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Social Value in the Built Environment
Mark Bolger, Social Value Director, Atkins Global
Hosted by Arup on Teams
28 April 2021

Introduction
Tali Diamant introduced the speaker, Mark Bolger, who set out
the aims of the talk:
• to share knowledge and expertise in social
measurement and calculation of social value;

impact

• to understand the history behind Social Value, where it has
come from, and the direction of travel for the future;
• to introduce recent developments in Social Value,
Procurement Policy Note (PPN) 06/20 Social Value
Framework and the Construction Playbook;
• to understand the approaches to embedding Social Value in
the Built Environment for construction, infrastructure and
highways projects;
• to outline the methodologies for measuring impact and
calculating value;
• to explore the Whole Life Value methodology; and
• the explain the rationale for looking at Social Value today.

The definition of Social Value
Mark summarised the Social Value Act 2012 as:
“Social Value is underpinned by understanding the social,
economic and environmental impact including evidencing the
value this creates for people, communities, businesses and
economies.”
Social Value is embedded in development, planning,
procurement, delivery and maintenance operations of Built
Environment projects.
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Figure 1: Social Value

Social Impact and Social Value are sometimes used as
synonyms, but have different meanings:
Social Impact describes the change in what has happened,
usually determined by an output number/percentage. For
example:
• Ten new apprenticeship opportunities were created as part
of this contract.
• There is a 30% improvement in mental wellbeing among
employees.
• Carbon was reduced by 60%, which equates to 100 tonnes
per annum.
Social Value refers to the value or the equivalent value of that
change expressed in monetary terms.
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The origins of Social Value
Mark summarised the origins and history of Social Value, as
shown in Table 1.
Table 1: the origins of Social Value
Timing

Event

2000

Modernisation of Local Government Act

2007/08

Global financial crisis

2010-2018

Economic recession and austerity

2012

Introduction of the Public Services (Social Value)
Act (PS(SV) Act):
• Public sector began adopting and embedding
Social Value
• Reviews of the legislation
• “Prove it” era of Social Value is now in “full
effect”
• Social Value is now part of normal business
• Social Value throughout all the RIBA stages,
not just Stage 5

2015

Sustainable Development Goals

There had been multiple reviews since the 2012 Act, and Social
Value had now become part of normal business. There has been
a tendency to assume that the contractor delivers Social Value.
However, the 2015 Sustainable Development Goals had led to
some confusion of the focus on sustainability and Social Value.
In 2019, a Cabinet Office Consultation Document had suggested
a minimum 10% Social Value weighting on every Public Sector
Contract, with a focus on:
• diverse supply chains;
• skills and employment;
• inclusion, mental health and wellbeing;
• environmental sustainability; and
• safe supply chains.
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There have been a number of announcements by Government
and supporting bodies on how Public Sector Procurement can
support the economy through COVID recovery, summarised
below.
Table 2: recent developments in Social Value
Timing

Event

2019, March to
Results of the Consultation on Social Value
2020, September Social Value in Government
2020, June

Procuring for Value and Roadmap to
Recovery - Construction Leadership Council

2020, September Procurement Policy Notice 06/20 (PPN
06/20) – Social Value in the award of
Central Government Contracts
PPN 06/20 - Change to Public Contract
Regulations 2015 – 10% mandatory
weighting in procurement
PPN 06/20 - Social Value Procurement
Framework for to support COVID-19
Recovery
2020, December

The Construction Playbook,
https://www.gov.uk/government/publicatio
ns/the-construction-playbook

2021, April

The Value Toolkit, launched by the
Construction Innovation Hub

September 2020, PPN 06/20
The September 2020 PPN 06/20 framework included a new focus
on recovery from the COVID-19 pandemic, as shown below.
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Figure 2: The PPN 06/20 Social Value framework
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December 2020, Construction Playbook
The Construction Playbook “Government Guidance on sourcing
and contracting public works projects and programmes” had a
focus on Value Based-Procurement over the whole life rather
than Most Economically Advantageous Tender (MEAT),
including:
• preparation and planning;
• publication;
• selection;
• evaluation and award; and
• contract implementation.
It incorporates PPN 06/20 and is aligned to the Social Value
Framework.
The built environment
The figure below shows how Social Value can be embedded
across the Built Environment. Social and economic impacts can
be forecast, and there is a need to look at value-based
procurement to identify what Social Value can be created and
how. The aim is to help embed this process in each stage, and
to evaluate proposals as the process develops.
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Figure 3: Embedding Social Value across the built environment
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The table below illustrates the role of different types of analysis.
Table 3: analysis and roles
Type of analysis

What does this mean?

