional questions on waste and recycling that you would like to see included? 

 

source all steel that is required from the UK? 

Could explore greater use of biofuels (eg for public transport) so as to reduce reliance on fossil fuels. 

 
Q25 Are there any additional questions on low carbon transport that you would like to see included? 

See comments on first section: will the STP move the North to a fully or near fully decarbonised transport system 
by 2050. 

ban cars from city/town centres 

Include something to capture the polluting aspects of air and water travel? 

Contribute to the creation of infrastructure to encourage people to substitute short car journeys by walking and 
cycling, for personal wellbeing and for walking and cycling tourism 

Encourage cycling and walking as first choice or default options for shorter journeys. 

 

Q27 Are there any additional questions on economic impacts that you would like to see included? 

could there be a question about looking at making public transport cheaper than driving (and parking) for most 
journeys to encourage more people to choose this option? 

Remove the market targets from transport-especially public service transport. 

Make PT more affordable by subsidising from elsewhere. Introduce road charging to discourage car use 

a question on improving intermodal connectivity between public transport modes 

This is the nub of any plan so must be sufficient funds found to make it work 

 

Q29 Are there any additional questions on land use planning that you would like to see included? 

 

Are walking and cycling facilities included in any plans for new housing/other developments? 

Promote land use to create safe traffic free / traffic-calmed infrastructure for non motorised users. 

Will the STP discourage developments in areas difficult to serve with good public transport. 

 

Q31 Are there any additional questions on equality of opportunity that you would like to see included? 

Would like to see more emphasis on improving independence of school children by providing safe routes to 
school in urban areas. This will involve efforts to reduce car use by parents and changes to road layout to 
prioritise pedestrians around schools. Also pavement parking should be banned so that people can actually use 
the pavements and they don't get damaged and bumpy by cars driving on them. 

Add something about encouraging women to cycle more? 

 

Q33 Are there any additional questions on health and well-being that you would like to see included? 

improve the health and safety of cyclists by developing a dedicated bike path for the North (separating the cyclist 
from the motor vehicles)? 

support connectivity to health services 

Make it easy access for all groups -consider mobility needs of all groups and health problems. 

Yes. In terms of health inequalities, a question on accessibility, affordability and appropriateness of transport 
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modes would enable the reader to see if investment and infrastructure decisions paid due attention to these 
critical issues. 

Add something about public education? 

 

Open ended questions 

At the end of the survey, there were some open-ended questions to capture additional evidence, comments and 

suggestions. 

Q36 Is there any other information that should be taken into account (for example, key baseline data that 

the ISA should be using, or major development proposals that should be considered)? 

ensure that Local Wildlife Sites are included in any mapping and data from local biological record centres 

Need baseline data on transport greenhouse gas and pollutant emissions to judge progress against. 

Changes due to reduced funding for roads in Local Government budgets now and in the future will affect the 
transport changes and choices. 

Health Profiles, PHE Wellbeing data, ONS 

How about asking Northumberland County Council why the "consultants" have been sitting on the plans for the 
re-instatement of the Blyth-Tyne Passenger Rail service for FOUR YEARS??? 

Double counting of claimed new jobs in Local Plans and the Strategic Economic Plans of Local Enterprise 
Partnerships. 

Please collaborate with CycleNation, Cycling UK and Living Streets to ensure these lowest carbon transport 
modes are properly represented and, ultimately, developed using gold standard methodologies as applied 
through many of the greatest EU cities, including London, Freiberg, Copenhagen, Munster etc. 

How safe cycling is within the area. 

 

Q37 We welcome any further comments you may have on the scope of the Sustainability Appraisal. 

As a Wildlife Trust we were pleased to see these themes included -I hope that these make it into the actual 
Appraisal Biodiversity • Contribute to the delivery of local and national Biodiversity Action Plans; • Protect and 
enhance endangered species, habitats and geodiversity, including sites of geological importance; • Protect and 
enhance existing wildlife and provide opportunities for new habitat creation • Increase tree cover and ensure the 
sustainable management of existing woodland; • Protect, maintain and where possible enhance natural habitat 
networks and green infrastructure, to avoid fragmentation and isolation of networks; • Protect and enhance 
designated nature conservation sites of international importance (SPA/SAC) and national importance (SSSI); • 
Promote access and understanding of nature and biodiversity. • Landscape 

Will the TfN look at successful transport plans in Europe and the USA for example designated bike paths to 
obtain ideas? How will they tackle the relationship difficulties they are bound to have with public transport bodies 
like TfGM who have their own agenda which may vary greatly to TfN? 

You have touched on some good points, however the draft seems to suggest that the TFN should be involved in 
areas where it doesn't suit e.g. protection of coastal/water based areas. I am also concerned that the plan will 
focus too much on environmental issues rather than aiming to support people who find it difficult to use transport 
to be able to get on a bus(e.g.), access information, pay the cheapest available fare and access a variety of 
destinations without the need of complicated connections. The plan also needs to focus on transport fares which 
are fair and suitable for everyone, including regular commuters, visitors and tourists and disabled people. 

Given the proposed reduction in train service from our local station, no prospect of the trams coming, and no 
rebuilding of a local station, then I am very pessimistic. There seems to be an emphasis on getting people to and 
from City centres and commuters trying to get to these City centre rail hubs are being ignored. 

The draft STP was weak in regard to NMUs. 

There is no reference to meadow grasslands and ancient woodlands as both are very important and threatened 
habitat and needs separate consideration. 

The STP needs to (a) actively promote walking and cycling for journeys up to 4 miles and (b) promote and 
facilitate mixed-mode journeys including walking/cycling and public transport for 4+ miles. As well as tackling the 
physical barriers, the STP ought to address the "hearts and minds" issue - winning public support and 
acceptance for active modes and public transport. 

It will be important to weight some of the questions as some are more important to the outcome than others 

That's nice of you. 

Above all focus on protection of the environment 

It is noteworthy that the key economic questions use more positive language than the other questions. 
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Appendix II Individual submissions 

A. CPRE South Yorkshire & Friends of the Peak District 

B. Friends of the Earth  

C. North Cheshire Rail Users Group 

D. North West Transport Activists Round Table 

E. North York Moors National Park 

F. Professor Anthony May 

G. Railfuture 

 

A: Anne Robinson, CPRE South Yorkshire & Friends of the Peak District 

 
         

 

37 Stafford Road 

Sheffield S2 2SF  

 Tel: 0114 279 2655 

mail@friendsofthepeak.org.uk 

mail@cpresouthyorks.org.uk 

 

 

25 February 2017 

 

Dear David, 

 

TfN Strategic Transport Plan (STP) Integrated Sustainability Appraisal (ISA) Jan 2017 

Consultation response to the full ISA Scoping Report 

 

Friends of the Peak District and CPRE South Yorkshire welcome the opportunity to 

comment on the ISA. We are commenting on the full ISA scoping report. We are 

disappointed to find at this late stage in the development of the STP that major issues are 

present. This could have been avoided had an ISA been undertaken at the start of the 

development of the STP, as best practice requires, not at its end. 

 

Before we respond to the questions we address four major overarching issues that impact 

on many of the ISA objectives.   

 

1. The language of the ISA 

The use of words in Table 6-1 (Sustainability Issues) when expressing the 

implications/opportunities of the STP and in Table 7-1 (ISA Framework) when setting the 

questions to test achievement of the ISA objectives is weak and would allow the plan to 

easily pass tests against the ISA objectives. Thus ‘ensure’, ‘seek to’, ‘recognise’ (rather 

than actually doing anything), ‘respect’, ‘encourage’, contribute to’ would barely test a 
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plan that needs rigorous challenge of its impact on carbon emissions, air quality, modal 

shift from road based mobility  and making best use of existing infrastructure.  

 

2. Assumption that better connectivity is required 

The ISA works from the assumption (as does TfN) that economic growth will arise from 

improved transport connectivity, despite the 1996 SACTRA (Standing Advisory Committee 

on Trunk Road  

Assessment) work showing this link to be inconclusive.  Recent studies of the cities of 

Randstad and Rhine-Ruhr complexes1 has shown that their successful economic activity has 

been achieved by concentrating it in, rather than between, cities, and this pattern of 

economic activity makes both areas more productive than their respective national 

economies. The ISA must challenge the basic assumption that transport connectivity 

between, rather than within, cities provides greater economic benefits. 

 

3. Emerging strategy’s failure to address carbon emissions and air pollution 

Although the ISA scoping report states that reducing carbon emissions and air quality are 

‘core elements’ and ‘a fundamental priority’ this approach is not followed through in the 

implications/opportunities for, or the questions to test, the STP. It is crucial that the ISA 

robustly challenges TfN’s emerging STP Spring 2016 Report as it does not address the 

urgent and statutory requirement to address greenhouse gas emissions (GhG) and air 

pollution. Carbon is mentioned only once in the document, in reference to the four prime 

capabilities of the north. Low emissions technology is mentioned only once in relation to 

reducing freight emissions, and air quality is approached only as an issue for freight. TfN’s 

more recent (Feb 2017) Independent International Connectivity Commission Report (page 

3) makes only fleeting mention of reducing the carbon footprint of freight and proposes to 

increase northern aviation demand (passengers per annum), and therefore carbon 

emissions, by more than the DfT are forecasting, even though those national forecasts are 

themselves already breaching the emissions limit set for aviation within the UK carbon 

budget. 

