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Manchester Friends of the Earth / Love Your Bike campaign
Green Fish Resource Centre
46-50 Oldham Street
Manchester
M4 1LE

23rd December 2010

Manchester Friends of the Earth submission in response to the Local Transport Plan
consultation (LTP3), December 2010.

Dear Greater Manchester Passenger Transport Executive (GMPTE)

Thank you for the opportunity to input into the Greater Manchester’s Local Transport Plan (LTP3)
consultation. The new Local Transport Plan needs to provide both a vision and policy framework
for the transport network over the next 15-20 years. This period will see major economic, social,
health and environmental challenges as well as the need to meet local, national and international
obligations on climate change, air quality and resources.

Manchester Friends of the Earth believes that transport policy cannot be viewed in isolation from
the other major challenges that we face. Therefore, our submission briefly describes the
challenges and opportunities for the region and outlines the key elements we believe are essential
for the development of the sustainable transport network needed for a modern, low-carbon city
region in which residents can access the services they need.

The first two sections introduce some of the key policy themes that we believe need to inform all
transport policy developments. These include climate change, health, accessibility, reducing the
need to travel, economic development, funding opportunities, planning and peak oil.  The following
sections cover: active travel (walking and cycling), public transport and new road schemes &
private car use. The objectives section highlights where we believe that our policy
recommendations can help meet the objectives outlined in the LTP3 consultation document. The
final section brings together all our recommendations in one place.

Yours sincerely

Pete Abel, Dr Graeme Sherriff and Catherine Thomson
on behalf of Manchester Friends of the Earth

We would also like to thank Richard Dyer of national Friends of the Earth for his assistance.
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1) Overview of Local Transport Plan (LTP3) submission.

The Manchester Friends of the Earth submission outlines both the challenges and opportunities to
developing a sustainable transport network that can help to create a modern, low-carbon city
region in which residents can access the services they need.

Transport policy cannot be viewed in isolation from the other major challenges that face our region.
The Local Transport Plan needs to provide both a vision and policy framework for the transport
network over the next 15-20 years. This period will see major social and environmental challenges
as well as the need to meet local, national and international legislative obligations on climate
change (CO2e emissions), air quality (NOx levels) and resources (Peak Oil).

The first two sections of our submission introduce some of the key policy themes that we believe
need to inform all the transport policy developments.

1.1) Climate Change - The transport sector is a significant contributor to greenhouse gas
emissions. As is recognised in the LTP (para 2.2.3.2), “Carbon emissions from transport in Greater
Manchester account for over 30% of total emissions, and future growth projections suggest that
radical change will be required if we are to achieve the more ambitious low carbon targets.” With
the development of a Climate Change Action Plan for Greater Manchester, to follow Manchester’s
A Certain Future, it is essential that transport planners make climate change a core consideration
for all future transport developments.

The latest research by national Friends of the Earth, titled ‘Reckless Gamblers’1, (peer reviewed by
Kevin Anderson from Manchester University) spells out dramatically the challenge we face in
preventing dangerous climate change. The research found that the UK must cut its emissions by
56% from 1990 levels by 2020. As transport represents about a quarter of UK emissions (30% in
Manchester2) it is clear that rapid and drastic reductions in transport emissions are essential. More
than half of domestic transport emissions are from cars (55%) and just under 90% are from road
vehicles. 3

The policies adopted by local councils have a key role to play, as a significant proportion of
emissions are wholly or partly under the control of local councils. We are delighted that Manchester
City Council has made a significant start by setting a target to cut emissions in its area by 41% by
2020. 4 We would hope that the other councils in Greater Manchester will follow this lead. Indeed,
they may, in time, be required to cut local emissions if a system of local carbon budgets for all
councils is introduced by 2013 as Friends of the Earth hopes. 5 In this context LTP3, lasting as it
does until 2026, is clearly a very significant policy document and needs to rise to the challenge of
significantly cutting carbon emissions from transport - by at least 50% during the lifetime of this
plan.

1.2) Health - Improving the health of Greater Manchester residents is also of prime importance.
Transport has the potential to impair health, whether through lowering air quality, encouraging
sedentary lifestyles or providing poor access to essential services. It also has the potential to
improve health, principally by promoting active lifestyles and enabling access to the services and
activities needed to have active participation in society. With this is mind, the core objective for
LTP3 (para 2.3.2) ‘to minimize the adverse impact of transport on public health and on community
safety’ is extremely disappointing. We would suggest that it should read: “to maximize the potential
for transport to promote health and thriving communities by facilitating active lifestyles, enabling
access to services and participation in society whilst minimizing its adverse health impacts.” There
                                                          
1 www.foe.co.uk/resource/reports/reckless_gamblers.pdf
2 From LTP3 draft document
3 2008 DECC figures: http://decc.gov.uk/assets/decc/Statistics/climate_change/362-uk-greenhouse-gas-
emissions.xls
4 http://www.manchester.gov.uk/egov_downloads/ClimateChange.pdf
5 As supported by Manchester City Council and Stockport MBC
http://www.foe.co.uk/resource/briefings/local_carbon_budgets.pdf
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are many opportunities for working with the health sector, not least the potential to access a wider
range of funding opportunities. Transport facilities and planning policies that promote active travel
can help to reduce sickness absence and increase productivity, as we provide evidence for in our
active travel section.

1.3) Accessibility - Within this holistic understanding of health, the accessibility agenda is central.
The transport provision must not only be accessible, by being affordable and accommodating of
disabled people, it must also promote accessibility by helping Greater Manchester’s residents and
visitors to access the services they need, including work, education, healthcare, shopping and
social life. This is the understanding of accessibility explored in the 2003 Social Exclusion Report
‘Making the Connections: Social Inclusion and Transport’. This report gave evidence for the ways
in which poor public transport and low car ownership combine to make access to services,
including employment very difficult. Good public transport and making walking and cycling possible
can therefore aid economic development, especially in areas with low car ownership (as
recognised in (para 4.2.3.1). With 33% of Greater Manchester households not owning a car, this is
an important issue.6

1.4) Reducing the Need to Travel - In the LTP, the concept of reducing the need to travel needs
to be given priority. The Integrated Assessment recognises that this has a key role “In developing a
genuinely low-carbon economy, a considerable proportion of the carbon savings can be delivered
by reformed approaches to spatial planning that reduce the need to travel and improve
opportunities to use public transport and active travel modes.” (Integrated Assessment page 18).
However, there are a few references to this concept in the LTP (para 2.2.3.3, 4.2.1.18 and 4.3.1.1)
and we would argue that it needs to be a central guiding concept. As is recognized in para 4.3.1.1.
“the integration of transport and spatial planning is crucial” and that a large proportion of the
required carbon savings from transport will be delivered through this approach. Moreover, reducing
the need to travel is central to increasing accessibility of key services, including health, education
and employment. The emphasis in the LTP should be on accessibility rather than mobility, so that
people can access what they need without having to travel long distances. Freiburg, in Germany
for example, sees the idea of being a ‘city of short-distances’ to be a guiding concept. 7

1.5) Managing Travel Demand - Reducing the need to travel is related to but not the same as
reducing demand for travel. The Greater Manchester authorities need to use a range of ‘carrots
and sticks’ to encourage modal shift, discourage single-occupancy private car use and promote
transition to cleaner engines and fuels. It is irresponsible to close off potential policy options. The
statement that “whilst we will not be bringing forwards proposals for congestion charging or
workplace parking charging we aim to identify other opportunities for demand management” (para
4.3.5.2.) needs to be replaced with “we will explore the full range of demand management options
available” each time it appears in the document.

Friends of the Earth supported the Transport Innovation Fund and will continue to support ‘sticks’
to reduce single occupancy car use, including congestion charging and workplace parking levies.
Alongside these ‘sticks’, the LTP can encourage the provision of ‘carrots’ to incentivise modal shift
and implement ‘smarter choices’ packages.

1.6) Economic Growth - Whilst it is outside of the remit of the LTP, there needs to be an
assumption to move away from unrestricted economic growth and towards a more qualitative
economic development that balances growth with environmental and social goals. To reflect this,
every occurrence of ‘economic growth’ should be replaced with ‘economic development’. We would
also argue that there needs to be new, more holistic, ways of measuring progress.

1.7) Funding - A proactive approach to funding sustainable transport improvements is needed,
especially in times when the money available from national Government is constrained. Rather
than stating that certain actions will be implemented ‘as funding allows’, the Greater Manchester

                                                          
6 2001 UK Census
7 http://www.globalmayorsforum.org/en/dialogue/International/1015.html
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authorities need to identify what is needed and find ways to fund them. ‘Proactively seek funding in
order to’ would better capture the required approach – an approach of taking leadership locally
rather than waiting for national funding opportunities to appear. This funding need not always come
from external sources but could be found through the ‘smarter’ use of existing budgets by carefully
assessing the cost-effectiveness of potential policy options. Cost-effective actions may also result
from work with related policy areas, such as health and regeneration. In the case of the
Sustainable Travel Towns, for example, the benefit-cost ratio was found to be in the order of 4.5
including, consumer, health and environmental benefits.8 National funding constraints make it even
more important that funding is focused on high value for money policies that can deliver across the
objectives.

1.8) Planning - We welcome the recognition in the LTP of the importance of good integration
between transport and spatial planning (para 4.3.5.2.). We agree that new developments should be
placed where public transport links are strong and would add that walking and cycling audits
should be carried out and new facilities put in place to help make walking and cycling attractive
ways to reach these sites. Planning policy can also be used to make sure that new developments
facilitate cycle use: all residential sites and work places should have secure cycle storage space
and work places should have changing facilities. There should not be an assumption that flats
come with parking spaces. A sustainable transport city should develop a strong network of district
and town centres, each offering essential services and connected to each other by reliable,
affordable and frequent public transport services. Out of town and district centre developments,
especially shopping, leisure and employment centres, should be discouraged.

1.9) Peak Oil - Is likely to have severe impacts and one of the main issues is the availability of
liquid fuels for transportation.  The recently published Greater Manchester Sustainable Energy
Action Plan notes that the UK Taskforce on Peak Oil and Energy Security concluded that ‘The era
of cheap oil is behind us and we must plan for a world in which oil prices are likely to be both
higher and more volatile’9. This has clear implications for economic sustainability and social justice,
since those most vulnerable to rises in the price of fuel and goods will be the poorest in society. By
reducing dependence on private motorised transport, cities can increase their resilience to spikes
in oil prices. This is recognised in the LTP documentation (para 4.3.7.5), but the issue deserves
greater priority. The LTP is a 15 year plan and therefore needs to anticipate the challenges facing
the transport sector between now and 2025.

2) Common themes / Cross-cutting Measures

Manchester Friends of the Earth believes that there a key strategic issues that will have a major
impact on the development of a sustainable transport network for Greater Manchester. These
issues, such as Climate Change, Behaviour Change, funding opportunities, reduction in traffic
speed in residential environments and health – require solutions that cut across traditional
‘departmental’ boundaries. This section outlines these issues and provides recommendations.

2.1 Climate Change

As outlined in Section 1.1, - The transport sector is a significant contributor to greenhouse gas
emissions with more than half of domestic transport emissions are from cars (55%) and just under
90% are from road vehicles10. There are fundamentally two ways that transport emissions can be
cut:

1) Behaviour change:

a. Through reducing the amount of travel
                                                          
8 www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/sustainable/smarterchoices/smarterchoiceprogrammes/pdf/summaryreport.pdf
9 http://manchesterismyplanet.com/sustainable-energy-action-planning/seap-for-greater-manchester
10 2008 DECC figures: http://decc.gov.uk/assets/decc/Statistics/climate_change/362-uk-greenhouse-gas-
emissions.xls
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b. Shifting trips from cars to lower carbon modes
c. ‘Greener’ driving practice

2) Improved technology – low carbon vehicles

The efficiency of cars is improving and electric cars are starting to appear on the market, however
it is inconceivable that there will be significant market penetration of electric cars until the final
years of this LTP. In any case, electric cars are only as ‘low carbon’ as the electricity that powers
them and the UK has a long way to go to de-carbonise the electricity grid.11

So although it is important to start preparing now for a shift in car technology in future, the main
way to cut carbon emissions from transport in the short to medium term is through behaviour
change.

Recommendations:

• The LTP must aim to cut transport carbon emissions by at least 50% by 2026.

• Technology will not significantly cut emissions from cars until towards the end of the
LTP (at the earliest). Therefore policies and infrastructure that change travel behaviour
should be a priority for the LTP in the short – medium term.