1

Cost Benefit
Analysis

Savings to Government and HMRC

2

Social Value
(Social Return
on
Investment)

Wellbeing - confidence, self-esteem,
aspirations, motivation, and
employability skills, fear of crime, mental
wellbeing, physical health

3

Environmental Reduced impact on the environment, net
Impact
zero, carbon offset, reduced waste,
Analysis
ecological protection, environmental
wellbeing, green travel, pedestrianisation

4a Economic
Impact
Analysis: LM3

How money is multiplied in the economy
through spend on Suppliers, SMEs and
microbusinesses

4b Economic
Impact
Analysis: GVA

Productivity created in the economy
through indirect and induced
employment accounting for the indirect
and induced jobs created from direct
employment.

5

Operational
Asset Value

Ability to find out how an asset will be
used, how many people will use it, and
what the long-term impact will be in the
future 5 to 50 years

Mark explained how:
• The Social Value methodology has a database of around
5000 proxy values and 1000 KPIs.
• The Economic Impact Analysis (EIA) can be examined and
monetised.
• Local Multiplier 3 (LM3), developed by the New Economics
Foundation, deals with how money is multiplied within the
economy as it is spent within the project, staff, and supply
chain and downstream.
The figure overleaf shows how this all works.
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Figure 3: how the calculator works
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The database has access to over 5000 valuations and outcomes
from a variety of data sources, as shown below.
Table 4: data sources
Data

Source

Fiscal and economic
value

HM Treasury Unit Cost Database

Social Value and
The Global Value Exchange
environmental wellbeing (Social Value UK and International)
Environmental impact

DEFRA

Forecast calculations

ONS

Best practice

HM Treasury Green Book

Asset values
Asset values are derived from a combination of analyses.
Commercial Asset Value uses Homes and Communities Agency
(HCA) data to calculate:
• the number of jobs created for a construction project based
on square metres (SQM) and building type;
• the Social Value created through employment;
• the GVA uplift based on jobs filled and location; and
• the value over 5, 10 and 25 years.
Housing Asset Value calculates the Social Value of different
housing types per resident:
• It estimates the number of residents per housing type.
• It calculates the value over 5, 10 and 25 years.
Work is now beginning on a database of operational costs.
Local Multiplier 3 (LM3)
Local Multiplier 3 (LM3) typically calculates three rounds of
spending:
• Round 1, the turnover of a project;
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• Round 2, how much is spent in the location of a project
(primarily on direct employment and indirect employment
through the supply chain); and
• Round 3, how much staff and supply chain are likely to
spend in the location of a project.
GVA
GVA contribution, based on the number of full-time jobs filled, is
based on ONS data, and can be calculated at three levels using
Eurostat’s Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistics
(NUTS):
• Location (NUTS 3), such as Manchester;
• Sub-Region (NUTS 2), such as Greater Manchester; and
• Region (NUTS 1), such as the North West.
Mark noted that the Green Book’s Additionality Guidance had
been taken into account, using the following metrics to ensure
best practice and to avoid overclaiming the value:
• Deadweight: what would have happened anyway?
• Attribution: what was your impact against the change
delivered?
• Displacement: was there a negative impact anywhere else?
• Drop-off and duration: did the impact reduce over time?
• Discounting: what is the value of future benefits today?
For example:
• LM3 identifies leakage, to account for spend outside the
area of investment.
• The GVA calculation identifies leakage, to account for
employment outside the area of investment, and
substitution, to account for where someone has substituted
an existing job for a new job in an area of investment or as
a result of a project.
Social Value UK has accredited the software.
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The Labour Force Calculator
For construction, the Construction Jobs Calculator calculates a
simple project forecast quickly when little data is available. It
uses simple inputs including Spend, Location and Duration to
calculate the labour force required to complete a construction
project. It uses ONS data on industry turnover and the number
of jobs to estimate the full-time labour requirements to deliver
a project. It assumes a split of new jobs created, jobs
safeguarded and apprenticeships and calculates Social Return on
Investment (SROI), as shown below.
Table 5: Social return on investment (SROI)
Fiscal savings to UK Government and taxpayers
associated with reduce cost for welfare benefits,
health services, education, emergency services,
housing, and social care.
Economic benefits to HMRC associated with Tax,
National Insurance and Earnings due to reduced
worklessness and sickness days.
Wellbeing improvements from employment and
skills development, qualifications, education
support, school and community engagement, and
improvements to physical and mental health.
Environmental benefits from reducing, recycling
and diverting waste, reducing CO2 emissions, as
well as ecological protection.
The assumptions include a conservative local spend estimate of
70%, which can be adjusted, to calculate local economic benefit
using Local Multiplier 3 (LM3). This calculates the GVA uplift in
the area of the project.
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Using the methodology in practice
Mark noted how forecasts should be refined continuously as the
project passes through different stages, and described three
elements of using the methodology in practice.
Forecasting is by:
• creating a project based on hypothetical or assumed KPI
outputs, such as the number of jobs created or community
events; or
• with limited information, using the labour force calculator.
Monitoring is once a project has started, by:
• importing forecast data to become project targets; and
• entering data monthly or quarterly for live updates on
project value.
Evaluation, once a project is complete, is by:
• creating the project in the tool, using actual data or simply
import data from project monitoring; and
• comparing forecast Social Value with actual Social Value
created.