 

Domestic transport is now the largest emitting carbon sector, accounting for 24% of UK 

GhG emissions in 20152. Transport emissions increased in both 2014 and 2015, and 

emissions reductions from implementing current Government policies would fall 

significantly short of the Committee’s indicator by around 26 MtCO2 in 2027. There is an 

urgent need to decarbonise the sector and develop a cohesive set of policies to reduce 

transport emissions, which the Committee recommends should include behaviour change 

relating to the adoption of electric cars, reducing car trips or increasing the proportion of 

journeys made by rail3.  

 

Air pollution from nitrogen oxides (NOx) and particulates (PM) cause tens of thousands of 

UK deaths each year. On average, transport is responsible for 80% of NOx emissions at the 

roadside with up to 95% of diesel vehicles on the road currently breaking air pollution 

limits. Currently the Government has no effective strategy or plan to tackle air pollution, 

as revealed by challenge through the courts by Client Earth.  

                                                           
1 Building the Northern Powerhouse Lessons from the Rhine-Rhur and Randstadt, 2016, Centre for Cities 
2 Meeting Carbon Budgets, Climate Change Committee progress report 2016 
3 Impact Assessment for the Level of the Fifth UK Carbon Budget, DECC, 2016  

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukia/2016/152/pdfs/ukia_20160152_en.pdf
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The ISA’s response to these issues requires robust and rigorous challenge which it is 

currently not making (see answer to question 6 below). We heard at the workshop in 

Sheffield on 3rd February that TfN believes it cannot control all the transport emissions in 

the north. We appreciate that but that is no reason to develop a weak strategy for others 

to implement. The Cities and Local Government Devolution Act 102F (2) is explicit that 

the STP should not be trimmed to what TfN believes it can or cannot achieve itself: 

 

‘The reference in subsection (1)(a) to “transport strategies”, in relation to the area of an 

STB, is a reference to strategies for improving— 

(a) the exercise of transport functions in the area (whether or not exercisable by the 

STB), and 

(b) the effectiveness and efficiency of transport to, from or within the area.’ (our 

emphasis) 

 

4. Small scale smart/active schemes largely ignored 

In the ISA scoping report review of the relevant Plans, Policies, Programmes and 

Environmental Protection Objectives revealed ‘encouraging walking, cycling and use of 

local public transport’ as a common theme. However, that theme appears only once in the 

Sustainability Issues Table 6-1, against the health issue. Other smart/active schemes 

appear in Appendix E, Table E-1 but these fail to make their way into the main report. As 

the theme underpins most of the sustainability issues it should be given a much higher 

profile, as both an issue and an opportunity. 

 

TfN’s response to this suggestion at the workshop was that the STP is strategic and should 

leave local measures to the local authorities. However the Cities and Local Government 

Devolution Act 2016, 102I (2) is explicit that the STP of a subnational transport body, such 

as TfN is about to become, should include such measures:  

 
‘The transport facilities and services mentioned in subsection (1) are— 

(a) those required to meet the needs of persons (including pedestrians) living or working in, or 

visiting, the area of the STB’ 

 

Q1. Have there been any significant omissions of plans, programmes or environmental 

protection objectives relevant to the scoping of the ISA?  

 

 English National Parks and the Broads, UK Government Vision and Circular, 2010, 

should be added to the national list (see response to Q2 for import of this). 

 If transport is going to serve spatial planning the ISA must refer to spatial strategies 

throughout the north. One of the implications identified for the STP in the ISA scoping 

report is that it ‘should support a co-ordinated approach to land use and transport 

planning’. Yet there is no reference to any spatial strategy or plan in the 

regional/local list, not even Greater Manchester’s Spatial Framework, although the 

Sheffield City Region’s Integrated Infrastructure Plan appears twice.  

 The Peak District National Park Authority’s Core Strategy contains policies relevant to 

TfN’s STP and should be added to the regional/local list (see response to Q2 for import 

of this). 
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 The Midlands Connect emerging strategy November 2016 and Derbyshire County 

Council’s LTP should be added to the regional/local list. 

 Greater Manchester’s Transport Strategy has now been finalised. 

 Reference should be made to the duty on neighbouring authorities to cooperate4. Cross 

boundary planning and cooperation is crucial for transport and travel issues. 

 

Q2. Do you agree with the selection of key sustainability issues for the STP area?  

As they appear in Table 6-1 these appear satisfactory subject to the following 

amendments.  

 

(a) Carbon Emissions and Climate change Mitigation 

We agree that these are key sustainability issues. However the implications/opportunities 

of these are stated only as ‘seek to reduce emissions as a core element’ and ‘ensure new 

schemes maximise opportunities to absorb GhG’ (apparently a reference to tree planting). 

 

The more detailed version of the sustainability issues in the Appendix Table E-1 picks up 

more fully on the implications: 

‘This could be achieved via promotion of sustainable modes of transport including 

innovative low carbon technology for mass transit and city wide commuting, smarter 

travel management such as workplace, residential and school travel plans, creation of 

inter-modal interchanges, sustainable freight movements and traffic management 

interventions. Also, more rapid electrification of public transport services to reduce 

transport emissions should be considered.’  

 

It is these measures, not tree planting, that should be the emphasis here, and ‘investment 

in’ should be substituted for ‘promotion of’ in the first sentence. Table E-1 also states 

that the projected levels of growth mean that emissions are likely to remain an issue. This 

should bring the precautionary principle into play and initiate a re-assessment of the 

planned economic growth by the Northern Powerhouse. TfN needs to adopt a low carbon 

transport plan which should support Smart Growth, not economic growth at any cost; 

Greater Manchester’s Climate Change Strategy (2012) and Low Emission Strategy Action 

Plan (2015); and Sheffield City Region’s Infrastructure Plan (Oct 2016).  

 

(b) Air Quality 

We agree that this is a key sustainability issue and welcome its consideration as ‘a 

fundamental priority’. However the implications of this have been drastically reduced in 

Table 6-1 compared to what is presented in Appendix E-1. The examples of how this could 

be addressed (including promotion of sustainable modes of transport, smarter travel 

management such as workplace, residential and school travel plans, creation of inter-

modal interchanges, sustainable freight movements and traffic management interventions) 

should be added to Table 6-1.  

 

(c) Landscape and Townscape  

The Key Sustainability Issue in the first bullet should be revised to read ‘The plan has 

many different landscapes, including 5 areas of national importance and value which have 

                                                           
4 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/duty-to-cooperate   

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/duty-to-cooperate
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been designated as National Parks with statutory purposes. It is also important to enhance 

the local distinctiveness of ordinary countryside.’  A new bullet should be added: 

‘Tranquillity, a characteristic of landscape that should be recognised in its own right, is 

being eroded by sprawl and transport routes.’   

 

Under the Implications/Opportunities column it is not enough to state that the plan should 

ensure that transport schemes avoid sensitive areas, and respect landscapes and 

townscapes. The ISA must reflect The National Park Circular which states5 that 

‘environmental quality should be the primary criterion in the planning of road and traffic 

management.’ ‘Any investment in trunk roads should be directed to developing routes for 

long distance traffic which avoid the Parks.’ This policy is followed through in the Peak 

District National Park Authority’s 2012 Core Strategy, Policy T2 which opposes ‘Transport 

developments which increase the amount of cross-Park traffic or have other adverse 

effects on its setting and character, amenity and enjoyment’ 

 

There is a general duty on statutory undertakers, such as on TfN when it becomes a sub-

national transport body, to have regard to the purposes of National Parks when coming to 

decisions or carrying out their activities relating to or affecting land within the Parks6. 

Planning Practice Guidance DCLG, 2016 makes it clear that this duty ‘is relevant in 

considering development proposals that are situated outside National Park or Area of 

Outstanding Natural Beauty boundaries, but which might have an impact on the setting 

of, and implementation of, the statutory purposes of these protected areas’7.  

 

In order to respect and enhance local distinctiveness and character the importance of all 

countryside must be recognised through integrated transport and land use planning that 

engages local communities. This should be recognised as a key sustainability issue 

throughout the ISA. 

 

(d) Transport 

The key sustainability issues should include smart/active travel and changing travel 

behaviour, and the need to make best use of existing infrastructure using demand 

management. All of these should be opportunities for the STP.  

 

(e) Economic Growth and Productivity 

The sustainability issues identified are raising the GVA and increasing transport 

connectivity both in the north (constrained by congested roads and underdeveloped rail 

network) and internationally. The implications and opportunities for the STP are then 

couched in transport terms. As we have noted above the ISA needs to challenge the 

assumption that increased connectivity leads to improved economic growth. 

 

(f) Patterns of land Use 

A key sustainability issue that has been omitted is motorway junction associated 

development. In South Yorkshire such development already extends beside junctions 33-35 

along the M1 motorway where there is already significant congestion with severe air 

                                                           
5 English National Parks and the Broads, UK Government Vision and Circular 2010, paras 84 & 85   
6 Section 11A(2) National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949 (National Parks) as amended by  Section 62 Environment Act 1995 
7 https://www.gov.uk/guidance/natural-environment  

https://www.gov.uk/guidance/natural-environment


 

41 
 

pollution8. Despite this development is now proposed at junctions 36 and 37. This 

approach is not unique to our area. Similar plans based on motorway-associated 

development are also emerging through the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework 

(fuelling demands for improved east-west road connectivity) and they are all equally 

detrimental to long term sustainability. 