2.2) Behaviour Change - It is therefore highly regrettable that two effective behaviour change
policies are specifically not being considered for the LTP:

1. Congestion Charging
2. Work Place Parking Charges (4.3.5.2)

We would urge the Greater Manchester Integrated Transport Authority (GMITA) to reconsider their
position on these policies which would have served as effective complimentary ‘lock in’
mechanisms to enhance the effectiveness of other behaviour change initiatives.

Without them, the primary policies that will achieve behaviour change in the short term are:

1. Smarter Travel Choices policies which use persuasion, promotion and incentives to achieve
a shift from single occupancy car journeys

2. Complimentary infrastructure and policy changes that will enhance their effectiveness – like
20mph limits and reallocation of road space

Recommendations:

• Congestion charging and Work Place Parking Levies should be re-considered as
complimentary policies that will increase the effectiveness of other behaviour change
policies.

2.3) Smarter Travel Choices

Since the publication of LTP2, the positive evidence base and support for Smarter Travel Choices
(STC) policies has significantly increased. The results from the three successful DfT sustainable

                                                          
11 Electricity generation currently (2010) 500gCO2/Kwhr, Committee on Climate Change ‘likely scenario’
50gCO2/Kwhr (2030) 95% reduction:
http://downloads.theccc.org.uk.s3.amazonaws.com/4th%20Budget/4th-Budget_Chapter6.pdf
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travel towns pilots have been published. 12  A similar successful trial which took place in the
London Borough of Sutton has also been concluded.13

The evidence from these pilots shows that even isolated pilot schemes offer an exceptional value
for money14 way to cut single occupancy car journeys and car traffic generally, with the following
“spin off” benefits:

• Cut traffic congestion
• Reductions in carbon emissions
• Health benefits through increases in active travel
• Reduction in local pollution
• Safer, more pleasant neighbourhoods

Smarter Travel Choices packages have significant high profile backing from all main political
parties, Health bodies, the King Report on Low Carbon Cars and the Committee on Climate
Change.15

In September 2010, transport secretary Phillip Hammond said: “For short-distance urban travel,
our challenge is to make public transport or low-impact modes such as walking and cycling the
most attractive options”16.

Manchester Friends of the Earth supported the 2007 Manchester TIF bid proposal and we were
extremely disappointed that this wasn’t taken forward after the public referendum in 2008. We note
that the TIF bid contained proposals for a significant roll out of Smarter Travel Choices policies17

which in our view would have complimented the other proposals in the bid, including the
introduction of a congestion charge. We remain supportive of the principle of congestion charging
(and Workplace Parking charges) as effective measures to manage road space and achieve modal
shift. It should be noted that Nottingham City Council are intending to go ahead with a Work Place
Parking levy in 2012 despite significant local opposition18 and that the GLA went ahead with the
London Congestion Charge in 2003 again despite considerable political, business and media
opposition.19

It is very likely that a conurbation wide STC programme across Greater Manchester would be
significantly more successful than the DfT travel town pilots at achieving modal shift due to the
benefits of synergy from neighbouring schemes. We note that Greater Manchester made a bid20 for
£29million funding under the (now cancelled) DfT Sustainable Travel Cities pilot programme.

The draft LTP identifies very significant potential for modal shift from single occupancy car
commuter journeys, in particular:

                                                          
12 www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/sustainable/smarterchoices/smarterchoiceprogrammes/
13 www.smartertravelsutton.org/about/privacy
14 Benefit Cost Ratio for congestion benefits alone = 4.5 (DfT results of sustainable travel towns pilots):
www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/sustainable/smarterchoices/smarterchoiceprogrammes/pdf/summaryreport.pdf
15 see FOE Smarter Travel Choices briefing for more info:
www.foe.co.uk/resource/briefings/ltp_stc_briefing.pdf
16 Sustainable Transport Speech 10th Sept 2010:
www.dft.gov.uk/press/speechesstatements/speeches/hammond20100910
17 In Greater Manchester, a Travel Behaviour Change Strategy submitted to DfT as part of the conurbation’s
TIF bid included an individualised marketing programme targeting some 500,000 households; workplace
travel plans at large employers and area-wide travel plans at agglomerations of small employers; a
Sustainable Travel to Education programme (including school and university travel plans and cycling
initiatives); residential travel planning; car-sharing promotion; and development of car clubs (Association of
Greater Manchester Authorities, 2007).

18 www.nottinghamcity.gov.uk/index.aspx?articleid=905
19 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/London_congestion_charge
20 www.bikebiz.com/news/read/manchester-bids-to-become-sustainable-travel-city
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• 80% of cars on key commuter routes have just one occupant
• 60% of all commuting trips into GM centres is by car
• More than a third of car commuters travel less than 3 miles (3.3.2)

Although the draft LTP makes welcome references to some STC policies many of them are in the
“when funding allows” category (i.e 5.8), a conurbation wide programme of personalised travel
plans (present in the TIF bid) is also, regrettably, entirely absent.

Whilst recognizing the current funding challenges, Manchester Friends of the Earth believes this
provides even more reason to focus available funding on these high value-for-money policies that
deliver on a number of LTP objectives. The LTP should make the roll out of STC policies a high
priority and seek out funding opportunities to deliver this strategy.

We believe an extensive STC package should be based on the suite of proposals contained in the
TIF bid and should include:

• Individualised marketing programmes (personalised travel plans)for all households
• Extensive roll out of work place travel plans to promote alternatives to single occupancy car

commuting, particularly:
o Walking
o Cycling
o Home working
o Car sharing

• Continued and strengthened support for school travel plans
• University travel plans
• Residential travel plans
• Visitor travel plans
• Tram and rail station travel plans
• Cycle training and ‘try out cycling’ schemes
• Car clubs

The benefits of the STC package could be enhanced and ‘locked in’ with the following
recommended complimentary measures:

• Extensive conurbation wide cycle network (see section 3.9)
• 20mph limits in all residential areas (see section 2.6)
• Multiple occupancy vehicle lanes on key commuting routes (see section 5)

The precise cost of such a package of measures isn’t known but it is noted that an extensive bid
proposal covering Greater Manchester was made to the DfT Sustainable Travel Cities fund in 2009
for £29 million of funding to cover a five year pilot.

Recommendations:

• A conurbation wide suite of smarter travel choices policies should be implemented as a
priority – this should draw on the submissions made to TIF and the Sustainable Travel
Cities Pilot.

2.4) Workplace Travel Plans (including Car Sharing)

With very high levels of single occupancy car commuter journeys and significant numbers of very
short car commuting journeys being undertaken in Greater Manchester, it is clear that there is
considerable potential for these journeys to be shifted to more active modes (walking and cycling),
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public transport, and car sharing; this was recognised in the TIF bid. Although the draft LTP does
contain some work place travel plan initiatives (para 5.5 & 4.3.2.3), we believe the GMPTE and
Greater Manchester authorities could do a lot more to significantly increase the take up of these by
employers throughout the GM area.

In particular each Greater Manchester authority should:

• Put in place a travel plan for its own staff with supporting initiatives in order to set an
example of good practice

• Act as co-ordinators and catalysts to bring together groups of employers in the same area
to set up joint schemes – particularly for car sharing – as proposed in the TIF bid

• Promote innovative, demonstration initiatives like additional annual leave rewards for
employees using sustainable modes or preferential parking for car sharers

• Provide technical guidance
• Provide marketing and promotion materials
• Provide capital funding for set up costs for items such as the bulk purchase of car share

software

For car sharing:

• The GMPTE should set up a GM wide scheme (possibly linked with the employer run
schemes) with log in from the GMPTE website

• Multiple occupancy car lanes should be considered for key commuting routes – particularly
the M60 (see also Road section)

• A DfT study on car sharing found that employer organised schemes increased multi
occupancy car use by 21%. It also estimated that a firm with 2000 employees could save
between £100,000 and £300,000 per annum in car parking costs (2002 figuress).21

  
2.5) Opportunities for funding

DfT Local Sustainable Travel Fund (LSTF)

The new LSTF provides a great opportunity to secure the necessary revenue and capital funding to
support a conurbation wide roll out of Smarter Travel Choices. It should be noted that:

• The new fund is partly designed to encourage innovative pilot schemes and a city wide
STC scheme has not been trialled before in the UK

• Under the previous Government the DfT had intended to run a Sustainable Travel City pilot
which Manchester made a bid for.

We note the recent statement from Norman Baker MP that:

“I assure the hon. Lady that bids to the local sustainable transport fund will be regarded
more favourably if they have involvement from voluntary community groups, such as the one that
she has described.”22

Friends of the Earth would welcome the opportunity for involvement with any proposed bid to the
Local Sustainable Travel Fund.
                                                          
21

http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/+/http://www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/sustainable/cars/makingcarsharingmarc
h2005.pdf
22 House of Commons, 2nd December 2010, Column 943
www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201011/cmhansrd/cm101202/debtext/101202-0001.htm
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Regional Growth Fund (RGF) through the Manchester Local Economic Partnership (LEP).

The Manchester LEP could bid to the RGF. This fund can support both revenue and capital
projects and bids for innovative schemes such as this are encouraged. An Smarter Travel Choices
roll out would support the economic growth objectives of the LEPs & RGF by enhancing access to
jobs-particularly for the third of households without a car and also by cutting traffic congestion - a
major cost to business.

A conurbation wide programme - strongly promoting voluntary car sharing to the public and
employers above a certain threshold, together with appropriate web tools, branding, marketing,
promotion, incentives and complimentary measures such as multi-occupancy road lanes would be
a relative ‘quick win’ compared to the building of expensive new transport infrastructure intended to
cut congestion.  It would have the following benefits of:

• Reducing carbon emissions
• Reducing road congestion
• Cutting local NOx pollution (an EU requirement)
• Increasing social inclusion by providing access to jobs for the third of Manchester

households without a car

The Greater Manchester Public Health Network (GMPHN) has noted that:

“If one third of car journeys under five miles were transferred to foot or cycle it would save as many
lives as all other heart disease prevention measures put together. The GM DPH group will strongly
support the construction of comprehensive GM wide walking and cycle strategies integral to the
work of the city region strategy.”

The Directors of Public Health also recommended that any strategy developed should:

“include prioritised investment in infrastructure and funded by the equivalent of 10% of the entire
Transport Budget for GM.” 23

Recommendations:

• Funding for this package should be prioritised and supplemented with bids to the LSTF
and RGF.

• The numerous benefits of the Smarter Travel Choices policy package should be further
enhanced by implementing:
• Extensive 20mph limits in residential areas
• An extensive conurbation wide cycle route network
• Multi occupancy vehicle lanes on key commuter routes
• Congestion charging or work place parking charging

2.6) Reduction in traffic speed in residential environments

Manchester Friends of the Earth welcome the ambition contained in the LTP to improve travelling
environments, with the stated aim of giving a greater priority to pedestrians and recognising that
the design of the places were we live has a huge impact on people’s travel choices.  The
consultation document states that:
                                                          
23 www.nwph.net/AGMPCTS/News%20and%20bulletins/DPH%203rd%20Annual%20Report.pdf
Health Inequalities in Manchester Greater. GM Directors of Public Health Group, 3rd Annual Report 2009.
[Page 36]
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“There is a long term ambition for all lightly trafficked residential streets to be designed with a
pedestrian focus and to have lower speed limits, which would reduce casualties, but we recognise
that this will need to be delivered incrementally. Priority for interventions will be given to existing
streets where the community itself has identified a clear need (such as near schools, local high
streets and areas with safety issues), new developments and redeveloped sites. (para 4.4.1.2)

However, we believe that the LTP’s ‘long term ambition’ to lower speed limits in lightly trafficked
areas does not go far enough and would be a missed opportunity to address many transport
challenges faced in an economically cost-effective way. We would like to see the LTP make a
more solid and immediate commitment to this.

Research has shown that reducing the speed limit to 20 miles per hour in residential areas can
improve road safety, reduce air pollution, increase rates of active travel and enhance community
cohesion. It has also been shown that many people would support such a change. The British
Social Attitudes Survey has suggested that nearly three quarters of people support 20mph speed
restrictions in residential areas, including 72% of drivers questioned.24

Common sense would dictate that slower moving traffic would lead to an improvement in road
safety, particularly for children. This is indeed the case with Government research demonstrating
that a pedestrian struck at 20 mph has a 97% chance of survival, dropping to 80% at 30 mph and
50% at 35 mph.25

Air quality can be improved with a reduction in car speeds in residential areas. The Department for
Transport’s guidance on setting local speed limits states that “(D)riving more slowly at a steady
pace will save fuel and carbon dioxide emissions, unless an unnecessarily low gear is used”.26 This
guidance is also supported by advice from the London Assembly Transport Committee.27  With
improved air quality benefiting people’s health28 and saving the English economy over 10 billion
pounds per year,29 reducing the speed limit makes sense.