Whole Life Value methodology
Mark noted that both values and costs needed to be calculated
during both construction and operation to generate whole life
values. The figure below gives the results of an illustrative
project.
Mark also showed the results for Havant Thicket, where a
reservoir will provide a new recreational resource adjacent to
one of the more deprived areas in south Hampshire. It will
include a visitor centre, accessible open space, a network of
trails linking to the wider area and a new wetland habitat and
associated area for nature conservation. In this case much of the
value, including biodiversity and recreation, will be generated
during operation, rather than construction.
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Figure 4: Case study: Birmingham International Transport Hub

Demonstration
Mark finished with a demonstration of the Social Value
Calculator, logging on at http://socialvaluecalculator.co.uk.
He put in assumptions about a proposed project, and showed
how:
• The calculator accessed the database to calculate values.
• Assumptions could be varied on issues such as the
proportion of expenditure made locally.
• It could also generate Key Performance Indicators (KPIs),
illustrating this with assumptions about the number of exoffenders offered employment.
• The calculator could generate a pro forma Word report, and
it was also possible to merge projects into a single report.
• The calculator included a dashboard and other features.

Discussion
Emily King (Jacobs) said that she liked the demonstration, but
wondered if there was a tension between the Sustainable
Development Goals and Social Value objectives. What was the
relationship between them? Mark acknowledged that this was
difficult. The PS(SV) Act had come first, but there had been some
duplication, so the current aim was to focus on Social Value and
then on sustainability within it. Government policy is focused on
- 14 -

sustainability and legacy. The key point is to ensure that the
Social Value outputs are sustainable.
Kristina Roszynski (Cullinan Studio) noted that Mark had
mentioned Innovate UK. Are the tools available yet? Mark said
that they were not, but a Modern Methods of Construction (MMC)
calculator was being developed for infrastructure projects which,
inter alia, uses lower skills but higher multipliers. One feature of
MMC is that it might mean more of the construction value-added
taking place elsewhere, but there may still be the same local
activity during the operations phase.
Tom Worsley (University of Leeds) noted that the projects
appeared to be very good value for money (VfM) compared with,
for example, HS2. Is the additionality national or local? Is the
same thing being measured? Mark said that it was very difficult
to transfer Transport Analysis Guidance (TAG) into Social Value.
Work was being done on a rail Social Value tool to sit alongside
Benefit-Cost Ratios (BCRs) in Network Rail’s Project Acceleration
in a Controlled Environment (PACE) replacement for Governance
for Railway Investment Projects (GRIP). Something similar could
be done for Highways England. The National Health Service
(NHS) already has a Social Value method, which sits alongside
the conventional business case.
Emily King asked about the Labour Force Calculator. Can the
quality of employment be factored in? Mark said that this used
turnover, not salary, so at the moment this was not possible.
Dick Dunmore (Steer) returned to the question of HS2 and
asked whether Phase 2 could be put through the Social Value
process. Mark noted that East West Rail had used Social Value
as part of the tender process. Dick wondered whether, more
widely, it would be possible to re-examine past decisions. Mark
said that Highways England had done this for several projects.
Tom Worsley returned to the issue of such apparently high
returns to Social Value. Presumably the aim was to seek the
highest returns. Would the same returns be achieved if, for
example, he spent the money in a restaurant?
Report by Dick Dunmore
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Zero Emissions Vehicles and Road Pricing
Claire Haigh, CEO Greener Transport Solutions
Hosted by Arup on Teams
26 May 2021

Introduction
Claire began by saying how much she was looking forward to
hearing the views of members on this subject. She had as many
questions as answers and felt herself to be on a learning curve.
At present the UK has an opportunity for a change towards
greener transport. Some of the issues which Claire wished to
raise were:
• The case for road pricing and why now, particularly in the
context of electric vehicles.
• Policy outcomes, and what we want to see from road
pricing?
• Where public opinion currently stands, and how do we get
the public on board?
• What sort of policies would be acceptable, and how to bring
them about?