 

This outdated model of road-led development, using the junction and the link road to it as 

a development corridor, results in the transport function of the link road (accessibility to 

the town/city) being gradually subsumed by the development land function (accessibility 

to the junction/link road business park). This then leads to all the negative consequences 

of traffic congestion and a concentration of employment in locations inaccessible by 

public transport, walking and cycling. In landscape terms, what was open countryside 

(often protected by Green Belt) becomes a ‘motorway corridor landscape character area’ 

characterised by retail parks and gigantic, monolithic warehouses. The economy suffers 

too. Far from contributing to economic growth this approach would in the long term 

undermine it through all its adverse consequences. For example, the economic cost from 

the impacts of air pollution in the UK is estimated at £9-19 billion every year9. This is 

comparable to the economic cost of obesity (over £10 billion). 

 

Q3. Do you agree that the baseline data that have been, or will be collected, are 

relevant and of sufficient detail to support the ISA?  

 

No. We fail to understand how a STP can serve spatial development if it does not refer to 

spatial plans throughout the area of impact. It was exactly this flaw that led to the 

downfall of the Northern Way. Greater Manchester is the only combined authority 

sufficiently advanced to have a developing spatial framework but even its plan does not 

appear in the list of plans and programmes. The reference to the Sheffield City Region 

Integrated Plan, which has not passed through any formal public inquiry, is welcome but in 

the absence of any other spatial plan, reference will have to be made to all the local plans 

of the north.  

 

We welcome the reference to the CPRE tranquillity maps in Appendix C but tranquillity 

should be included as sustainability issue in the main report.  

 

The Peak District BAP provides useful information on wildlife throughout the area. 

 

Q4. Are there any key baseline data available that are or could be used in support of 

the issues that have not been identified?  

See answer to Q3 above. 

 

Q5. Do the ISA objectives and decision making questions provide a sound framework 

against which to assess the sustainability performance of the emerging STP?  

No – Several of the ISA objectives fail to reflect the full impact of the key sustainability 

issues identified. The questions to test the STP’s achievement of the objectives need to be 

                                                           
8 London to Scotland East Route Strategy, 2015, Highways England 
9 Air Quality: Public Health Impacts and Local Actions,  Briefing note, Defra, 2013 
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more challenging. The questions should all start with ‘Will the STP when implemented…’ 

which should help to integrate strategic thinking and more local implementation. 

 

(a) Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The ISA objective for GhG needs to be strengthened and adopt a low carbon strategy 

approach. The use of the word encourage should be dropped from all the questions which 

should ask questions about direct impact - Will the STP reduce road traffic levels / 

increase use of low carbon transport technologies / increase use of the transport estate 

for low carbon energy generation? 

 

The ISA also needs to ask Will the STP reduce GhG emissions such that the targets set by 

Government and by local authorities in the North would be met? 

 

We are unclear as to the aim of the questions in the final bullet (will the STP encourage 

the protection / enhancement / creation of carbon sinks) unless tree planting is implied. 

 

(b) Air Quality 

The ISA objective for air quality requires a more robust question, for example ‘Will the 

STP enhance air quality generally and lead to removal of AQMA within 5 years?’  

 

(c) Landscape character 

The ISA objective for landscape character is satisfactory but the questions use the wrong 

verbs (encourage/promote/consider/support). Instead the questions should be ‘Will the 

STP enhance landscape character / conserve and enhance designated and other natural 

environment assets / protect tranquil areas?  For all landscapes and townscape the 

questions should be:  

 Will the STP improve landscape quality and the character of open spaces and the 

public realm?  

 Will the STP respect, maintain and strengthen local character and distinctiveness?  

 

(d) Transport 

The ISA objective for transport is ‘enhance lower carbon affordable transport choice’ 

which has completely avoided addressing the key issues. The objective should include 

reduce the need to travel and make best use of existing infrastructure. The reliance of the 

STP on major new road capacity should be rigorously challenged. Traffic increases in 

response to new road space are extremely well-documented. In 1994 the SACTRA 

published its best-known report on what it renamed ‘induced’ traffic. It concluded that 

’an average road improvement, for which traffic growth due to all other factors is 

forecast correctly, will see an additional [i.e. induced] 10% of base traffic in the short 

term and 20% in the long term.’ 

 

Possible questions should be: 

 Will the STP reduce the need to travel and promote efficient patterns of movement? 

 Will the STP provide a safe and sustainable public transport network that reduces 

reliance on private motor vehicles?  

 Will the STP increase the use of sustainable and active modes of transport?  

 Will the STP increase physical activity? 
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 Will the STP provide a wider choice of passenger travel? 

 Will the STP increase the transport of freight by sea/waterways/rail and reduce road 

freight? 

 Will the STP improve the transport needs of rural communities and of visitors to rural 

areas? 

 Will the STP create infrastructure to support low emissions vehicles? 

 

(e) Economic prosperity 

The objective ‘enhance economic prosperity and promote economic transformation’ needs 

to be achieved within the context of Smart Growth. Against this objective transport 

specific questions relate to better connections, capacity and resilience, journey times and 

investment in the transport network. In the light of what we have said above on 

connectivity and economic growth the questions for this objective should challenge the 

basic premise of the STP and focus on asking questions that relate to outcomes for people 

not for transport networks, for example ‘Will the STP increase access to jobs, training and 

skills and other services efficiently and effectively?’  

 

(f) Land Use 

The objective should be ‘integrate (not coordinate) land use and strategic transport 

planning’.  

 

(g) Equality 

Under this objective road safety, severance and the environmental impacts of transport 

are addressed. The STP needs to adopt a more robust approach to road safety that 

addresses road danger10, the principal source of which is motor vehicles. It could even 

adopt the Road Danger Reduction Charter. Traditional approaches to road safety have 

taken casualty reduction as a measure of achievement. Whilst this is important the ISA 

should reflect the threat and the impacts of road danger reduction through such questions 

as ‘Will the STP increase walking and cycling?’ By comparison ‘reducing traffic levels and 

congestion’ is a poor assessment of road safety as it may actually speed traffic up and 

increase accidents. The question for air and noise pollution should be based on 

improvements only, and not include ‘not worsen’.  

 

Q6. Are there any major development proposals within the study area that need to be 

considered as part of the ISA for the STP? 

 

Yes - The Trans-Pennine Tunnel and the A628T corridor upgrade. Both are major 

developments referenced in TfN’s emerging strategy. As to other major developments, 

these would be contained in spatial strategies which we have already highlighted as a 

serious omission. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 Anne Robinson, Campaigner 

                                                           
10

 https://rdrf.org.uk/road-danger-reduction/  

https://rdrf.org.uk/road-danger-reduction/
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B: Anthony Rae, Friends of the Earth   

TfN Strategic Transport Plan: Integrated Sustainability Appraisal (ISA) Jan 

2017: Consultation response from Anthony Rae (FOE/CBT) 
 

To begin: I’ve seen and endorse the responses prepared by my colleagues Anne 

Robinson and Lillian Burns for their respective organisations, which covered a wider 

range of issues that I’m seeking to address in this submission. I particularly point to the 

references in Anne’s response relating issues within the ISA to the requirements of the 

2016 Cities and Local Government Devolution Act (CLGDA). 
 

This consultation response concentrates instead on the central issue that I (representing 

Friends of the Earth and Campaign for Better Transport) have been raising repeatedly 

throughout the duration of the strategic road studies, and now in the preparation of the 

Strategic Transport Plan (STP): how they are proposing to deal with the legal 

requirement (derived from the 2008 Climate Change Act) to reduce present and future 

carbon emissions? 
 

A) Effective policy mechanisms: strategy objectives versus sustainability 

appraisal? 
 

In the first round of the consultation process facilitated by CBT in October I raised this 

question with the ISA consultant: ‘whether a sustainability appraisal process would have 

sufficient strength so as to provide a necessary policy restraint on transport carbon, in 

the absence of a higher level policy objective to which the SA assessment could refer 

and be anchored? (At both the October and January rounds it was argued by TfN officers 

that the ongoing SA assessment, as a continuing and iterative process, would indeed be 

an adequately strong policy mechanism). I suggested that it would not, and that instead 

- as I have previously advocated – a carbon reduction objective needs to be included as 

a top-level policy driver for the entire STP, and therefore its subsidiary SA. It is the 

choice between these policy mechanisms that I am addressing in this response. 
 

B) ISA: proposed draft STP objectives 

 

Paragraph 2.1.14 of the main ISA report states: “TfN have prepared an initial set of 

objectives on which to develop the STP, in order to support the case for investment at a 

local and a pan-Northern level and consider how decisions taken now can support the 

lives of generations to come. The wording of these objectives are still in draft and their 

function within the overall STP subject to change, but provide a starting point for how 

investment options will be considered.” my emphasis . I agree with how the process 

relating to objective development is stated here, because ‘their function within the 

overall STP’ is what I have been talking about in relation to carbon restraint. 