By encouraging active travel, reducing the speed limit could also improve health. People of all ages
would be more inclined to walk and cycle more regularly, positively influencing both physical and
mental health of communities. For example, the Fitter for Walking schemes in areas with high
obesity rates have seen 75% of people on the scheme reporting walking more and 64% feeling
fitter and healthier as a result. Meanwhile, national research has explored the potential for
improvements to the public realm that enable more walking to lock in economic benefits to the local
economy.30

Research conducted by Sustrans has shown that less busy roads increase rates of
neighbourliness with more children playing outside and communities interacting more positively
with each other.31  Research in Bristol found a dramatic deterioration in the social life of streets
with increased heavy motor vehicle traffic, with the average resident on a busy street found to have

                                                          
24 www.amazon.co.uk/British-Social-Attitudes-Report-Survey/dp/0761942793#reader_0761942793
25 www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/roadsafety/speed-limits/
26 www.nao.org.uk/publications/0910/eac_briefing_-_air_quality.aspx
27 http://legacy.london.gov.uk/assembly/reports/transport/braking-point-20mph.pdf
28 www.nao.org.uk/publications/0910/eac_briefing_-_air_quality.aspx
29 The estimated costs of physical inactivity in England are £8.2 billion annually, which does not include the
contribution of inactivity to obesity which in itself has been estimated at £2.5 billion annually. These figures
include both the costs to the NHS and costs related to the economy, such as absence from work. Chief
Medical Officer (2004). At least five a week: Evidence on the impact of physical activity and its relationship to
health . London : Department of Health.
30 Commission for Architecture and the Built Environment. 2007. Paved with Gold : the real value of street
design. London : CABE.
31 www.quality-streets.org.uk/index.php?id=5



12

less than one quarter the number of local friends compared with those living on a similar street with
little traffic.32

Many cities and towns across the UK have already successfully implemented a 20 mph speed limit
into their communities with minimal need for capital expenditure. There are many examples of
good practise available, from which Greater Manchester could learn.33 In addition, this approach is
supported by Sustrans in their ‘Quality Streets’ campaign.34

A reduction in speed limits in residential areas would also directly address three of the five key
priorities for LTP3: namely tackling climate change; improving safety, security and health; and
improving quality of life.

Recommendations:

• The LTP should commit to the introduction of default 20mph speed limits in residential
areas.

2.7) Tackling health inequalities in the Local Transport Plan.

Manchester Friends of the Earth welcomes the LTP’s reference to the importance of improving the
“life chances of residents” (para 2.3.2) as we see a strong connection between policy aimed at
tackling climate change and the high levels of ill health seen in our community.

We note that the LTP lists as its main priority the need to address low productivity from persistent
worklessness, but would argue that greater emphasis should be directed towards those transport
options that help address one of the issues of unemployment – ill health. It is reported that the City
Region has over 150,000 residents who are workless due to ill-health, including mental ill-health.35

Therefore it is essential that a LTP aiming to support economic development would link its plans
closely to the health of its residents.

The Government through the Foresight Project and the National Institute for Health and Clinical
Excellence (NICE) has recently provided background research and guidance for tackling what is
seen as one of major health challenges facing the UK, obesity.  The Foresight project, ‘Tackling
Obesities: Future Choices’ has taken a strategic view of obesity.  With obesity levels modelled to
increase dramatically in the coming years, we are likely to see an increase in a range of chronic
diseases including diabetes, stroke and heart disease, arthritis and cancer stemming from higher
levels of obesity. Coupled with this is an inevitable increase in cost to the NHS and also to the
wider society and business that is estimated to reach £49.9 billion per year.36

These reports acknowledge that the causes of obesity are ‘extremely complex’ and while personal
responsibility plays an important role in weight gain, the effects of today’s ‘obesogenic’
environment with energy dense foods, motorized transport and sedentary lifestyles plays a large
role in this shift towards a heavier population.

It follows that this epidemic requires a societal approach if this situation is to be improved. The role
of local government is seen as key in helping redesign the built environment to promote more
active travel choices and to help shift societal values around activity. There is significant research
that supports investment in more active forms of transport in terms of background evidence and
best practice. In fact, the evidence is overwhelming to a point where failure to act would be
bordering on negligence.
                                                          
32 www.streets-ahead.org/Presentations/DTESummary.pdf
33 www.20splentyforus.org.uk
34 www.quality-streets.org.uk/index.php?id=5
35 Greater Manchester Local Transport Plan 3 - Integrated Assessments (SEA/HIA/EqIA), page 5
36 www.bis.gov.uk/foresight/our-work/projects/current-projects/tackling-obesities
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In the early 1990s, the British Medical Association estimated that shifting one third of journeys of
fewer than 5 miles from car to walking or cycling would meet the entire Government target on heart
disease prevention as compared to all other prevention measures combined.37  A 2009 NW Public
Health Community report quoted evidence from America illustrating how “increased pedestrian
permeability of street design can reduce mean population bodyweight by 3kg. The considerable
health benefits of walking and cycling should be taken into account when planning; street design
should encourage active travel by providing a safe and pleasant environment for pedestrians and
cyclists.”38

The National Health Service supports the development of active travel through a number of
initiatives and strategies, including;

• ‘At least five a week’, evidence on the impact of physical activity and its relationship to
health. Department of health, 2004;

• ‘Be active, be healthy’ – a plan for getting the nation moving, Feb 2009;
• NHS Operating Framework 2010/2011 and NICE guidelines for promoting environments

that encourage physical activity.

A 2009 report from the Improvement and Development Agency (iDEA) stated that the:

“Observational evidence shows that certain characteristics of the built environment at
neighbourhood level are associated with physical activity choices. Land use, the distribution of
activities across space, including the location and density of different activities, has been
consistently associated with transportation choices. Mixed-use land is related to walking for
transportation, as are high-density areas.”39

The report also highlighted how as well as:

“designing the local environment in an active travel centric manner, there is consistent evidence
that targeted behavioural change programmes are effective in encouraging people to shift their
transport choices towards walking and cycling.”  However, “techniques such as mass media
campaigns alone do not appear to be effective in increasing walking and cycling and the evidence
also indicates that engineering measures, such as the construction of cycle lanes, and road user
charging schemes, are not effective.”

NICE have made recommendations on how to create and promote environments that support
physical activity. These recommendations suggest that local transport authorities ensure
pedestrians, cyclists and users of other modes of transport that involve physical activity
are given the highest priority within the transport network.40 These priorities include:

•  Planning, providing and maintaining a comprehensive network of routes for walking, cycling
and using other modes of transport involving physical activity. They should be built to a high
standard and be safe and attractive
•  Reallocating road space to support physically active modes of transport
•  Restricting motor vehicle access
•  Introducing road-user charging schemes and/or traffic-calming schemes
•  Creating safe routes for walking or cycling to schools.
                                                          
37 British Medical Association. Cycling: Towards Health And Safety. London: British Medical Association,
1992.
38 NORTH WEST OF ENGLAND PUBLIC HEALTH COMMUNITY, Position Paper
Response to Consultation on the European Commission Communication on a Sustainable Future for
Transport: Towards and Integrated, Technology led and User Friendly System, September 2009
39 www.idea.gov.uk/idk/aio/15246941 Valuing Health: developing a business case for health improvement
(Final report) Section 5.4.3 What is known?
40 NICE (2008). Promoting and creating built or natural environments that encourage and support physical
activity. London: NICE/NHS.
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The Department for Transport’s support is multi faceted. One of its five strategic objectives is 'to
contribute to better safety, security and health and longer life expectancy through reducing the risk
of death, injury or illness arising from transport, and promoting travel modes that are beneficial to
health'. The DfT’s Active Travel Towns schemes have demonstrated an increase in activity level
and an excellent rate of return on investment.41

Tackling obesity has similarities with tackling climate change. Measures to reduce traffic
congestion, increase cycling or design sustainable communities can help tackle both challenges
and tackling them together would enhance the effectiveness of action.

Improving the cycling facilities and levels of cycling in Greater Manchester could also help improve
access to health facilities. The table below (Core Accessibility Indicators for Local Authorities
Across Greater Manchester) was compiled using data from National Indicator 175 and illustrates
that more General Practice surgeries and hospitals within the Greater Manchester local authority
areas are:  a) accessible by cycle and b) are also accessible in shorter (quicker) times than by
walking or public transport.42

In order to promote more active forms of transport in Greater Manchester to support both healthy
lifestyles and a healthier environment the LTP should include the following:

Recommendations:

• The inclusion of a health impact assessment when urban and transport planning decisions are
being made, given the extensive impacts of transport decisions on the health of the population.

• That key services and destinations are located and designed with pedestrians and cyclists in
mind, enabling people to walk and cycle in safety and with confidence.

• The promotion and marketing of measures to help overcome personal barriers to active travel.

                                                          
41 The Effects of Smarter Choices Programmes in the Sustainable Travel Towns - Department for Transport,
February 2010, www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/sustainable/smarterchoices/smarterchoiceprogrammes/
42 www.gmltp.co.uk/pdfs/2010/Annexes_Scoping_Report.pdf Source: Department for Transport 2008
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3) Active Travel: Cycling and Walking

3.1 Introduction

Walking and cycling are the truly low-carbon transport modes and Manchester Friends of the Earth
welcomes and supports the commitments contained within the LTP to support and encourage
increased levels of walking and cycling across Greater Manchester.

However, we believe that there has been a lack of sustained investment in cycling and a poor level
of evaluation of what is spent. What cycle lanes and facilities there are, are sometimes poorly
enforced and maintained and seem to reflect a piecemeal approach rather than a coherent network
of routes. There has been some progress on the provision of cycle parking in the city centre,
district centres and at transport nodes and this should be continued. There has also been some
recent funding for adult cycle training – and this has enjoyed a fast uptake, indicating an appetite
for cycling, which should be encouraged. Recent research by Manchester Friends of the Earth has
indicated that cyclists and would-be cyclists perceive a risk from other road users, particularly
buses and taxis, and that this could be a factor in making cycling unattractive to some.

Manchester Friends of the Earth believes that, if Greater Manchester is serious about meeting the
key environmental, health and economic challenges it faces over the next 20 years, then both the
Local Transport Plan and the Local Implementation Plans need to demonstrate a much higher level
of strategic co-ordination, planning, commitment and funding for active travel (walking and cycling)
across all policy areas within Greater Manchester than has previously been the case.

This section will demonstrate how policies and programmes to increase cycling and walking levels
could play a key role in helping Greater Manchester meet the challenges of climate change
(reducing C02e emissions), public health & wellbeing (improving physical activity levels, reducing
obesity and heart disease), creating healthy communities. Such programmes have also been
demonstrated to provide excellent value for money when compared to other transport options.

The consultation document states in Section 5.6 (A new future for walking and cycling) that the
Greater Manchester Local Transport Plan (LTP3) will continue:

• Developing highway management systems that encourage walking and cycling
• Promote the health and environmental benefits of walking and cycling
• Prioritise speed reduction where there is a clear community need
• Prioritising other local improvements to cycle routes, pedestrian facilities and Public Rights of

Way
• Ensuring better maintenance in support of road safety, walking and cycling
• Provide road safety and cycle training

and also states that “As funding allows” the LTP will also work on:

• Developing a network of key cycle routes to local centres and facilities
• Delivering more and better cycle parking at key destinations and public transport interchanges
• Developing the potential for innovative cycle hire systems. [Page 50]

The LTP para 4.2.2.6 states that:

“We are also aware of the potential for increased levels of cycling to improve the efficiency of the
transport network. The economic benefits of cycling include lower transport costs, better access to
jobs, improved health and reduced absences for employers. Cycling can also widen the catchment
area for rail and Metrolink and, by increasing the number of passengers and fares paid, make
public transport more viable.” [Page 26]

In addition, para 3.5.7 (Cycle Journey Priorities) states that the LTP will provide:
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• Protection of cycle lanes from other (moving and parked) road traffic through traffic
management and speed control measures

• Maintenance and signing of cycle lanes
• Network-style development of safe cycle routes along key commuting corridors
• Development of integration between cycle and public transport journey opportunities
• Safe, secure and well maintained cycle parking at key destinations and public

access points
• Development of further cycle training opportunities for all ages

Whilst, Manchester Friends of the Earth welcomes these commitments it believes that an analysis
of active travel provision during the LTP2 timeframe, and of cycling policy in particular highlights
the need to develop a far more coherent and strategic approach to active travel policies and
implementation.

In December 2002, Greater Manchester was criticised by the Department for Transport (DfT) for a
lack of progress on increasing walking and cycling measures.43  An analysis of the delivery of
cycling schemes on the ground in 2003 reported that:

“In response to the criticism of the last APR for showing poor progress regarding cycling, a
Remedial Action Plan has been prepared for 2003. This takes forward the existing Action Plan, and
highlights aspects for priority treatment, or approaches which are expected to be the most effective
in reversing local and national trends in cycling levels. It has been prepared with the help of local
cycling campaign groups. The Remedial Action Plan will be a key influence on the work of
authorities in 2003/04. The Action Plan will be reviewed annually. The implementation of the
Remedial Action Plan is being monitored by both the Greater Manchester Cycling Group and the
LTP Steering Group.”44

Following the introduction of a range of measures, including the funding for GM wide cycling &
walking promotional and marketing activities it was reported in the 2008 LTP2 Progress report that
there had been an “increase in cycling levels by 6% since 2005/06, after years of decline.”45 Whilst
this increase is very welcome, it should be noted that Greater Manchester cycling levels are still
very low compared to other cities in the UK.

3.2 Challenges

Manchester Friends of the Earth would argue that some of the key challenges and problems
identified within LTP2 in relation to cycling and walking were:

A lack of senior level support.

• Low level of walking and cycling champions within some of the GM local authorities. The
lack of high-level political commitment was commented on as one of the reasons for the
unsuccessful Cycling Demonstration City bid in 2008.

Delivery of cycling and walking infrastructure that does not meet national guidance or is
poor compared to “best practice” from other UK cities.

• For example, the current GM cycle parking standards and planning guidance are very poor
compared to other English cities such as York and Cambridge.

Poor integration with other strategies and sectors at a senior level.

                                                          
43 www.gmltp.co.uk%2Fpdfs%2Fprog_rep_03%2FMessage_chair_1.pdf
44 www.gmltp.co.uk/pdfs/prog_rep_03/delSchemes_5.pdf Delivery of Schemes on the Ground
45 www.gmltp.co.uk%2Fpdfs%2F2008%2FLTP2_Progress_Report_Executive_Summary.pdf
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• Examples include planning guidance on walking and cycling often not being
enforced, poor enforcement regarding vehicles parking in cycle lanes, poor
integration within health promotion strategies.

• Poorly co-ordinated and low levels of promotion and marketing of walking and
cycling

• Lack of revenue funding for long term child and adult cycle training or pedestrian
training.

The Department for Transport (DfT) guidance for the Local Transport Plan 3 (LTP3) submissions
clearly states that schemes to promote active travel (cycling and walking) will be a key aspect of
the evaluation of local authority plans. There is a stated requirement to develop such schemes to
meet national Governments’ Delivering a Sustainable Transport System (DaSTS) goals.46

3.3 Value for money

Increasing cycling levels can have direct economic benefits. In 2008, a Cycling England report
"Valuing the Benefits of Cycling", prepared by SQW Consulting, highlighted that each new
"additional cyclist" generated [by promoting and encouraging] cycling would deliver saving benefits
of up to £382 in relation to health, pollution and congestion issues.47

Therefore, according to the costing models in these reports - generating 1000 additional, regular
cyclists in Greater Manchester would generate up to £382,000 in health, congestion and pollution
savings.

The SQW consultants also prepared the Planning for Cycling study which:

"presents for the first time a Cycling Planning Model (CPM) that will help local planners to better
assess the number of additional cyclists required to generate a return on investment. The model
shows how a surprisingly small number of additional cyclists will pay for investment in new cycling
infrastructure. The model suggests:

 * An investment of £10,000 requires one additional regular cyclist
 * An investment of £100,000 requires 11 additional regular cyclists.”48

Therefore, according to the SQW costing models - generating 1000 additional, regular cyclists in
Greater Manchester would justify over £9 million expenditure on cycling infrastructure and facilities
and would generate up to £382,000 in health, congestion and air quality savings per annum.

There is also evidence that increasing levels of active travel (cycling and walking) can help people
to be more productive at work as well as reducing employee sickness absence levels.

“There is increasing evidence to show that active people may be more productive at work and
suffer less sickness. Employers therefore have much to gain from helping their staff to enjoy good
health and a high quality of life by being physically active." Sir Digby Jones, CBI Director-General49

                                                          
46 www.dft.gov.uk/adobepdf/165237/ltp-guidance.pdf
47 www.dft.gov.uk/cyclingengland/site/wp-content/uploads/2008/08/valuing-the-benefits-of-cycling-exec-
summary.pdf [Page 2 of Exec summary]. The research defines regular cycling as three times a week and
measures the impact across the lifetime of a project – assumed in this study to be 30 years."

48 www.dft.gov.uk/cyclingengland/2009/05/new-economic-analysis-signals-a-more-effective-approach-to-
cycling/

49 Quoted in “Active travel and healthy workplaces” (2005)
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A 2009 research report highlighted how employees from three large Dutch organizations who
regularly cycled to work had significantly lower rates of absenteeism (average 7.4 days per year)
than non-cyclists (average 8.7 days per year). There was also a relationship between cycling
distance and frequency - the more often an employee cycled and the longer the distance travelled,
the lower the rate of absenteeism. The report stated that:

“Employees who cycle regularly to work are less frequently ill, with on average more than one day
per year less absenteeism than colleagues who do not cycle to work. If employers in the
Netherlands were to encourage employees to cycle to work more, annual savings could reach 27
million euros.” 50 51

The literature on Cost Benefit Analysis of interventions to promote routine walking and cycling
reveals that the economic justification for investments to facilitate cycling and walking had
previously been under-rated.   A 2010 review of the economic literature, prepared for Bristol City
Council and NHS Bristol, reported that:

“Almost all of the studies identified (UK and beyond) report economic benefits of walking and
cycling interventions which are highly significant, and these average 13:1. For UK interventions
only the average figure is higher, at 19:1. Investment in infrastructure and to facilitate increased
activity levels amongst local communities through cycling and walking is likely to be a ‘best buy’ for
our health, the NHS at large in terms of cost savings, as well as for the road transport sector. 52

3.4) Cycling Parking Standards and Planning Guidance

The importance of providing sufficient cycle facilities, such as cycle parking, was highlighted by a
1994 study in Bradford, West Yorkshire which undertook a large scale survey of current and
potential cyclists to review the cycle facility provision and also to investigate the factors affecting
the propensity to cycle.  The provision of secure cycle parking was listed as an incentive that would
increase their “likelihood to cycle” by 63% of the respondents.53

In October 2009, Greater Manchester Police (GMP) released their Cycle Parking Design Guidance
(Design for Security). This guidance was based on York Council’s 'level of parking' requirements
and in the "What are Cycle Parking Standards?" section the GMP state that:

"These are generally acknowledged by Local Authorities as providing 'best practice'. These
standards should be applied to all planning applications by Local Authorities." (emphasis added).

Unfortunately, the current Greater Manchester Parking Standards as listed in the 2006 Local
Transport Plan (LTP2) Technical Guidance requires planning departments to specify far less cycle
parking provision when considering planning applications for new developments or re-
developments.

An example, is that for office building type developments (Type A2: Financial & professional
services) the current GM requirement is a "Minimum standard for cycle parking provision" of 1
cycle parking space per 400 square metres (minimum of 2).

                                                                                                                                                                                                
www.sustrans.org.uk/assets/files/AT/Publications/Active%20travel%20and%20healthy%20workplaces%20fin
al.pdf
50 Reduced sickness absence in regular commuter cyclists can save employers 27 million euros (2009)
www.tno.nl/downloads/reduced_sickness_absence_kvl_l_09_02_978Em_laag.pdf
51 See also Hendriksen,IJ; Simons,M; Galindo Garre,F; Hildebrandt,VH (2010) The association between
commuter cycling and sickness absence, Preventive Medicine, v51, no.2, pp132-135.
52 Value for Money: An Economic Assessment of Investment in Walking and Cycling, March 2010, Page 1.
53  Hopkinson,P; Wardman,M (1996) Evaluating the demand for new cycle facilities, Transport Policy,
v3, no. 4, pp241-249
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Compare this to the requirement adopted by York City Council that demands all plans for new
office buildings provide 1 space per 55 square metres. This means that any new buildings in York
are required to provide 7 times more cycle parking space than an equivalent office building in
Greater Manchester.

Also it is not clear whether the Greater Manchester guidelines actually have any “teeth” for
enforcement purposes.  According to a Greater Manchester Local Transport Plan Cycling Group
report in April 2002 the "notes give advice regarding design and numbers of places, and whilst they
cannot be enforced yet, form a suitable basis on which to implement facilities."54 

Other cities, such as Cambridge, have already adopted cycle parking standards that require higher
levels of cycle parking provision. For example: Financial and professional services 1 space per 30
m2 GFA to include some visitor parking.55

Manchester City Council has requested its Planning Department to adopt the cycle parking
requirements as included in Appendix 1: Cycle Parking Standards of the Greater Manchester
Police Cycle Parking Design Guidance (Design for Security).56

Manchester Friends of the Earth would recommend that the Local Transport Plan adopt the
Greater Manchester Police Cycle Parking Design Guidance (Design for Security) standards and
urge all GM local authorities to do likewise.

We would also like to suggest that the Local Transport Plan consider a range of alternative
methods, such as using road space for cycle parking - to increase the provision of cycle parking
whilst avoiding the loss of space for pedestrians particularly people with disabilities, wheelchairs,
pram buggy access.  The photographs below are from schemes in Portland (USA), Montreal
(Canada) and Dublin (Ireland) and illustrate other possible approaches.

Onstreet Bike parking, Oregon.57
Onstreet Parking, Portland.

We would suggest that there are many locations across Greater Manchester where such schemes
could be investigated.

                                                          
54  Greater Manchester Cycle Parking Guidelines, www.gmltp.co.uk/pdfs/cycle_parking.pdf
55  See www.cambridge.gov.uk/public/docs/Car-and-Cycle-Parking-Standards.pdf
56

http://designforsecurity.org/uploads/files/DFS_Cycles.pdf?phpMyAdmin=jpYC7XVwydfIujo32uKtoQDa%2Cqf
57  www.worldchanging.com/archives/005599.html
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50 bikes in a parking in a spot otherwise
accommodate only one or two cars- Montreal,
Canada.58

Dublin, the cycle park is located on the ground floor
of Drury Street Car Park. An entire floor of car
parking spaces was removed to provide for cyclists.
The facility is designed for short-term use so this
means anyone from commuters, to tourists, to
shoppers can use it.59

Cambridge have also recently opened the Grand Arcade Cycle Park, a new facility on Corn
Exchange Street, built to provide cycle parking for around 500 cycles.60

Recommendations:

• The LTP should promote cycle parking standards that will provide additional cycle parking
throughout Greater Manchester, in line with targets to increase cycling. Cycle parking is
needed not only in the public realm but also in business and residential buildings, and Council
planning policy should reflect this. Cycling parking provision should be tailored to fit the
requirements of specific locations.

• The LTP should encourage the Combined Authority and TfGM to adopt the planning guidance
for cycle parking contained in the Greater Manchester Police Cycle Parking Design Guidance
(Design for Security),

3.5) Cycle Training (National Standard and Bikeability)

A recent publication from Cycling England (Department for Transport) evaluated which aspects of
the Cycling Demonstration Towns (CDTs) had proved successful in encouraging more people to
cycle. The research found that there were a number of key activities which were common across
all the CDTs. Each CDT put in place projects that removed barriers to cycling, whether these
related to people’s lack of equipment, skills or confidence. These projects typically combined one
or more of the following initiatives:

Accessing Equipment
• Free or discounted cycle equipment (i.e. helmets, lights)
• Access to loaned cycle equipment (e.g. cycle loan / pool bikes)
• Dr Bike sessions to ensure cycle equipment is safe and well maintained
• Grants for community groups to purchase cycling equipment.
                                                          
58  http://theurbanearth.wordpress.com/2008/04/
59  http://dublincitycycling.ie/blog/
60  www.camcycle.org.uk/resources/cycleparking/grandarcade/
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Building Skills
• Group or one-to-one Bikeability training for adults
• Family cycle training events at weekends or during school holidays
• Cycle maintenance training
• Group training and cycle maintenance referred by the local NHS.