 

I also agree that the proposed set of four draft objectives – ‘transforming economic 

performance’, ‘improve opportunities across the North’, ‘promote and support the built 

and natural environment’, and ‘increase efficiency, reliability and resilience on the 

transport system’ ISA page 8  - do cover all three pillars of sustainability and comply 

with the requirements of CLGDA section 102I. 

 

However, my reading of the wording of the Environmental objective: 
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Promote and support the built and natural environment - By transforming 

economic performance more people will experience the high quality built and 

environmental assets of the North. There is an opportunity to further enhance the quality 

of places, but we also the need to guard against undermining the environment aspects 

that make the North a great place to live and work. 
 

is very clear that it does not encompass climate change and carbon reduction, for these 

two reasons: they are not explicitly included in the wording (which would remove any 

ambiguity), whilst my interpretation of the text is that it is focused on physical assets 

(references to ‘built’, ‘assets’, ‘places’, ‘great place to live’) and no wider. In my 

judgement this omission of carbon reduction has been a deliberate choice in the drafting, 

and is totally unacceptable.  
 

TfN will know that carbon reduction has been raised repeatedly in previous stakeholder 

engagement as probably the principal environmental issue the STP should respond to - 

and this was certainly confirmed at the second round workshop I attended in York – and 

yet on all previous occasions questions about the need for such a policy-driving objective 

have never been substantively answered. So there is a consistent pattern of policy 

‘behaviour’ as to why carbon reduction has been excluded from the draft objective but 

now TfN will need to explain on what basis they have done this. 

 

In my previous letter to David Brown of 23rd January I referred to the requirement of 

the CLGDA that in ‘preparing or revising its transport strategy an STB must have regard 

to ‘any current national policy relating to transport that has been published by or on 

behalf of Her Majesty’s Government’ subclause 8(c) p.34  and commented that ‘we 

would regard the recommendations made by the Committee on Climate Change in 

pursuance of the fulfilment of the national carbon budgets adopted by government under 

the Climate Change Act 2008 as falling into this category’. I received back the assurance 

that ‘we are committed to compliance with all relevant legislation, including … the 

Climate Change Act 2008 in relation to what is within our control in dealing with carbon 

emissions and pan-Northern transport.’ Jonathan Spruce email 13th February 

 

You will know that section C.3.1 in the ISA Appendix volume sets out an evidence base 

for transport carbon emissions, including at a level of considerable detail (e.g Figure C-

4). It includes a number of statements relating to the CCC analysis such as: 

 

“The Committee for Climate Change note that emissions fell by 1.1% in 2013 due to 

falling carbon intensity of cars and vans. However, fuel sales imply that emissions are 

likely to have increased by around 1% in 2014, as rising demand outweighed 

carbon intensity improvements.” 

 

“The Committee for Climate Change anticipate that projected emissions reductions 

from current policies fall short of the cost-effective trajectory and further 

measures will be needed to meet future carbon budgets. There is significant 

potential for emissions reductions through continued improvement in fuel efficiency for 

conventional vehicles, switching to alternatively fuelled vehicles and from changing 

behaviour.” emphasis added 

 

To these let me repeat the additional reference I have previously made to the headline 
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statements in the CCC’s 2016 Progress Report. Its message could not be clearer: 

 

”Domestic transport is now the largest emitting sector, accounting for 24% of UK 

greenhouse gas emissions in 2015. Transport emissions increased in both 2014 and 

2015. [And please note that the previous sentences do not appear to also cover 

international aviation emissions] As demand for travel continues to grow, there is a need 

to decarbonise transport more rapidly to meet future carbon budgets. … Our key policy 

recommendations for the Government's emission reduction plan reflect the lack of 

progress in decarbonising the sector and the urgent need to develop a cohesive 

set of policies to reduce transport emissions” Key messages and recommendations 

p.135pdf emphasis added 

 

Most importantly the ISA appendix also includes this figure: 

 

Figure C-5 Total road emissions versus indicator (2003-27) 
 

 
 

Its fundamental importance relates to its provision of a historic + future transport carbon 

reduction trajectory, which has then been used as one of the building blocks making up 

the approved UK carbon budgets through to 2032. It can be seen that the Figure 

identifies a requirement to reduce road emissions from around 110m tonnes CO2 at 

present to some 65m tonnes in 2027- just 10 years. Of course it cannot be read in 

isolation because all elements of surface transport emissions (i.e other than road) need 

then to be combined with the transport emissions from aviation - which are not referred 

to at all in the ISA Evidence Base.  

 

I refer you to CCC technical report Sectoral Scenarios for the Fifth Carbon Budget (Nov 

2015) where in chapter 5 both the surface transport and aviation emissions are treated 

side-by-side, although their emissions tonnages are not combined in order to create an 

aggregated UK transport emissions total - as they should be. (Specifically see figures 5.2 

p.132, 5.3 p.133, 5.5 p.152, 5.7 p.157, and 5.12 p.166; and the detailed analysis 

passim.) Combined with other sources these indicate that aggregate UK transport 

emissions have increased from 137.5m tonnes in 1990, to around 157.5m today, with 

central projections/with existing policies in 2030 of around 145m tonnes - so 

approximately 5% above 1990. 

 

This extent of transport’s failure to contribute at all to the carbon reduction targets set 
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by the CCA of minus 80% from a 1990 baseline - indeed to increase above that baseline 

to 2030 and beyond - consequently requires both the STP and the ISA to review its 

overall approach to transport emissions. It first has to incorporate a treatment of 

aviation emissions, and then aggregate these with those from surface transport, in order 

to provide a comprehensive presentation around transport carbon. Then it would need to 

identify the absence of a carbon forecast across the entire Northern region and the life of 

the plan - in relation first to BAU and then as a result of the proposals of the STP - as a 

significant issue to overcome if sustainability appraisal mechanisms are to be effective. 

 

So - even assuming that a Sustainability Appraisal approach was an adequate policy 

mechanism seeking to constrain carbon emissions; which it is not - the existing ISA is 

fundamentally deficient in the absence of a quantified and aggregated (surface + 

aviation) transport emissions trajectory for the Northern region. 

 

To complete the sequence of this section it will be recalled that at the meeting relating to 

strategic road studies on 28th February in Leeds, I put a question specifically asking 

whether either the DfT (at the national level) or TfN (at the northern level) intended to 

commit to meeting the CCC’s transport carbon trajectory set out in figure C-5 above (or 

in the forthcoming national Emissions Reduction Plan)?. The visible failure of both Philip 

Andrews and Peter Molineux to provide or support such a commitment made it 

abundantly clear that a decision has been taken by DfT/TfN not to include a quantified 

carbon reduction objective in the TfN STP, and the rest of this response is posited on 

that assumption. 
 

Recommendation: 1. Both the STP and ISA (including its evidence base) must be fully 

informed by and aligned with the analysis prepared by the CCC in support of the five 

adopted UK carbon budgets to 2032 2. Specifically, the STP Environmental objective 

must include a quantified carbon reduction target that aggregates both surface transport 

and aviation emissions, and relates in turn to a carbon reduction trajectory consistent 

with that of the CCC, which are then used to anchor all subsequent SA assessments and 

programme/scheme development. 

 

C) ISA: treatment of climate change/carbon reduction within the ISA report 

The issue of transport carbon reduction is treated at overview level in a number of 

locations within the draft ISA main report: 

 

1) Within the Environmental Objective: Both climate change and carbon reduction 

are omitted. 
 

2) At the level of NPPF ‘role’: “These dimensions give rise to the need for transport 

plans such as the STP to perform a number of roles (adapted from the NPPF): … 

- an environmental role – contributing to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and 

historic environment; and, as part of this, helping to improve biodiversity, use natural 

resources prudently, minimise waste and pollution, and mitigate and adapt to climate 

change including moving to a low carbon economy.”  3.1.1 p.13pdf, emphasis 

added 

 

3) As identified in other plans, policies and programmes (PPPs): “The review of 
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PPPs revealed a large amount of common themes in terms of their objectives relating to 

sustainability within the context of transport planning: …  Reduce GHG emissions, 

particularly carbon dioxide” 4.1.5 p.22 

 

4) Within the ‘Key Sustainability Issues’ (Table 6-1 Key Sustainability Issues and 

implications / opportunities for the STP  p.28) 11 

“KSI - Carbon Emissions and Climate Change Mitigation - The Plan should seek to reduce 

emissions as a core element - ISA Objective - Reduce greenhouse gas emissions 

from transport overall, with particular emphasis on road transport emphasis 

added 

 

5) Within the ISA Assessment Framework (Table 7-1 ISA Framework p.32) This is 

identified as “a key component in completing the ISA through providing a set of ISA 

objectives against which the performance of the STP can be predicted and evaluated.”  

“ISA Objective 1 Reduce greenhouse gas emissions from transport overall, with 

particular emphasis on road transport Decision making questions Will the Strategic 

Transport Plan…  

 Encourage a greater proportion of passenger and freight movement by lower carbon 

modes?  

 Encourage greater carbon efficiency in the movement of goods and people?  

 Encourage use of innovative new low carbon transport technologies? 

 Encourage use of the transport estate for low carbon energy generation? 

 Encourage the protection and enhancement of carbon sinks in the transport estate? 

Will it support the creation of carbon sinks?” 