Building Confidence
• Led leisure bike rides on the local cycle network
• ‘Bike Buddy’ services matching novices with a more experienced cyclist.

Several of the Cycling Demonstration Towns also offered Level 3 Bikeability training to older
children. 61

3.5.1) Bikeability – national standards cycle training for school children.

Manchester Friends of the Earth welcomes the recent announcement by Norman Baker MP
(Transport Minister) that:

“There is £11 million for Bikeability in this financial year, which is available to local highways
authorities and school sport partnerships. Bikeability funding will continue for the rest of the
Parliament, as we have indicated. We are funding 275,000 Bikeability level 2 training places for
children this year and a further £500,000 is available in bursaries for the training of cycling
instructors. It is clear that our commitment to cycling.” 62

We would encourage all Greater Manchester authorities to work to increase the number of school
children receiving Level 1 and 2 Bikeability training. However, we also note that a number of the
Cycle Demonstration Towns provided more advanced cycle training (Level 3) for older pupils. For
example, Derby offered:

“Level 3 Bikeability training for Years 7 – 9 started in curriculum time at six secondary schools in
2009. All local secondary schools also started offering a Cycling GCSE in 2009/10 (25% of the
content of the Physical Education GCSE), with a bespoke curriculum including Bikeability Level 3,
mountain biking and BMXing.” 63

3.5.2) Adult cycle training

Many of the Cycle Demonstration Towns including Brighton, Darlington, Exeter and Lancaster also
offered adult cycle training as a practical measure aimed at giving people the necessary skills and
confidence to cycle on the road network.

Manchester Friends of the Earth welcomes the observation in Para 4.4.2.1 of the LTP3
consultation document that:

                                                          
61 Making a Cycling Town: a compilation of practitioners’ experiences from the Cycling Demonstration Towns
programme. Page 72: Enabling Cycling: Equipment, Skills & Confidence
Available at  www.dft.gov.uk/cyclingengland/site/wp-
content/uploads/2010/05/making_a_cycling_town_qualitative_report1.pdf
62 House of Commons, 2nd December 2010, Column 943
www.publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201011/cmhansrd/cm101202/debtext/101202-0001.htm
63 Making a Cycling Town: a compilation of practitioners’ experiences from the Cycling Demonstration Towns
programme. Page 72: Enabling Cycling: Equipment, Skills & Confidence
Available at  www.dft.gov.uk/cyclingengland/site/wp-
content/uploads/2010/05/making_a_cycling_town_qualitative_report1.pdf
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“The provision of additional routes, and improvements to existing ones, needs to be supported by
adult and child cycle training.”

Lack of confidence and inexperience of cycling in traffic are two of the most common reasons
given by people for why they do not cycle on the road network.  Such comments are commonly
encountered during cycling promotional events, organised by Love Your Bike64 campaigners such
as the Bike Friday led rides.65  Research has also shown that between 7-11% of people never
learnt how to cycle.66

However, Manchester Friends of the Earth are concerned that there appears to be a lack of clarity
on whether the LTP seeks to provide adult cycle training as part of continuing work as stated in
Section 5.6 A new future for walking and cycling:

“Continuing to: Provide road safety and cycle training”

or on an “as funding allows” basis as stated in Para 5.8 Securing healthy and safe travel options:

“As funding allows, continuing to: Deliver measures to encourage ‘active travel’, including cycle
training for all age groups.”

The previous Greater Manchester Local Transport Plan (LTP2) contained the following
commitment on adult cycle training:

“It is also a goal to begin to provide adult cycle training and further work will be undertaken to
ascertain the best way of delivering this.”67

As well as stating that:

“Actions for Cycling: During the next five years, we shall take the following steps to improve
cycling:  Delivery of improved school cycle training  and establishing adult cycle training - the
latter inline with the recommendations of a study to be commissioned"68 (Emphasis added)

Unfortunately, very few of the ten GM local authorities have provided funding for such cycle
training for people living or working in Greater Manchester.

Cycle training for adults has been shown to be a very effective method for encouraging people to
start cycling to work and for leisure and therefore Love Your Bike welcomed the decision by
Manchester City Council to establish an Adult Cycle Training scheme. The cycle training will be
delivered by BikeRight!, a Manchester-based national standards cycle training provider, and will
provide up to 500 cycle training places in the FY 2010/11.

In 2008/9 Transport for London (TfL) provided funding for 4000 adults across all London boroughs
to receive cycle training.  The comparable levels of adult cycle training, on a pro-rata population
basis, for each of the GM local authorities and indicative costs are shown in the table below.69

                                                          
64 The Love Your Bike campaign is based in Manchester. We aim to promote cycling and to help make it an
attractive, accessible and fun way to get around. Co-ordinated by Manchester Friends of the Earth, we aim
to work closely with other like-minded organisations and promote their activities.  See www.loveyourbike.org
65 See www.bikefriday.org   The purpose of Bike Friday is:  to encourage commuters to use their bicycle to
get to work; to encourage employers to make it easier for their employees to cycle to work; to make cycling
visible to drivers and demonstrate that it's a viable way to get around; if you haven't cycled for a while, it's a
chance to enjoy safety in numbers and learn from others who have more experience;  to have fun.
66 www.laws.sandwell.gov.uk/ccm/cms-service/download/asset/?asset_id=630411.
67 www.gmltp.co.uk/pdfs/GM_cycling_strategy.pdf  The Greater Manchester Cycling Strategy Greater
Manchester Local Transport plan 2001/02-2005/06

68 www.gmltp.co.uk/gmltp2_html/section_113143151355.html
69 London (population) (2007 figures) = 7,556,900.
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Population Pro rata No. of adult cycle
training places

Indicative project cost
(£)

Bolton 263700 140 6,979
Bury 180608 96 4,780
Manchester 464200 246 12,285
Oldham 103544 55 2,740
Rochdale 95796 51 2,535
Salford 219200 116 5,801
Stockport 284528 151 7,530
Tameside 214400 113 5,674
Trafford 211800 112 5,605
Wigan 81203 43 2,149

Total 2118979 1,122 56,081

Notes: These figures are based on adult cycle training costs of £50 per person/training session and
do not include project management, promotion or evaluation costs.

By way of comparison, according to 2005 figures from Transport for London, the costs for standard
cycle lanes (no junctions) was between £20 - £40 per metre. These figures are likely to have
increased and it would be useful to see contemporary cost figures for Greater Manchester.

Providing adult cycle training sessions in Greater Manchester, comparable to London on a pro-rata
population basis, would cost approximately £56,000. Allowing for management, publicity and
evaluation costs such a scheme would require project funding of the order of £70,000. This would
be the equivalent cost of between 1.8 to 3.6 km of standard cycle lane. We recognise that such
costs would normally come from capital expenditure budgets - but we have provided the figures as
an illustration of the cost-effectiveness of adult cycle training compared to other forms of
interventions to encourage more people to cycle.

With public funding under severe pressure it is encouraging to note that investment in policies and
projects to increase the levels of people cycling can actually save money. Research for Cycling
England highlighted how increased cycling levels can have direct economic benefits. In 2008, a
Cycling England report "Valuing the Benefits of Cycling", prepared by SQW Consulting, highlighted
that each new "additional cyclist" generated [by promoting and encouraging] cycling would deliver
saving benefits of up to £382 each year in relation to health, pollution and congestion issues.70

Adult cycle training schemes to provide training for up to 1122 people in Greater Manchester and
give them the skills and confidence to cycle regularly could be delivered for approx. £70,000. (See
table above).  According to the costing models in the SQW reports – if the cycle training
encouraged 184 “new” regular cyclists this would generate health, congestion and pollution
savings to cover the cost of the cycle training. Experience from adult cycle training projects in
Manchester and elsewhere indicate that such schemes commonly achieve higher outcome levels.

Manchester Friends of the Earth believes that if Greater Manchester is serious about increasing
cycling levels, it is essential for TfGM to identify the funding for a GM wide adult cycle training
scheme - or for all ten local authorities to fund adult cycle training schemes within their Local
Implementation Plans.

                                                                                                                                                                                                

70 www.dft.gov.uk/cyclingengland/site/wp-content/uploads/2008/08/valuing-the-benefits-of-cycling-exec-
summary.pdf [Page 2 of Exec summary]. The research defines regular cycling as three times a week and
measures the impact across the lifetime of a project – assumed in this study to be 30 years."
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Recommendations:

• The LTP should prioritise funding for the delivery of GM wide adult cycle training. As the
benefits of increased cycling levels impact across several policy areas, such funding should be
cross-departmental.

• The LTP should encourage the inclusion of Level 3 cycle training for older school children in
the Local Implementation Plans.

3.6) Cycling strategy and targets

Manchester Friends of the Earth notes the observation in LTP3 that:

“Around 15% of people commuting by car travel less than 2km (just over 1 mile) – and more than
30% of car commuters travel less than 5km (around 3 miles). The challenge is to make car drivers
aware of the opportunities and benefits of making at least some of their journeys by cycle or on
foot.” (Para 3.4.1) See also Figure 1 below.

The need for Greater Manchester to develop an updated and bolder Cycling Strategy with
ambitious, yet realistic targets is long overdue.

For example, in October 2009, Liverpool Primary Care Trust (PCT) and Liverpool City Council
signed a formal agreement at the Merseyside Transport Partnership annual conference which set
out their commitment to increasing cycling levels in the city. The new agreement set out to
generate a 10% increase in trips made by bike before the end of March, 2011, compared to
journeys in 2006.71

The Department for Transport (DfT) Guidance on Local Transport plans (July 2009) states that:

“Authorities may also wish to consider local targets on cycling and walking, and on freight, either
for the whole of their area or for particular locations.”72

A shift towards walking and cycling can be particularly effective in reducing the number of car
journeys under five miles and for such journeys can offer the same transport benefits as provided
by cars –  providing transport to a specific destination at a time that suits the needs of the person
travelling. Criteria that are not always met by the public transport system.

We would urge LTP to develop and adopt bolder such as that contained in the “Active Travel: Our
long term vision for Greater Manchester” document which states that:

“Our aim is for cycling in Greater Manchester to play the greatest role possible in creating wealth,
improving access to employment and education, improving health and reducing climate change
gas emissions. This means in 20 years time, a quarter of all people travelling 5 miles or less to
work will travel by bike.” (Page 5).

                                                          
71 Daily Post (Liverpool), 14 October 2009, Creating a cycling city.
The alliance aims to improve quality of life and create a healthy, low-carbon city for the future. The City
partners now hope that others will join the alliance so that Merseyside councils and PCTs can work with
businesses, universities and cultural and sporting agencies to bring renewed commitment to cycling.

72 www.dft.gov.uk/adobepdf/165237/ltp-guidance.pdf (page 20)
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Figure1: Percentage of car journeys to work that are less than 5km

To achieve such targets the LTP and Local Implementation Plans will need to provide clearer
indications of the support and funding available.

We would also highlight the need for the LTP to recognise the needs of the different cycling
communities in Greater Manchester.  For example, a report for Cycling England, Understanding
the Potential Cycling Market,73 provides details of research by Transport for London (TfL) into the
amount of cycle trips in London by type of cyclist.  Whilst this analysis was of cyclists in London,
and therefore may not be directly comparable with cycling levels in Greater Manchester, it
highlighted that there are significant differences between the amount and type of cycle journeys
made by different groups of cyclists.

Encouraging leisure and recreational cycling is important but the TfL analysis seems to indicate
that significant C02 reductions and health benefits would come from developing infrastructure and
promotional activities to significantly increase the numbers of people in the “cycle everywhere” and
“dedicated commuter” categories.

                                                          
73 www.dft.gov.uk/cyclingengland/site/wp-
content/uploads/2008/08/sm01_understanding_the_potential_cycling_market.pdf
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The implications of “market segmentation” within the cycling community should be taken into
account when developing cycling policies for inclusion in the LTP and Local Implementation Plans.

Recommendations:

• The LTP should contain ambitious targets for increasing cycling in Greater Manchester, and
specify how these targets will be achieved. In particular, the strategy should distinguish
between leisure cycling and utility cycling and ensure that any strategy is developed in
consultation with the different cycling communities.

• The LTP should include a commitment to the development of a comprehensive Greater
Manchester Cycling Strategy co-ordinated by senior level officers within the Combined
Authority or TfGM.

• The LTP should contain specific reference to the cost benefit analysis (Benefit to Cost Ratios)
used to asses transport investment proposals. Evidence would suggest that walking and
cycling interventions would score strongly and provide a significant return on investment.