 

To comment on each of these areas in turn: 1) this omits both climate change and 

carbon reduction; 2) this includes climate mitigation, and implies carbon reduction; 3) 

this requires carbon reduction; 4) this requires carbon reduction as a ‘core element’ of 

the STP, and with a particular emphasis on road transport (but NB that aviation carbon is 

omitted); 5) Ditto as per 3) but under ‘Will the STP …’ fails to include the obvious 

principal assessment: ‘Will the STP reduce GHGs from transport overall, and 

particularly from road [and aviation]?’. Note also the use of the weak verb 

‘encourage’ rather than ‘achieve’.  

 

Recommendation: 3. The inconsistency in the treatment of carbon reduction within the 

proposed STP objectives and various aspects of the ISA is structurally dysfunctional, 

which must be resolved by including climate change and carbon reduction within the top-

level STP Environmental objective in order to create a policy alignment down through the 

layers of the strategy and SA processes. If this does not happen both the STP objective 

and ISA mechanisms will not function effectively. 4. All ISA processes relating to climate 

change/carbon must incorporate aviation emissions as well as surface transport ones. 

 

D) TfN expertise in relation to carbon reduction 

                                                           
11

  I note also that this part of the ISA includes a section on ‘Flooding and Adaptation to Climate 

Change’ which identifies the risk to transport infrastructure (with all that follows in relation to 

large-scale costs and disruption) if necessary levels of carbon reduction, including from transport, 
are not achieved. 
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In my interactions with TfN officers I am not aware of who is responsible for providing 

the organisational expertise relating to transport carbon, and for managing the 

processes whereby the carbon issue is integrated into its work; that is, whether TfN does 

have such specific technical expertise. Over time I have increasingly reached the 

judgement that there is in fact insufficient expertise within the organisation, and 

consequently that TfN’s policy responsibility to proactively engage with this critical issue 

is not being discharged to the necessary quality standard.  To provide some examples:  
 

- Questions asked previously during strategic road studies processes have not received a 

substantive and technically adequate response. 

 

- At the York ISA consultation meeting TfN argued that the assessment of carbon 

emissions did not need to be quantitative but could just be qualitative (e.g employing a 

‘traffic light’ indicator), despite the fact that contributions of sectors such as transport 

towards the legally determined UK carbon budget are  (and have to be) both set and 

monitored in a quantitative framework. 
 

- Also at York: It was argued that the ISA process would be able to work iteratively (thus 

steering a policy area over time towards its objective), ignoring the analysis that the 

task of carbon reduction (whether international, national or regional) requires a 

frontended and immediate policy declaration of a substantial carbon reduction intent - of 

the type contained in the CCC transport emissions trajectory displayed above - followed 

by urgent implementation of it; for the reason that each annual tonnage of transport 

carbon emitted counts irrevocably towards the depletion of the total national carbon 

budget through to 2050. In other words, carbon reduction is not a task that can be left 

to be ‘steered towards’ at future dates. 

 

- Also at York: it was argued that the TfN and its strategy could not be held responsible 

for the carbon emissions resulting from the transport policies or activities derived from 

its constituent combined or local authorities. Now - in addition to the important reference 

by my colleague Anne Robinson to section 102F (2) of the CLGDA (that ‘The reference in 

subsection (1)(a) to “transport strategies”, in relation to the area of an STB, is a 

reference to strategies for improving … a) the exercise of transport functions in the area 

(whether or not exercisable by the STB) emphasis added - what is disappointing 

about this approach is its failure to grasp the opportunity for innovative strategy 

development to allow TfN to lead the engagement with the pressing task of transport 

carbon reduction (in place of a negative ‘can’t do’ attitude).  

 

For example TfN could (and should want to) show leadership by establishing an 

overarching pan-northern approach to transport carbon reduction - by negotiating a 

Northern Transport Carbon Protocol, to be included as a ‘framework’ within the STP - 

that could be signed up to by  public & private partners, resolving possible structural 

tensions within a carbon reduction policy and preventing different segments undermining 

the actions of others. 

 

- I was shocked to see the following statement contained within the report of the TfN 

Independent International Connectivity Commission published on 2nd February (which 

had been referenced at the York ISA meeting the previous day): “… we will need to 

create the conditions where the volume of international airport passengers can grow to 
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75 million passengers per year in 2050, which is 12 million higher than currently 

forecasted by DfT.” p.2pdf - contained within a report that otherwise made no reference 

whatsoever to carbon reduction or climate change. This consultation response is not the 

place to set out a detailed critique of the inadequacies of this report - instead I have 

requested a meeting with the consultants York Aviation that supported its preparation, in 

order to undertake a ‘challenge’ of its analysis - except to say that no one involved in its 

preparation or publication appears to want to disclose that growing the volume of 

northern airport passengers beyond the level of DfT forecasts would result in even larger 

exceedances of the CCC UK carbon budget allowance for aviation emissions contained 

within adopted UK carbon budgets beyond those already in dispute between CCC and 

DfT. (For the background on this wider point see Environmental Audit Committee report 

Airports Commission Report Follow-up: Carbon Emissions, Air Quality and Noise 7th 

February 2017 paras.49-57). 
 

Recommendation: 5. In order to demonstrate its technical competence - so as to 

reassure external stakeholders of its credibility on the issue of transport carbon - TfN 

need to commission an expert report to set out the background analysis around carbon 

emissions and then scope the overall approach it intends to take in the STP; and 

specifically to initiate a process of strategic carbon forecasting for the TfN area, which 

can then underpin the setting of a quantified reduction target within the top-level STP 

Environmental objective, in order to provide overall policy direction guidance to its 

decision makers. 6. TfN should develop a Northern Transport Carbon Protocol for 

inclusion within the STP, and covering the areas of policy development and programme 

implementation, so as to provide an overarching framework for all transport partners 

across the North. 

D) Treatment of Air Quality  

 

This issue is analysed in section C.2 of the ISA appendices. It is excellent that all 133 of 

the existing AQMAs are identified in Table C-1. What is not at all excellent is that after 

the introductory reference to the EU Air Quality directive  - in this single sentence on 

page 63: “The European Commission Council Directive 96/62/EC on Ambient Air Quality 

Assessment and Management also requires European member countries to implement 

appropriate measures to improve air quality. It refers to specific EU directives on limiting 

and monitoring ambient air pollutants.” - there is no detailed analysis of the sequence 

of: the failure of UK government compliance therewith/ published DEFRA national air 

quality plans/ Supreme Court judgements rejecting these twice (in court cases brought 

by ClientEarth) on the basis of their failure to achieve compliance with the directive. As 

you will know the latest event in this sequence is the ‘final warning’ issued by the 

European Commission on 15th February in respect of continued non-compliance: ‘The 

European Commission has sent a "final warning" to the UK over breaches of air pollution 

limits. It said limits had been repeatedly exceeded in 16 areas including London, 

Birmingham, Leeds, and Glasgow. … The commission said if countries did not take action 

within two months it could take the matter to the European Court of Justice.’ BBC  

 

So this analysis section needs to provide a comprehensive background description of the 

national failure to achieve compliance with the Air Quality directive, and the legal 

consequences (including for example the potential for very substantial financial 

penalties) of not achieving compliance by the due date that the Supreme Court has 

https://www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201617/cmselect/cmenvaud/840/840.pdf
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-politics-38980510
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identified as being between 2018-20. For the survey of PPPs you should note the need to 

review the government’s revised national air quality plan when it is published in a few 

months time as a result of the November 2016 Supreme Court judgement. 
 

In the main ISA report the air quality issue is treated as follows: 
 

- Within the ‘Key Sustainability Issues’ p.28 

‘ Air quality problems remain a significant issue due to vehicles – particular issues 

downwind of urban areas and adjacent to major transport routes  

 Poor air quality has implications for public health and biodiversity  

 Air Quality Management Areas introduced to tackle the issue – Plan area has 133, 

mostly in urban centres and near major roads 

Implications / Opportunities for the STP  

  The Plan should have as a fundamental priority consider the need to protect and 

enhance air quality – this will help protect public health and biodiversity  

 This will also help meet Government targets 

ISA objective  Protect and enhance air quality’ 

 

It is right that the ISA (and STP) should identify air quality as a ‘fundamental priority’ 

but it is not right to suggest an objective to ‘protect and enhance’ AQ - which is an 

approach and wording that continues to fail to identify the legal requirement for 

compliance with long established standards. This wording has to be correctly stated (e.g 

in the objective) as ‘Secure legal compliance with air quality standards’. Similarly, in the 

‘ISA Assessment Framework’ p.32 - which asks the question: Will the Strategic Transport 

Plan… Support the minimisation of emissions of air pollutants and enhancement of air 

quality?’ - the correct wording cannot refer to the ‘minimisation’ of air pollution and the 

‘enhancement’ of air quality. It must again state ‘Will the Strategic Transport Plan… 

Secure legal compliance with air quality standards?’ 

 

It is very important that both the ISA and STP do not mislead all stakeholders 

and decision-makers about the possibility of continuing to consider the issue of 

air quality from a ‘protect and enhance’ perspective, instead of a requirement 

for legal compliance. That requirement to be achieved within a very short timescale 

will of course apply a substantial restraint to a wide range of policies, programmes and 

projects, and consequently must have a powerful influence on the overall direction of the 

STP. 
 

E) Conclusions 

 

In addition to the six recommendations identified above, and the parallel point relating 

to air quality, I can provide some summary comments in relation to each of the six 

consultation questions. 
 

Q1. Have there been any significant omissions of plans, programmes or environmental 

protection objectives relevant to the scoping of the ISA? I have pointed to the failure to 

reference the substantial range of reports etc, linked to the treatment of aviation 

emissions in which effectively started with the CCC’s Meeting the UK Aviation target – 

options for reducing emissions to 2050 Dec 2009 and ending with EAC’s The Airports 
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Commission Report Follow-up: Carbon Emissions, Air Quality and Noise Feb 2017. There 

is a reference in Table B-2 of the ISA evidence base appendix p.42 to the 2003 Air 

Transport White Paper, but this has now been withdrawn so should not have been 

included. 

 

Q2. Do you agree with the selection of key sustainability issues for the STP area? The 

responses of both my colleagues Anne Robinson and Lillian Burns refer to the need to 

adequately include spatial dimensions and analyses within the ISA. As you will know we 

collectively submitted a note entitled ‘The role and importance of spatial and 

sustainability objectives within the TfN strategy framework’ appended to this submission 

and you should refer to its comments on this issue. 
 

Q3. Do you agree that the baseline data that have been, or will be collected, are relevant 

and of sufficient detail to support the ISA? and Q4. Are there any key baseline data 

available that are or could be used in support of the issues that have not been identified? 

I have referred to the need to aggregate both surface transport and aviation carbon 

emission data, using the CCC figures, into a single historic series, which can then be 

used to project a forward trajectory towards a future carbon reduction target. 

Q5. Do the ISA objectives and decision making questions provide a sound framework 

against which to assess the sustainability performance of the emerging STP? This 

response makes a powerful critique of the belief that an ISA on its own cannot provide a 

‘sound framework’ to correct [not ‘assess’] the sustainability performance of the 

emerging STP without a strong top-level Environmental objective, which includes a 

carbon reduction target. 

 

Q6. Are there any major development proposals within the study area that need to be 

considered as part of the ISA for the STP? All major development proposals which have 

the propensity to either i) not reduce carbon emissions, contributory to an overall 

reduction trajectory/target; or ii) worse still, actually increase carbon emissions in 

apparent disregard for adopted UK carbon budgets under the 2008 Climate Change Act 

need to be appropriately constrained by the overall TfN transport strategy and 

sustainability appraisal processes. 

 

Anthony Rae 

Friends of the Earth/Campaign for Better Transport volunteer campaigner 

5th March 2017  

The role and importance of spatial and sustainability objectives 

within the TfN strategy framework 
 

1. Hierarchy of consideration: In general when environmental NGOs are asked to 

participate in a process (such as a project reference group) the assessment they make 

will be based on following a sequence such as: first i) establish what is the overarching 

strategic framework which the particular scheme is contributing to, and assess the 

characteristics and validity of that strategy; then ii) check in particular the longterm 

objectives it is seeking to achieve: both sustainability (economic/social/environmental) 
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and spatial objectives; and only then iii) proceed to examine the particular transport 

characteristics of the scheme. We will not want to proceed immediately to stage iii) 

before satisfying ourselves in relation to the preceding stages i-ii) in the hierarchy. We 

will also not be content to assess a project on the basis of an already prescribed modal 

choice without previously having examined the options within a multimodal framework. 
 

What this means in a particular case like Trans-Pennine Tunnel is: we would go back and 

assess the validity of the DfT and TfN strategic frameworks from which the project 

apparently emerged; establish that the high-level objectives had been properly set (or 

indeed set at all); assess the priority for action on this particular corridor (Manchester-

Sheffield, multimodal) alongside other candidate corridors/locations; and only then 

consider transport interventions (alongside non-transport ones) but within a genuinely 

multimodal assessment process. Our dissatisfaction with the TPT process (and the other 

Strategic Road Studies) is that they have not proceeded sequentially through the above 

hierarchy but instead essentially asked reference group participants to start their 

assessment only from stage iii) - without the benefit of stages i-ii) - and of an already 

prescribed road mode-only intervention. It goes without saying that we would expect all 

the above process to be properly supported by rigorous analysis and an evidence base, 

which reference group participants are prepared to challenge. 

2. Relevance to TfN and TPT processes: Whilst this hierarchy of consideration will 

apply generally there are particular circumstances that make it all the more important 

for the TfN strategy process. You will know that we raised the issue of How does 

improving the Manchester-Sheffield road corridor fit into an overall spatial & transport 

strategy for the Northern Powerhouse? in our TPT ‘Testing the feasibility’ submission of 

October 2015 (Q6, and see also Qs 3-5) and we did this for at least three reasons: our 

previous involvement in the Northern Way initiative made us understand that one of the 

reasons for its lack of progress was that it had not been able to define what its spatial 

rationale was; that we are aware of the potential planning, land use and environmental 

impacts, particularly in the NW; and that a project of this huge scale might 

disproportionately affect funding allocations and consequently spatial outcomes across 

the rest of the wider Northern Powerhouse (NP) region. So our view from the start has 

been that a question of this magnitude requires a foundational analysis - to make explicit 

the spatial opportunities and consequences of NP interventions - a view only reinforced 

by our (re)reading of the various TfN strategy documents from 2014 onwards which 

demonstrated to us that such a spatial analysis had apparently been overlooked. 

3. What such an analysis would reveal first of all is the existing and BAU spatial 

distributions: the present unequal, and possibly divergent distribution of economic 

activity, the momentum of that distribution into the future, the asymmetrical plans 

promoting that momentum, and how the institutional structures of the NP, TfN and the 

constituent combined authorities should respond to any divergences. We know that 

Greater Manchester is significantly further advanced in its strategic spatial planning, 

which is highly ambitious and has major transport components. We know also that the 

other combined authorities are variously substantially behind in analysing or articulating 

their own spatial strategies. Therefore Manchester already has and can only increase its 

‘first mover’ spatial advantage. In the context where, as we both know, the remit for TfN 

does not formally intrude into the plans of combined authorities within their own areas, 

proceeding without an analysed understanding of ‘NP spatial opportunities and 

consequences’ risks reinforcing asymmetrical outcomes and distorting funding allocations 

http://gmsf.objective.co.uk/file/4216139
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which are not under TfN strategic direction. Against this institutional background there 

does therefore need to be a test of whether a TfN strategy that ignored individual 

combined authority plans/programmes would still achieve established NP spatial 

outcomes. 

 

4. Such a baseline spatial analysis could also include an examination of European 

comparators such as Randstadt and Rhine/Ruhr, which the TfN reports from 2014 on 

have invoked without being able to substantiate with specific evidence. That then led this 

comparison to be the subject of a critique such as contained in the Centre for Cities 

report. 

5. The next stage of the spatial analysis would examine a series of outcome choices 

which when analysed and aggregated could be bundled into a more limited number of 

spatial scenario options: 
 

- Will the NP/TfN interventions result in either convergent or divergent economic 

outcomes across the NP area over the long term? The wider context for this analysis - 

that the status quo within the UK as a whole is a pattern of continuing future divergence 

- would allow all these relative distributional movements to be revealed. 
 

- Relatedly will they encourage spatial distributions which have either a unipolar or 

multipolar tendency? The present distribution for the UK as a whole is unipolar in 

characteristic (with London/Greater SE disproportionately advantaged); the NP/TfN 

strategy needs to understand whether proposed interventions will either tend to recreate 

this unipolar approach in the North (with Manchester in place of London) or alternatively 

result in a broad distribution of benefits across the North. 

- Relatedly how will they affect the distribution of benefits across hierarchies of 

cities/regions, at various levels e.g. Manchester/Leeds/Sheffield/Newcastle/Hull, or 

Leeds/Bradford/Huddersfield/Halifax, etc? Outcomes from these choices would become 

influential in making corridor or modal route choices. 

- What are the spatial choices and points of emphasis between nodes (cities), 

corridors and hinterlands? Shifting the focus between each of these will result in 

different distributions of benefits, and what should be preferred modal choices for 

proposed interventions. We have also called for the TfN strategy to debate a 

fundamental principle as to whether benefits would be better obtained between (inter) or 

within (intra) regions. In relation to TPT we have pointed out that the conceptual 

uncertainty as to whether the intervention is meant to be strengthening nodes (i.e. 

Manchester & Sheffield centres) or hinterlands (Greater Manchester, and particularly 

Manchester Airport, & South Yorkshire as a whole) introduces uncertainty about the 

choice of route corridor, and a contradiction about modal choices (rail interventions 

benefit strengthened city centres; road interventions potentially undermine them.) 

 

6. To be clear: this does not have to involve the considerable complexity of preparing a 

formal spatial strategy for the North. Instead its purpose would be to elevate the issue of 

spatial objectives to the top of the NP/TfN agenda; provide foundational background 

analysis and forecasting; and develop a relatively limited range of spatial scenarios 

which decision-makers could then use to set overarching spatial objectives and thus 

steer their top-level strategy, modal preferences, route/corridor choices, and investment 

http://www.centreforcities.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/06/16-05-31-Building-the-Northern-Powerhouse-Lessons-from-the-Rhine-Ruhr-and-Randstad.pdf
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programmes. 
  