3.7) Walking

Manchester Friends of the Earth welcomes the LTP commitments on Pedestrian Journey Priorities
(para 3.5.6) which state that the LTP will work to provide:

• Improved pedestrian crossing facilities, as well as crossing patrols and other walk to school
initiatives

• Improved street lighting and route design to enhance personal safety and security
• Improved signage, maps and information on pedestrian routes
• Improved footway surfaces (particularly for wheelchair users, parents with pushchairs etc)
• Development of attractive recreational walking routes
• Traffic management / speed controls in support of pedestrian safety
• Improved signage and information on pedestrian routes

We note that the five year strategy (in the GM Walking Strategy published in 2002) stated that
LTP2 would:

• Seek to promote walking alongside the other sustainable transportation modes
• Adopt a hierarchy that first considers the needs of the pedestrian (emphasis added)
• Emphasise the street as a space for living. Address urban planning, design and maintenance

issues to ensure quality and security
• Change the image of walking in cities and towns
• Take into account emerging research and best practice guides and adjust action plans

accordingly. (Page 16).74

In 1997, Manchester City Council adopted a road user hierarchy that should be used when
assessing schemes and policies with significant transport implications and should accord the
following priorities:

• pedestrians and disabled people
• cyclists
• public transport
• access (commercial and business)
• general traffic (off peak) and
• general traffic (peak).75

                                                          
74 www.gmltp.co.uk/pdfs/GM_walking_strategy.pdf
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We would encourage the proposed LTP to promote a common road user hierarchy across the
whole of Greater Manchester.

Streets and public spaces are most successful when residents have the opportunity to influence
decisions about them and we would encourage the LTP and Local Implementation Plans to include
funding for Community Street Audits to help communities identify the necessary interventions to
help create a safe, attractive and enjoyable environment. 76

District centres could also consider improving pedestrian access with innovative schemes such as
the diagonal crossings introduced in Oxford Circus, London.77 (See photo below).

“Diagonal” street crossing, Oxford Circus, London.

We note that Trafford Council has purchased equipment suitable for gritting pavements and would
urge the LTP to include policy provision on ensuring that the pedestrian networks are safe and
useable throughout the year.

Recommendations

• The LTP should recommend the development of the canals network to provide a network of
walking and cycling paths that are perceived to complement the road network as a safe and
attractive way to get around the area.

• The LTP should recommend the implementation of Community Street Audits to identify
improvements needed to the pedestrian environment.

• The LTP should promote a common road user hierarchy across the whole of Greater
Manchester.

3.8) Cycle Hire Scheme

The LTP consultation document states that:

"we also need innovative solutions to help people to cycle as part of their daily lives, so we are
looking closely at recent city centre cycle hire schemes to take the best from these and other
marketing initiatives."

                                                                                                                                                                                                
75 www.gmltp.co.uk/pdfs/ProvGMLTP/annex3_12.pdf
76 www.livingstreets.org.uk/index.php/expert-help/community-street-audits/
77 www.bbc.co.uk/london/content/articles/2009/04/14/oxford_circus_feature.shtml
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Whilst Section 5.6 (A new future for walking and cycling) also states that as funding allows GM will
look at:

“Developing the potential for innovative cycle hire systems” (Page 50)

With a cycle hire scheme for Manchester being considered it is important that lessons are learnt
from the operation of cycle hire, or bike share, schemes in London and elsewhere.

A recent report from the London Assembly Transport Committee states that whilst they:

"found great enthusiasm for the cycle hire scheme but there remain questions about how it is being
funded. It is not clear exactly how much sponsorship Barclays has provided for a scheme which
has now been running for four months" and that "over 20 per cent of respondents to our survey
had started cycling as a result of the scheme and over 80 per cent thought it good value for money.
One comment received, representative of the views of many, described it as “a very significant
enhancement to life in London”.78

Overall the report is positive and supports the continued development of the cycle hire scheme, but
also highlights that:

"TfL reports that the annual operating cost of the scheme will be £18 million which it expects to be
met from charges and sponsorship. To date in 2010/11, TfL has received only £1.9 million of
income from charges largely because the roll out to casual users was delayed by six months and
has missed the summer months. TfL now expects the scheme to be self-financing in two to three
years and for the income to start contributing to its £79 million set up costs by 2017/18." (Page 7)

With regard to the issue of funding, the report concludes that:

"The costs and funding arrangements for the cycle hire scheme remain opaque. TfL has not told
the Committee how much Barclays has paid to date for its branding of the scheme. The argument
that all details of the relationships between TfL and Serco and Barclays are confidential is not a
compelling one. The details of these deals determine how much of the costs of the scheme have to
be met from farepayers at a time of huge pressure on TfL’s finances. It is in the public interest for
these details to be made available to the Committee. This would be in line with the Mayor’s
commitment to transparency about public expenditure."

Phase 1 of the London Scheme was supposed to have enabled members and casual users to
use 6,000 bikes at 400 docking stations with over 10,000 docking points. However, the full scheme
may not be in place until March 2011 and the London Assembly report indicates that 348 docking
stations have been established.79. How many docking stations are needed will continue to a
subject for discussion, with the London Cycling Campaign arguing that the functionality of the
scheme depends on the full complement of 400 docking stations being completed.

Recently released bike share data highlighted how people in Lyon, France's second-largest
Metropolitan area, make 16,000 trips every day using the Vélo’v scheme. The Velo 'v has 4000
bikes available at nearly 350 stations around the city which has 480,660 inhabitants although the
population of its metropolitan area is estimated to be 1,757,180. Despite being many times smaller
than London, this scheme has nearly as many docking stations, as are planned for London and
two-thirds of the bicycles.80 The need for extensive cycle hire infrastructure raises significant
questions for any proposed Manchester scheme.

The London Assembly report also raised concerns about how effective the cycle hire scheme had
been in encouraging people to switch from car travel. The report states that:
                                                          
78 Pedal power: the cycle hire scheme and cycle superhighways
www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/FINAL%20REPORT.pdf
79 Information from TfL provided on 24 November 2010
80 www.technologyreview.com/blog/arxiv/26092/
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"Our survey found less than one per cent of journeys are replacing those previously made by car;
TfL’s planning assumptions were for a five per cent shift from car to bike." (Page 8)
Whilst Manchester Friends of the Earth are supportive of cycle hire schemes we are concerned
that such schemes will divert limited resources from other, possibly more cost-effective, projects
and initiatives that promote and support cycling.

Hopefully, Manchester can learn lessons from other cities that have successfully introduced cycle
hire schemes but until more details of any proposed scheme are made available there will remain
key questions on both operational issues and potential costs.

Recommendations:

• The LTP should consider plans to develop cycle hire schemes in the longer term. It is important
that the LTP emphasise the need for delivery of wider improvements to cycle infrastructure,
promotion and support  as higher priorities in the short term.

3.9) Core Cycle Network, Cycle lanes, enforcement measures and potholes.

3.9.1) Cycle Network: Manchester Friends of the Earth supports the commitment in the LTP to:

“further develop a ‘core cycle network’, that will be implemented locally, on which people will be
able to cycle with ease, convenience and safety. This will involve not only the creation of cycle
lanes, but improvements at large junctions, roundabouts or pinch points that create barriers for
cyclists. We see the completion of a ‘core cycle network’, over the long term, as the key
intervention needed in order to create a pro-cycling culture in Greater Manchester. The provision of
additional routes, and improvements to existing ones, needs to be supported by adult and
child cycle training and improved maintenance standards on cycle lanes and cycle routes.” (Para
4.4.2.1)

However, we would argue that this commitment should not be placed in the “as funding allows”
category as the development of a coherent cycle network linking City Centres, district centres and
key economic areas should be a key priority for the LTP.

3.9.2) Enforcement measures: Incursions by motor vehicles into cycle lanes and onto footpaths
are a major cause of concern, and are a barrier to encourage people to travel by these modes.

Unfortunately, such behaviour has become such a regular occurrence that they are more the norm
than the exception.

Inconsiderate/illegal parking/loading inhibits movement and access for pedestrians and cyclists; it
causes damage to footpaths and kerbs, increasing the risk of trips and falls. It also increases
maintenance costs.

We note that whilst the LTP consultation makes several references to enforcement measures in
relation to traffic and bus lanes (see below)

“We have identified a need to optimise traffic signals, traffic regulation orders and traffic lane usage
on strategic routes to key destinations to improve reliability, and to link this with better enforcement
of parking and moving traffic offences on key routes at key times.” (Para 4.2.2.3 Efficiency and
reliability of current networks)

“To gain the maximum benefit from the bus priority measures included in the schemes, we now
need better enforcement of the bus lanes.” (Para 4.2.2.8)
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“We will therefore develop an evidence based road safety strategy to reduce casualties and protect
vulnerable people. This will be based on collaboration between various authorities and agencies in
terms of information about risks, behavioural change, enforcement and local design, management,
education and training.” (Para 4.4.3.1)

“The performance data monitored will include road traffic casualties, average traffic speeds, bus
journey reliability and punctuality, traffic signals, congestion, street works, bus lane and parking
enforcement.” (Para 4.6.2.1)

“Ensuring better enforcement of parking and moving traffic offences on key routes at key times.”
Section 5.7 Managing our Highways

The LTP makes no specific reference to the enforcement of parking restrictions or other measures
to prevent vehicles from blocking or parking in cycle lanes. Such concerns would also have an
impact on any developments of a “core cycle network” as outline in Section 4.4.2 (A network of
safe cycle routes in support of greatly increased levels of cycling across Greater Manchester).

Manchester Friends of the Earth would encourage the LTP and Local Implementation Plans to
clearly identify enforcement policies to tackle these problems.

3.9.3) Potholes: There is not a common policy across Greater Manchester for when a 'sharp edge
trip' (or pothole) becomes 'actionable' e.g. meets the criteria to be repaired.

One of the main criteria is how long the 'sharp edge trip' is - or in other words, how deep is the
pothole but as the table below illustrates there are different criteria used across Greater
Manchester.

Pothole depth Local Authority
50mm Salford
40mm Bolton, Bury, Oldham,

Stockport, Tameside, Trafford
35mm Rochdale
30mm Manchester
25mm Wigan

Basically a pothole in Salford has to be twice the size of a Wigan pothole before being repaired.

Manchester Friends of the Earth believe that if one Greater Manchester local authority classes a
pothole 25mm deep as 'actionable' (i.e. potentially dangerous) then all GM local authorities should
operate to the same criteria.

Recommendations:

• The LTP should provide a coherent vision of a network of cycle routes across Greater
Manchester, supported by an implementation programme of targeted, well-maintained,
facilities, including consistent and continuous cycle lanes, advance stop lines/boxes and
junction improvements,  with the aim of making cycling a safe and attractive modal choice for
journeys under 5 miles. 

• The LTP should contain clear enforcement policy on measures to protect existing and new
cycle lanes from being used as “green tarmac” car parking facilities.

• The LTP should establish common criteria across Greater Manchester for when ‘sharp edge
trips’ (potholes) are actionable for repair.
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3.10) Integration of public transport and cycle carriage

Manchester Friends of the Earth has made extensive submissions to the Greater Manchester
Integrated Transport Authority (GMITA) on the issue of cycle carriage on public transport and
specifically the Metrolink system.

We do not intend to rehearse all the arguments in this submission but would like to restate our
belief that the integration of public transport and cycles can help create a truly sustainable
transport system.

We would also note the ongoing discussions regarding the potential for a ‘Tram-Train’ network in
Greater Manchester.81 Whilst Manchester Friends of the Earth would instinctively support the
concept of a Tram-Train network, if it gets the go-ahead, we are concerned that even more
destinations in Greater Manchester will become inaccessible to people wishing to combine bicycle
journeys with the public transport system.

As the US Federal Transit Administration has recognised:

“Linking bicycles and transit together is a win-win proposition. Bicycle friendly transit provides
cyclists with increased options for travel, and it also expands transit ridership. Together, bicycles
and public transportation can help establish more liveable communities.”82

We totally agree and would urge the LTP to start developing bicycle friendly transport policies.

Recommendations:

• The LTP should make provision for the integration of cycling and public transport, including
allowing the carriage of cycles on Metrolink and express bus routes, and secure and covered
cycle parking at Metrolink stations, train stations and other public transport nodes.