7. Once this has been done then the process can then move on to the setting of 

sustainability objectives (by integrating and optimising the balance between 

economic, social and environmental benefits and disbenefits), and from there make a 

number of other critical choices including: 

- the extent to which carbon reduction should be a formal policy driver for the TfN 

strategy? We have made repeated representations that it should be (with a quantified 

reduction target acting as a constraint for the entire intervention programme) and that 

its absence at present strips the process of credibility. 
 

- how should you achieve agglomeration benefits? Our understanding is that e.g TPT 

does this by promoting longer journeys by road, rather than shorter journeys by 

sustainable modes. This overturns previous approaches to increasing sustainability. 
 

- overall preferences as to the type of modal intervention (there was a pronounced 

and unexplained shift between the One North (July 2014) and NP One Agenda (March 

2015) reports in support of road interventions). 
 

8. The above reasons set out our argument for why the developing TfN transport 

strategy must be deficient unless it is based on evidenced and established spatial and 

sustainability objectives. 

 

Anthony Rae on behalf of Lillian Burns and Anne Robinson    27th October 2016 

 

C: John Hobbs: North Cheshire Rail Users Group 

I passed 7 people living on the street between Lime Street and the venue today. The new 

vision for ‘Tech’ for ticketing will exclude many persons from access to public transport if 

devices are required to buy into the system. 

The railway infrastructure is approaching 200 years old, within the Transport for the North 

vision, this infrastructure requires investment. Consideration needs to be given to a view on 

changing weather patterns and frequency of 1 in 100 year events. Railway electrification 

should be completed. 

 

D: Lillian Burns, North West Transport Activists Round Table 

Mr. David Levene, 

Policy Officer, Transport for the North, 

2nd Floor, Piccadilly Place, 

Manchester, M1 3BN. 

 

Monday, February 27th, 2017 

 

Dear David, 
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Transport for the North consultation on the Strategic Transport Plan’s Integrated 

Sustainability Appraisal (SA) Scoping Report 

 

The North West Transport Roundtable (NW TAR), which operates under the auspices of the 

Campaign for Better Transport (CfBT), promotes sustainable transport and land use and healthier 

lives.  We espouse ‘Smart Growth’ and reducing the need to travel. 
 

Over-Arching Comments 

A key motivating factor behind the establishment of Transport for the North (TfN), was a requirement 

for it to focus its attention on activities and infrastructure which had perceived economic benefits.  

This was emphasised by the TfN presenter at the CfBT-organised stakeholder workshop held in 

Manchester on November 25th, 2016.    

 

As the TfN website and documentation published to date confirm, TfN’s focus is ‘driving economic 

growth’.  This emphasis distorts its approach to sustainability, which is not balanced equally - as it 

should be - on economic, environmental and social issues.  

Consequently, instead of questioning how many journeys are necessary and whether there are ways 

of reducing the need to travel, there is an inherent assumption in the whole TfN ethos that 

encouraging and enabling more trips is a good thing for the economy.  This, despite government 

acceptance some two decades ago of two seminal reports by SACTRA, its leading transport adviser at 

the time, that creating new highway capacity generates extra trips (‘Transport & the Generation of 

Traffic’) and that - in a mature economy such as that which exists in the UK - there is no automatic 

economic benefit in providing new transport infrastructure (‘Transport & the Economy’).   

 

There is also a lack of any genuine commitment to tackle the urgent problems of greenhouse gas 

emissions, notably carbon, and air quality.  It is wholly inadequate to tick them off with a couple of 

brief passing references and then fail to follow through with concerted actions and programmes.  

According to the World Health Organisation, 90% of the world’s population has air pollution problems 

and the only places in England with air fit to breathe are the West Country, the Lake District, 

Northumberland and the centre of the Peak District: http://www.independent.co.uk/life-style/health-

and-families/health-news/air-pollution-who-lung-cancer-heart-disease-stroke-deaths-public-health-

emergency-fossil-fuels-a7332261.html.  Carbon reduction and improving air quality should dominate 

decision making for national and local government and for all statutory bodies, of which TfN will 

almost certainly soon be one, especially after two rulings of the Supreme Court that the UK 

government have not been meeting their statutory obligations.  Yet this does not appear to be the 

case. 

 

Question 1:  Have there been any significant omissions of plans, programmes or environmental 

protection objectives relevant to the scoping on the ISA? 

 

Answer:  As highlighted above, there is a lack of any concerted planning around the reduction of 

harmful emissions and addressing air quality.  It is not good enough to simply list reducing GHG 

emissions and improving air quality as bullet points under ‘Environmental Themes’ and then merely 

http://www.independent.co.uk/life-style/health-and-families/health-news/air-pollution-who-lung-cancer-heart-disease-stroke-deaths-public-health-emergency-fossil-fuels-a7332261.html
http://www.independent.co.uk/life-style/health-and-families/health-news/air-pollution-who-lung-cancer-heart-disease-stroke-deaths-public-health-emergency-fossil-fuels-a7332261.html
http://www.independent.co.uk/life-style/health-and-families/health-news/air-pollution-who-lung-cancer-heart-disease-stroke-deaths-public-health-emergency-fossil-fuels-a7332261.html
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aim to ‘encourage’ a list of measures and ‘support’ some others.  This is a very weak and meaningless 

approach.  

 

Also, a key role which TfN and the SA could play is in trying to get the local authorities within its orbit 

to work more collaboratively with each other than they do.  A reminder about the duty on them to co-

operate with each other might be a good idea. 

 

It would have been reassuring if an environmental theme had been protecting the countryside for its 

own sake and if there had been commitments not to undermine National Park or Green Belt purposes.  

 

Oddly, there is no reference to the Greater Manchester Spatial Framework – the first statutory sub-

regional plan of its type in the UK.   In addition, since the consultation on the SA was launched, 

Greater Manchester has published its Transport Strategy.  That said we have issues about the way 

these two important strategic documents were not brought forward in a suitably co-ordinated 

manner.  However, that is no fault of TfN. 

 

Question 2: Do you agree with the selection of key sustainability issues for the STP area? 

 

Answer:  What we don’t agree with are the taciturn phrases in the ISA Framework (Table 6-1) and 

indeed elsewhere in the document.  The ‘decision-making questions’ within the environmental 

themes merely ask, in most instances, if the proposals will ‘encourage’, ‘support’, ‘promote’ or ‘lead 

to’ likely desired outcomes.  It is too easy to simply tick these and move on.  

 

There are any number of other examples where it is only too obvious that there are not going to be 

any real challenges to unsustainable scenarios.  There are not going to be penalties imposed or any 

other measures taken if environmental criteria are not met.  So, effectively, the tests are meaningless. 

 

Question 3:  Do you agree that the baseline data that have been or will be collected are relevant 

and of sufficient detail support the ISA? and 

Question 4:  Are there any key baseline data available that are or could be used in support of the 

issues that have not been identified? 

 

Answer:  No.   As we have pointed put, there is no reference to the Greater Manchester Spatial 

Framework.  Also, it should be noted that other Combined Authorities are working on sub-regional 

spatial plans.  It is understood that the second one in the UK that is likely to be published is the one 

for Liverpool City Region.  These plans are promoting massive housing and commercial developments 

which will impact on transport movements and requirements.  Where they exist, they will overlay the 

Local Plans, but there does not appear to be any strategy to take them - or their supporting 

documents - into consideration.   

 

Question 5:  Do the ISA objectives and decision-making questions provide a sound framework 

against which to assess the sustainability performance of the emerging STP? 

 

Answer:  As already stated, we have major issues with the weakness of the approach and therefore 

we do not believe the outcome will be a sound one.  The questions need to be more precise and to 
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use more meaningful language.  And it needs to be made clear to local authorities and highway bodies 

where they will be in breach of international agreements, pan-national laws, British legislation, 

government guidance and the National Planning Policy Framework if they do not comply. 

 

Question 6:  Are there any major development proposals within the study area that need to be 

considered as part of the ISA for the STP? 

 

Answer:  All three DfT/ HE/ TfN strategic roads studies in the north are proposing massive 

infrastructure interventions.  The environmental NGOs on these studies have been critical of the lack 

of evidence produced so far to support the proposals.   

 

The government has now come forward with proposals for ‘Garden Villages’.  The largest of these is 

St. Cuthberts, south of Carlisle (between the M6 J.42 and the A595) - which is for 10,000 houses.  It is 

a moot point as to whether a settlement of 10,000 units (plus employment land) is a village or not, but 

this is something of some note.  Also, at the other end of the North West region, Cheshire East Council 

is still pushing to have an HS2 hub station at Crewe.    

 

NW TAR has been very critical of the Northern strategic road studies, is alarmed by announcements of 

large new communities being made without supporting evidence that they are the right answer to the 

right questions in the right places and without appropriate planning procedures and it has also been 

very questioning of HS2.  However, if any or all of these projects are to go ahead (and parliament has 

just voted for phase one of HS2 to move forward), then TfN needs to assess their impacts on other 

modes of transport, on the environment and on existing local communities and to make proper 

provision for them. 