4) Public Transport

Greater Manchester’s public transport network, which includes buses, trains and Metrolink, has the
potential to offer low-carbon and socially inclusive alternatives to the private car for many journeys
and therefore to both reduce climate change emissions and foster sustainable neighbourhoods.
Spatial planning and public transport can together promote strong town and district centres.
We welcome the commitment in the LTP to expand public transport, including the bus route and
Metrolink extensions already funded through the Greater Manchester Transport Fund (para
4.2.1.2) and to improving the reliability of the network by, for example, reallocating road space and
changing signal priorities.

In Greater Manchester, 33% of households do not own a car. This figure varies greatly between
GM areas – for example, Manchester has 48% and its areas range from 65% in Ardwick, through
56% in Longsight and Wythenshawe Benchhill, to 33% in Chorlton.

The 2003 Social Inclusion Unit report ‘Making the Connections: Social Inclusion and Transport’
gave evidence for the ways in which limited public transport and low car ownership combine to
make access to services, including employment, difficult. Good public transport can therefore aid
economic development, especially in areas with low car ownership, as recognised in (para 4.2.3.1).

                                                          
81  See www.gmita.gov.uk/downloads/file/3248/item_11_potential_for_tram-
train_to_play_a_role_in_the_development_of_local_train_services_in_greater_manchester
82 Bicycles and Transit: A Partnership that Works. US Department of Transportation, Federal Transit
Administration, 1999. www.fta.dot.gov/documents/FTA_Bicycles_and_Transit_Booklet_1999.pdf
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The ‘cars per household’ indicator is only part of the picture. If one person in a household is using
the car – to travel to work for example – then others in the household cannot use it and therefore
need to rely on other transport modes. Young people in particular can benefit from good public
transport and local facilities since if these are not provided then they are reliant on lifts from adults
in the household, if the car and a driver are available. There will also be many households who
would benefit financially if given the option to sell one or two cars or their cars but are unable to
because alternatives are not available. Good public transport therefore helps to promote social
inclusion.

In terms of public transport, Greater Manchester faces particular challenges. The area is served by
44 bus operators, over which the Integrated Transport Authority (GMITA) has little real control. The
2008 Local Transport Act has afforded some powers to Local Authorities, but public transport
provision remains deregulated.

This situation not only makes integration hard to achieve, but also makes route planning and
environmental regulation difficult. Current and potential users, are presented with a sometimes
baffling array of ticket types and prices, sources of information and levels of performance, making
journeys that involve more than one operator confusing and potentially more expensive.  Although
there have been some recent positive developments, such as hybrid buses on the 14783 and 42
routes84 and the city centre metro shuttles85 and new trams, many of the vehicles are old and of
poor standard.

To meet its potential, it is essential that public transport is well integrated and presented as a
network that is clear to understand and allows people to get around easily. It must not only be
accessible, by being affordable and accommodating of disabled people, it must also promote
accessibility by helping Greater Manchester’s residents and visitors to access the services they
need, including work, education, healthcare, shopping and social life.
A smart card system integrated across buses, trains and the Metrolink that offers through ticketing
for multi-segment, multi-operator journeys at affordable rates can help to make the network more
affordable and easier to understand and use. We welcome the inclusion of this in LTP3 (para
4.3.2.6) and suggest the AGMA authorities play a proactive role in working with operators to
implement a smart card system.  However, a  smart card system is not in itself a panacea, fare
prices must reflect the aim of reducing social exclusion and promoting modal shift.

As recognised in para 4.2.2.8, road space should be reallocated to give greater priority to public
transport, as well as walking and cycling. This approach should include not only the creation of bus
and cycle lanes, but also ensuring that they are well maintained and fully enforced. If bus and cycle
lanes are filled with parked vehicles, their value is very limited. If bus lanes are clear and
continuous, they can greatly aid reliability and help to make it a more attractive mode.

As mentioned in para 2.1.10, it is important that money available for subsidising public transport is
used responsibly and with the aim of supporting a quality service. There will be routes, particularly
at weekends and evenings that require a subsidy to continue to provide vital links between
communities and these must not be ignored, particularly as these are often the orbital routes rather
than the busier radial routes. However, bus operators should be encouraged to try to find ways to
make these routes run at a commercial level. Where demand is relatively low, more flexible
approaches could be supported, such as demand responsive services such as Bellbus in the
Netherlands and Anrufsammeltaxi86 in Austria and Germany.

A proactive approach to working with bus and train companies to improve services and reduce
environmental impact, maximising the power of partnership working in cases where the powers of

                                                          
83 www.staffnet.manchester.ac.uk/news/archive/list/display/?id=5681&year=2010&month=04
84 http://tangerine-pr-agency-manchester.blogspot.com/2010/10/stagecoach-manchester-invests-over-
5m.html
85 http://kn.theiet.org/news/may10/manchester-hybrid-buses.cfm
86 www.ictct.org/dlObject.php?document_nr=183&/Kaufmann.pdf
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the planning authorities are limited is to be encouraged. This would ensure the highest quality of
service and  level of comfort, frequency, reliability and affordability. Authorities should work
proactively with bus companies to achieve high standards and should not be afraid to bring in
Quality Contracts where these are perceived to be the best way to bring about improvements.

Clearly presented route information in buses, including visual and audio information about the
stops on the route and the current location of the bus as well as real time information can help, to
increase public transport uptake, especially on low frequency routes. Brighton, for example, has
screens displaying expected arrival times and an iPhone App to allow people to check when buses
are expected to reach their nearest bus stop before leaving the house87. Many areas, including
London and Berlin, have displays and audio announcements to let people know which stop is next.
This can help people, particularly those new to the area, to have confidence when using buses.

We welcome the provision of Yellow School Buses (para 4.2.3.7) as these can help to reduce car
use not only for the school run but also for travelling to work – for example, if the parent would be
able to get a bus or train if they did not also need to drop their children at school in the morning.
These should be combined with other travel to school initiatives such as walking and cycling
activities.

As recognised in para 4.4.4.5. there is a need to reduce air pollution from all vehicles, and from
buses and HGVs in particular. Local Authorities need to work proactively to facilitate the transition
to cleaner vehicles. Hybrid and electric vehicles alone cannot make the changes needed – see the
section on electric cars.

Park and Ride facilities (see para 4.2.1.18) can be useful, helping to reduce the number of cars
coming in on arterial routes. These should be integrated with existing facilities including rail,
Metrolink and bus nodes and there are opportunities to link these with cycling facilities – for
example,  providing bike hire, bike parking or cycle centres at these sites. York, for example, allow
cyclists to park for free and then take the bus88, and Nottingham City Council have provided
reduced price parking spaces for those would like to park their car and cycle the rest of the
journey. 89

In the LTP it is recognised that modal shift can be encouraged by placing new developments near
public transport nodes. However, the plan should also recognise that where new developments
take place at points where public transport is poor, then investments should be made to develop
links to the site, and connect these to existing networks, not only for public transport but also for
walking and cycling.

The rail network is an asset to the area, but is struggling at peak times. Extra capacity and more
modern rolling stock are needed. Integration with a smart card ticketing system would help to make
the system easier to use and facilitate integration with other transport modes. All rail and Metrolink
stations should have travel plans and be accessible by bicycle and foot and there should be ample
secure, covered cycle parking, that not only meets current levels of cycling but anticipates growing
future demand.

Recommendations:

• The LTP should require that all train and Metrolink stations have a travel plan that facilitates
and promotes sustainable travel.

• The LTP should encourage the development of an integrated smart card ticketing system
across all public transport modes, with ease of use, integration and affordability being guiding
principles in its development.

                                                          
87 www.journeyon.co.uk/
88 www.york.gov.uk/parking/ride/
89 www.nottinghamcity.gov.uk/index.aspx?articleid=10249
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• The LTP should encourage the reallocation of road space to create bus priority routes and
require that they be effectively enforced.

• The LTP should require Local Authorities to work proactively with bus operators to improve
services and encourage the use of quality contracts.

• The LTP should require proactive work to reduce air pollution from all vehicles, especially
buses and HGVs.

• The LTP should require that, where Park and Ride is implemented, opportunities to link with
cycling are maximised.

5) New Road Schemes and private car use.

5.1) New Road Schemes

It has long been accepted that new roads generate new traffic and there are numerous examples
where ‘relief’ roads have provided only temporary relief to pre existing routes90 and overall traffic
levels have actually increased as the result of building the new road.

It is not clear in the case of the road schemes proposed in the LTP that a thorough assessment of
alternative options has been made.

The previous Government’s 2007 MSBC91 guidance requires assessment of schemes against the
alternative options that would, as far as possible, broadly meet the same objectives. It is important
that these should also be compared against a realistic do minimum scenario.

The guidance says it expects authorities promoting highway schemes to examine the scope for
achieving the scheme objectives through non-road building options such as public transport
improvements or demand management measures. Suitable options should be included in the
option appraisal process. If it is concluded that non-road building options are not capable of
delivering the objectives, robust evidence to demonstrate this should be provided in the MSBC.

In our view, new roads should only be built when a thorough analysis of all the alternative options
has been completed and demonstrates that the road delivers on LTP objectives and is the best
value for money way of achieving them.  New roads are expensive, the proposed Wigan inner
relief road, just 1km in length is estimated to cost £30m92 – equal to the cost of the 2009
‘Sustainable Travel Cities’ bid which would have reduced traffic and provided other benefits across
the entire Greater Manchester conurbation.

Manchester Friends of the Earth believes that maintenance of existing roads should be the priority
as badly maintained roads are a particular hazard for pedestrians and cyclists.

Recommendations:

• The LTP should apply strict criteria to any proposed road schemes, and compare them to other
policy options, to assess whether they offer value for money and effective delivery of national
and LTP objectives.

                                                          
90 www.bettertransport.org.uk/campaigns/climate_change/roads/bypasses
91

http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/+/http://www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/regional/ltp/major/majorschemeguide/m
ajorguidemain
92 http://www.wigantoday.net/news/relief_road_off_the_map_1_2621247
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5.2) Road Widening and Hard shoulder running

Friends of the Earth does not support the proposals to widen or introduce hard shoulder running on
the M60 motorway. When the M25 was widened in 1990s parts of it were as busy again within just
one year93. Hard shoulder running is motorway widening by stealth and both methods of increasing
capacity will result in increased traffic and emissions and will not solve transport / congestion
problems.

Peak hour multiple occupancy vehicle lanes should be considered as an alternative policy option,
which will make better use of existing road space by encouraging a reduction in single occupancy
car journeys.

Recommendations

• The LTP should consider the implementation of multi-occupancy lanes as an alternative to road
widening and hard shoulder running.

5.3) Private car use

Emissions from individual cars are being reduced as more efficient models including hybrids come
on the market. The EU car standards have helped to drive this efficiency improvement. 2011 will
see a number of plug in electric cars introduced by some of the big manufacturers including
Nissan. The Government’s new ‘Plug in Car Grant’94 and ‘Plugged In Places’ funding for charging
infrastructure will help to encourage the market for electric cars to develop, including Greater
Manchester.95

However, it is important to be realistic about the possible benefits that electric cars can bring in the
short – medium term. In carbon terms electric cars are currently marginally cleaner than petrol /
diesel cars once lifecycle emissions are taken into account.96 They could become significantly
cleaner if and when the electricity grid is fully de-carbonised but this is unlikely to happen before
about 2030 at the earliest.97

There are a number of technical, infrastructure and public acceptance challenges to be overcome
before electric cars will be able to make significant inroads into the car market. In particular:

• Current battery technology does not give sufficient range for many longer journeys
• There will need to be massive investment in the necessary charging infrastructure and the grid

to support a big increase in electric car take up

For these and other reasons commentators, including the Committee on Climate Change forecast
only limited market penetration by 2020. Even in their most optimistic (‘extended ambition’)
scenario – just 5% of the car fleet would be electric in 2020.98 Although electric car take up is
expected to increase rapidly after 2020 it is clear that they can only make a limited contribution to
cutting carbon emissions or NOx emissions from transport during the lifetime of this LTP.
In any case, switching to electric cars does nothing on its own to tackle the problems of road
congestion, air quality or car dependency related health problems like obesity.
                                                          
93 The M25 ORBIT Multi Modal Study showed that the widening between junctions 9 and 10 were full within
a year.
94 www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/sustainable/olev/grant1
95 http://news.bbc.co.uk/local/manchester/hi/people_and_places/newsid_9287000/9287511.stm
96 www.owningelectriccar.com/national-grid-electric.html
97 Carbon intensity of Electricity Grid would be 95% less than now under the ‘likely’ scenario in Committee on
Climate Change report: http://downloads.theccc.org.uk.s3.amazonaws.com/4th%20Budget/4th-
Budget_Chapter6.pdf
98 http://downloads.theccc.org.uk.s3.amazonaws.com/4th%20Budget/4th-Budget_Chapter4.pdf
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Proposals in para 2.2.3.3 “to place Manchester at the forefront of the national agenda to deliver
electric vehicle infrastructure..” are welcome but behaviour change policies will remain the primary
means in the short to medium term to cut carbon emissions and NOx pollution.

A key priority policy should be to significantly increase car sharing – see the ‘Smarter Choices’
section for our recommendations on this.

Recommendations

• The LTP should encourage the take up of electric cars, whilst recognise that they form only one
part of a wider sustainable transport policy.

• The LTP should require that GMITA works with car sharing service providers and employers to
significantly increase car sharing in the conurbation. This approach should include a conurbation wide
scheme open to all and linked to employer schemes such as work place travel plans.

5.4 Reallocation of Road Space

Manchester Friends of the Earth notes that the Department for Transport (DfT) feedback on
previous Greater Manchester bids for Cycling Demonstration City and Sustainable Travel City
funding has highlighted the need for policies that re-allocate more roadspace to encourage more
people to use public transport and active travel modes (walking and cycling).

6) Helping to meet the LTP Objectives

Manchester Friends of the Earth believes that the recommendations for sustainable transport
policies contained in our submission would help Greater Manchester meet the LTP core objectives
contained in Section 2.3 (Core Objectives for LTP3):

• to ensure that the transport network supports the Greater Manchester economy to improve the
life chances of residents and the success of business;

• to ensure that carbon emissions from transport are reduced in line with UK Government
targets, to minimise the impact of climate change;

• to minimise the adverse impact of transport on public health and on community safety; to
ensure that the design and maintenance of the transport network and provision of services

• supports sustainable neighbourhoods and public spaces; and

• to maximise value for money in the provision and maintenance of transport infrastructure and
services.

The following section provides a brief outline of how our policy recommendations could help the
LTP meet many of the cross-cutting and specific LTP objectives
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Economy (4.2.3)

Delivering a sustainable transport network will be essential to meet many of the interlinked
economic, health and environmental objectives.

Increasing public transport usage as well as encouraging more people to choose active travel
modes (cycling and walking) could help meet a number of economic objectives. These include
reducing traffic congestion and assisting people to access employment, education, training and
services (Objective 4.2.3 Access from residential areas - particularly those prioritised for housing
growth - to key education and employment areas).

Such interventions have been demonstrated to be highly cost-effective and offer excellent value-
for-money (Objective 4.2.1 Prioritised investment in cost-effective major transport interventions that
will create maximum economic benefit, whilst also ensuring enhanced strategic social and
environmental benefits).

Encouraging people to build physical exercise into their daily life by walking or cycling to work,
school or to local services can also help improve performance at work and reduce sickness
absence rates.

Climate Change (4.3)

Implementing Smarter Choices initiatives implemented in other cities and regions have been
demonstrated to increase the use of public transport. Providing improved infrastructure and
support for active travel modes (cycling and walking) have also been demonstrated to deliver cost-
effective increases in levels of walking and cycling. These policies could help the LTP met
objective 4.3.3 (Delivery of lower carbon travel options). Successful implementation would help
meet both the local CO2 emission reduction targets and the national legislative obligations.

Public Health and Wellbeing (4.4)

Introducing transport policies and measures that support increases in walking and cycling levels
would have a major impact on the health of Greater Manchester residents and would help the LTP
meet the objectives contained in section 4.4.

Implementing the recommendations in our submission would help to increase the number of
people choosing active travel modes which would help to meet the following objectives:  4.4.1
(Increased levels of walking across Greater Manchester) and 4.4.2 (A network of safe cycle routes
in support of greatly increased levels of cycling across Greater Manchester)

Introducing the cost effective 20mph speed limits for residential areas would help meet objectives
4.4.3 (Reduced incidence of casualties on the network) and 4.4.4 (Reduced harmful emissions and
noise from road transport).

Improving cycling infrastructure and cycling levels in Greater Manchester could also help meet
objective 4.4.5 (Improved access to health facilities) as illustrated by Table H9 Core Accessibility
Indicators for Local Authorities Across Greater Manchester (see section 2.7).

We note that the GM Directors of Public Health have recommended that the cycling and walking
strategies developed for Greater Manchester should “include prioritised investment in infrastructure
and funded by the equivalent of 10% of the entire Transport Budget for GM.”
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Sustainable Neighbourhoods and Public Spaces (4.5)

Introducing the cost effective 20mph speed limits for residential areas would help to create
‘liveable’ streets and would therefore help to meet Objective 4.5.2 (Reduced impact of road traffic
on deprived areas and priority neighbourhoods) and the subsequent objectives 4.5.2.1 through
4.5.2.4.

The cycling, walking and Smarter Choices recommendations in our submission directly support
many of the objectives, particularly Objectives 4.5.1 (Increased access from priority
neighbourhoods to areas of opportunity) and 4.5.4 (Improved quality public realm in support of
neighbourhood renewal and increased walking and cycling).

Ensuring good integration between transport and spatial planning would also help meet Objective
4.5.1. New developments should be placed where public transport links are strong and facilities
must be put in place to help to make walking and cycling attractive ways these sites. Out of town
and district centre developments, especially shopping, leisure and employment centres, should be
discouraged.

Supporting and promoting active travel (walking and cycling) can help reduce emissions of
pollution from traffic. This will help meet Objective 4.5.5 (Reduced impact of traffic on Biodiversity
and protected natural sites)

Value for Money (4.6)

Our submission highlights the need to make better use of existing transport assets (e.g. cycling
and walking, car sharing). We also highlight the value for money and the higher Benefit to Cost
Ratios of sustainable transport options such as Smarter Choices, Active travel options (cycling &
walking) compared to road options. (4.6.1.1)

Research for Cycling England demonstrates the value of the economic, environmental and health
benefits that are delivered by increasing the numbers of people who regularly cycle.  Creating a
coherent core cycling network and providing support measures such as adult cycle training could
assist in reducing traffic congestion from journeys below 5 miles.

By improving the reliability and affordability of the public transport system and offering an
integrated smart card, customer satisfaction on the network can be enhanced.

7) Recommendations

For ease of access we have compiled all the recommendations from the different sections of this
submission.  The recommendations are arranged under the relevant section headings.

2) Common themes

2.1) Climate Change

The LTP must aim to cut transport carbon emissions by at least 50% by 2026.

Technology will not significantly cut emissions from cars until towards the end of the LTP (at the
earliest). Therefore policies and infrastructure that change travel behaviour should be a priority for
the LTP in the short – medium term.
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2.2) Behavioural Change

Congestion charging and Work Place Parking Levies should be re-considered as complimentary
policies that will increase the effectiveness of other behaviour change policies.

2.3) Smarter Choices

A conurbation wide package of a suite of smarter travel choices policies should be implemented as
a priority – this should draw on the submissions made to TIF and the Sustainable Travel Cities
Pilot.

Funding for this package should be prioritised and supplemented with bids to the LSTF and RGF.

The numerous benefits of the Smarter Travel Choices policy package should be further enhanced
by implementing:

Extensive 20mph limits in residential areas
An extensive conurbation wide cycle route network
Multi occupancy vehicle lanes on key commuter routes
Congestion charging or work place parking charging

2.6) Reduction in traffic speed in residential environments

The LTP should commit to the introduction of default 20mph speed limits in residential areas.

2.7) Tackling health inequalities in the Local Transport Plan.

The inclusion of a health impact assessment when urban and transport planning decisions are
being made, given the extensive impacts of transport decisions on the health of the population.

That key services and destinations are located and designed with pedestrians and cyclists in mind,
enabling people to walk and cycle in safety and with confidence.

The promotion and marketing of measures to help overcome personal barriers to active travel.

3) Cycling and Walking

3.4 Cycling Parking Standards and Planning Guidance

The LTP should promote cycle parking standards that will provide additional cycle parking
throughout Greater Manchester, in line with targets to increase cycling. Cycle parking is needed
not only in the public realm but also in business and residential buildings, and Council planning
policy should reflect this. Cycling parking provision should be tailored to fit the requirements of
specific locations.

The LTP should encourage the Combined Authority and TfGM to adopt the planning guidance for
cycle parking contained in the Greater Manchester Police Cycle Parking Design Guidance (Design
for Security).
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3.5) Cycle Training (National Standard and Bikeability)

The LTP should prioritise funding for the delivery of GM wide adult cycle training. As the benefits of
increased cycling levels impact across several policy areas, such funding should be cross-
departmental.

The LTP should encourage the inclusion of Level 3 cycle training for older school children in the
Local Implementation Plans.

3.6) Cycling strategy and targets

The LTP should contain ambitious targets for increasing cycling in Greater Manchester, and
specify how these targets will be achieved. In particular, the strategy should distinguish between
leisure cycling and utility cycling and ensure that any strategy is developed in consultation with the
different cycling communities.

The LTP should include a commitment to the development of a comprehensive Greater
Manchester Cycling Strategy co-ordinated by senior level officers within the Combined Authority or
TfGM.

The LTP should contain specific reference to the cost benefit analysis (Benefit to Cost Ratios) used
to assess transport investment proposals. Evidence would suggest that walking and cycling
interventions would score strongly and provide a significant return on investment.

3.7 Walking

The LTP should recommend the development of the canals network to provide a network of
walking and cycling paths that are perceived to complement the road network as a safe and
attractive way to get around the area.

The LTP should recommend the implementation of Community Street Audits to identify
improvements needed to the pedestrian environment.

The LTP should promote a common road user hierarchy across the whole of Greater Manchester.

3.8 Cycle Hire Scheme

The LTP should consider plans to develop cycle hire schemes in the longer term. It is important
that the LTP emphasise the need for delivery of wider improvements to cycle infrastructure,
promotion and support as higher priorities in the short term.

3.9) Core Cycle Network, Cycle lanes, enforcement measures and potholes

The LTP should provide a coherent vision of a network of cycle routes across Greater Manchester,
supported by an implementation programme of targeted, well-maintained, facilities, including
consistent and continuous cycle lanes, advance stop lines/boxes and junction improvements, with
the aim of making cycling a safe and attractive modal choice for journeys under 5 miles. 

The LTP should contain clear enforcement policy on measures to protect existing and new cycle
lanes from being used as “green tarmac” car parking facilities.

The LTP should establish common criteria across Greater Manchester for when ‘sharp edge trips’
(potholes) are actionable for repair.
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3.10) Integration of public transport and cycle carriage

The LTP should make provision for the integration of cycling and public transport, including
allowing the carriage of cycles on Metrolink and express bus routes, and secure and covered cycle
parking at Metrolink stations, train stations and other public transport nodes.

4) Public Transport

The LTP should require that all train and Metrolink stations have a travel plan that facilitates and
promotes sustainable travel.

The LTP should encourage the development of an integrated smart card ticketing system across
all public transport modes, with ease of use, integration and affordability being guiding principles in
its development.

The LTP should encourage the reallocation of road space to create bus priority routes and require
that they be effectively enforced.

The LTP should require Local Authorities to work proactively with bus operators to improve
services and encourage the use of quality contracts.

The LTP should require proactive work to reduce air pollution from all vehicles, especially buses
and HGVs.

The LTP should require that, where Park and Ride is implemented, opportunities to link with
cycling are maximised.

5) Road Schemes and private car use.

5.1) New Road Schemes

The LTP should apply strict criteria to any proposed road schemes, and compare them to other
policy options, to assess whether they offer value for money and effective delivery of national and
LTP objectives.

5.2) Road Widening and Hard shoulder running

The LTP should consider the implementation of multi-occupancy lanes as an alternative to road
widening and hard shoulder running.

5.3) Private car use

The LTP should encourage the take up of electric cars, whilst recognise that they form only one
part of a wider sustainable transport policy.

The LTP should require that GMITA works with car sharing service providers and employers to
significantly increase car sharing in the conurbation. This approach should include a conurbation
wide scheme open to all and linked to employer schemes such as work place travel plans.

Manchester Friends of the Earth
December 2010.


	Outline of contents
	Common themes / Cross-cutting Measures
	Reduction in traffic speed in residential environments
	Active Travel: Cycling and Walking
	Public Transport

	Road Widening and Hard shoulder running
	Helping to meet the LTP Objectives
	Recommendations

	“I assure the hon. Lady that bids to the local sustainable t
	Recommendations:
	3) Active Travel: Cycling and Walking
	Recommendations
	Recommendations
	Recommendations