 

We are well aware that these comments are very critical of the SA scoping report, but they are based 

on some knowledge of spatial planning, sustainability appraisals and environmental assessments.   We 

trust, therefore, that they are of some value and we hope they will have a positive impact on the SA. 

 

Yours sincerely,  

 

LILLIAN BURNS, Convenor, NW TAR   

 

 

E: Catriona Cook: North York Moors National Park 

Any Strategic Transport Plan MUST mention and consider the main public highway network 

of rights of way. At present, most ‘improvement’ schemes for transport damage the 

connectivity for most of the rights of way network. This damages their health and safety, and 

thereby their contribution to the economy, tourism, etc.  

Any changes to the road/rail network affects equestrians (ridden and driven horses), their 

safety and needs must be considered, particularly as 90% are female and this activity is 

often their only physical activity.  
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F: Professor Anthony May OBE FREng CEng FICE 

Comments on the draft Integrated Sustainability Appraisal 

These comments are based on the discussions at the workshop in York on 1st February 2017, and 

reflect my comments then and some subsequent reflections. I should stress that, while I was listed 

as representing York Civic Trust, these comments are offered in a personal capacity and do not 

reflect the policy of the Trust. 

I have listed my comments under three headings.  The first covers general comments on the process 

which TfN is adopting.  The second covers general issues related to the ISA.  The third lists specific 

points on the handout provided by Atkins. 

General comments on the process 

1. As I understand it, TfN has already consulted on the problems and challenges which the 
region faces.  This seems to me to be the correct place to start, and the report which was 
circulated reflects well my understanding of these challenges. 

2. However, it seems odd to jump immediately to a second consultation on the appraisal 
process.  There is some justification for this, in that TfN needs to be clear about its objectives 
in the light of its review of challenges.  But it is also crucial to involve stakeholders in 
consultation on the possible policy measures to address these challenges and objectives.   

3. This critical stage in the planning process of option generation is often where opportunities 
are missed.  Moreover, failure to consider an appropriate range of options, and specifically 
those which stakeholders advocate, can readily lead the public to reject the whole process.  
One can already see the seeds of this rejection in some of the attitudes to the proposed 
Sheffield-Manchester road tunnel. 

4. It is of the utmost importance that TfN engages its stakeholders in the process of option 
generation, and adopts either a problem-led or objective-led approach to doing so. 

5. I was concerned at the suggestion that the ISA would not be applied to individual schemes, 
but only to the overall package.  This could readily lead to suboptimal packaging, unless the 
option generation process extends to this.  At the very least, the ISA should be applied to 
variants of the initial packages, which omit less effective schemes and add others which 
might overcome weaknesses. 

 

General issues related to the ISA 

1. The list of objectives is the critical starting point for this process.  It will be important to 
ensure that all objectives reflect desired outcomes rather than specifying elements of the 
strategy to achieve those objectives. 

2. It is important to understand the relative importance of these objectives, since there may 
well need to be trade-offs between them.  But the process of assigning three stickers is a 
very crude way of doing this, and could easily lead to some objectives being overlooked 
completely. 

3. The objectives should be used to specify a number of measurable outcome indicators.  
These in turn can be measured now to provide a set of baseline conditions, which should be 
reasonably consistent with the review of challenges. They can then be used in the appraisal 
as outputs from a predictive model to assess the effectiveness of each package of options.  
This process can also lead to a set of desirable trajectories for the indicators, which can be 
used to monitor performance of the adopted Plan. 
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4. One serious apparent weakness in the ISA as currently conceived is that the indicators (to 
the extent that they are specified) appear to be aggregate ones across the region.  In many, 
if not most, cases the Plan will only be effective if it tackles the distribution of problems 
across the region.  For example, if compliance with air quality standards is measured for the 
region as a whole, it would be easy to generate an improvement while retaining excess 
pollution in some of the worst polluted areas.  Assessment of distributional impacts is not 
easy, but that does not justify neglecting it. 

5. I am not altogether convinced by the current objective grouping; for example: 
a. air quality is grouped with climate change, whereas other environmental impacts on 

society appear under land use planning and health 
b. transport choice is also grouped with climate change, but has little in common with 

it; if anything, choice and affordability should appear under “society” 
c. the element of transport choice reflected in the “objective” of enhancing lower 

carbon transport should not appear as an objective at all; it is part of the strategy for 
achieving the objectives and should be covered in the option generation process 
recommended above 

d. the land use planning group also includes a mix of objectives and strategy; 
coordinating land use and transport planning and achieving high density 
development are part of the strategy and should be covered in the option 
generation process; the other elements relate more specifically to protection of 
existing landscape, townscape and heritage 

e. the economy and resources grouping brings together two disparate objectives; it 
may be better to group the resource use objective with climate change 

f. there is an overlap between the treatment of health in the final group and the 
treatment of air quality and, ideally, noise, in an earlier group 

6. On this basis, I suggest that a more appropriate grouping would be: 
a. Climate and resources 
b. Resilience 
c. Local environmental impacts 
d. Biodiversity and water protection 
e. Landscape, townscape and heritage 
f. Society, safety and health 
g. Economic development. 

7. The phrasing of the individual measures of success needs to be more challenging and more 
directly related to the proposed indicators; thus “encourage” in the first objective should be 
replaced by “achieve”, and “a greater proportion” should be replaced by a realistic target. 

 

Detailed comments on the objective groupings 

Note: these comments follow the order in the handout; as note above I recommend a change in that 

order and grouping. 

1. Objective grouping 1 
a. As noted above, “encourage” should be replaced by “achieve”. 
b. I would replace the first three measures of success by one which specifies a desired 

reduction in carbon intensity. 
c. Achieving a reduction in the need to travel should be added here. 
d. Air quality needs to be transferred to a new grouping on local environmental 

impacts. 
e. The measure of success for air pollution needs to relate to legal requirements. 
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f. Noise should be added here (i.e. in the local environmental impacts group); it has 
significant health implications.  

g. Most of the third group of measures of success should simply be deleted from this 
document; they are part of the strategy. 

h. As a specific example, any attempt to argue that minimising dependence on the 
private car is an objective in its own right runs the risk of the Plan being declared a 
war on the motorist; the Plan will be more robust if it can demonstrate that this 
element of the strategy is needed to achieve the objectives. 

i. As noted above, affordability and choice are relevant objectives but are better listed 
under society. 

2. Objective grouping 2 
a. I am broadly happy with this, though I would add the concept of redundancy (that is 

having alternatives available in the event of emergencies). 
3. Objective grouping 3 

a. I am not really an expert in this area, but it seems sound. 
4. Objective grouping 4 

a. I would focus these specifically on protection. 
b. Thus I would omit the issue of access to heritage sites; this should be part of a wider 

accessibility objective under “society”. 
c. As noted, the two measures of success in the third grouping (density and proximity 

to rail) are part of a possible strategy and should be deleted from this document. 
d. It is wholly inappropriate that noise should appear solely under “tranquil areas”.  

While these do need to be protected, and should be part of this grouping, noise is a 
far more insidious problem in urban areas and alongside major arteries, where has 
been shown to cause premature death on broadly the same scale as air pollution. 

e. Thus noise should be transferred to a new grouping covering local environment.  
There is a strong case for transferring visual instrusion there also. 

5. Objective grouping 5 
a. I would tighten the first set of these to reflect more directly the economic targets in 

the strategy for the Northern Powerhouse and the region more widely. 
b. Some of the wording here is obscure; for example what does “consider local 

requirements to guide investments to connect to regional and national networks” 
mean? 

c. As noted, I would group the resource attributes with climate change. 
6. Objective grouping 6 

a. The objective of accessibility needs to be considered here.  It is a social issue a well 
as an economic one. 

b. The measure of success covering equality of opportunity is important, but the term 
opportunity is vague; I would use access here. 

c. The objective of health and well-being also needs to be considered for all of society.  
Thus I would include an overall health and well-being statement in addition to the 
current one which focuses on vulnerable groups. 

d. I suggest that the promotion of active travel should be part of the strategy. 
e. Public realm appears only as a contributor to security.  Improvements in public 

realm are key to economic performance (e.g. in town centres) and should thus 
appear under the economy.  Public realm and liveability are also key attributes of an 
enhanced local environment. 
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G: Graham Collett: RailFuture 

Overall the report looks to have identified most of the main issues which the STP needs to 

address, although I have some concerns about the lack of sources on current public 

transport use eg Travel to Work area data, station usage, rail passenger numbers, bus 

usage and mileage run. The claim made by the TfN representatives at the York event that 

"the data is not available for the North" is nonsense as local authority data for each of the 

areas making up the north is available and can be easily aggregated. 

I was pleased to see that health issues had been covered especially: 

 

 be improved through policies to reduce air and noise pollution 

Also that equality featured 

(NB I think the wording has gone slightly wrong here. I assume it should read " The Plan 

should aim to provide all citizens with the opportunity.....") 

Specific points I think should be covered are: 

1. Reducing the need for travel, building this into land use planning. 

2. Increasing rail and light rail capacity to encourage a switch from road use and reduce 

congestion and pollution. 

3. Specific measures and incentives to encourage a switch of road freight movements to rail. 

For all the issues addressed and policy recommendations made, there need to be 

measurable targets set, so that progress against these can be reported once the plan starts 

to be implemented. 

END of Appendices 

March 2017 