Setting the scene
Within the current context it was important to recognise that:
• The shift to electric vehicles is expected to produce a
£40 billion hole in the public finances.
• The context for the transition to electric vehicles is the
climate emergency.
• There will still be a need to reduce traffic on our roads by
at least by a fifth.
• Road pricing has always been seen as one of the most
effective ways to tackle congestion and pollution.
The urgent question was how Britain’s road infrastructure would
be paid for, following a switch away from the established
- 16 -

taxation system centred on petrol and diesel vehicles. Currently,
part of the deal for buying an electric vehicle (EV) was the very
low running costs. The expectation of high upfront costs and low
usage costs risked becoming firmly established in the public
consciousness. Thus, there was now a very brief window of
opportunity for a public conversation and to make the necessary
changes in the methods of paying for road use. Claire
acknowledged that motoring taxation was a fraught issue, and
that it had always been politically difficult to make any changes.

Making the switch
How might politicians make a switch in charging systems which
was politically acceptable but did not de-incentivise the take-up
of electric vehicles?
Ideal policy outcomes would be:
• Reducing levels of externality: Department for Transport
research shows that road users fail to meet their external
costs by a considerable margin.
• Reducing congestion, improving air quality, noise pollution,
harm to landscape and biodiversity.
Urban air pollution results largely from road transport, including
non-exhaust items such as tyre particulates, and causes around
40,000 deaths a year. While there are various estimates of the
impact of congestion on GDP, Claire preferred to quote the
Cabinet Office 2009 assessment of £11 billion a year.
There was an acknowledged need to accelerate the
decarbonisation of transport. Currently 11% of new cars being
sold are electric, but this represents less than 0.5% of the overall
vehicle fleet. Getting to zero emissions from road transport
would require a very large jump, creating a requirement for
incentives to persuade people to shift to EVs and to drive less.
At the same time, sales of SUVs had been increasing, leading to
higher levels of emissions. Over the next few decades, a large
proportion of the fleet will still be petrol and diesel.
Some researchers had claimed that much of the reduction in
vehicle emission brought about by the switch to EVs may be
negated by plans to build more roads, leading to higher vehicle
mileage. This is denied by HM Government.
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A further argument in favour of road pricing is the need to
achieve more sustainable public finances. In 2020 the
contributions from road users were:
• £28 billion in fuel duty;
• £6 billion in VAT; and
• around £6 billion in Vehicle Excise Duty (VED).
If some means of replacing this Government income was not
found, road expenditure would have to be paid for out of general
taxation. This would mean non-car owners, who tend to be on
very low incomes, subsidising people who can afford to buy and
run a car. That would represent a very regressive taxation policy.
Claire felt that it was very hard to push back against the logic of
this argument.

Public opinion
What people say and what they do are often not aligned. 56%
of those taking part in the Climate Assembly said they would
support paying for road use, as against 39% who said they would
not. However, this was in the context of a report looking at
technological solutions to changing to EVs and using public
transport more, but not driving less. This suggests people prefer
to look for technological solutions, rather than behavioural or
economic changes.
An IPSOS-Mori poll in December 2020 suggested 6 out of 10
people supported charging fees to motorists for driving around
town and city centres, if this was designed to reduce traffic
congestion and to improve the local environment. A similar poll
in 2007, around the time of the Manchester referendum,
received a very different response. The Manchester referendum
proposal for hypothecation of congestion charging was defeated.
The question is whether a shift has genuinely been brought
about by increasing concern about the environment, particularly
with regard to air quality? The Ultra-Low Emission Zone (ULEZ)
in London has been widely supported. Also, in a recent poll by
Britain Thinks for the Green Alliance, two-thirds of respondents
supported taxing environmentally damaging behaviour. It was
seen as one of the biggest priorities after healthcare and jobs,
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but the same poll showed very low support for levies such as
road pricing.
One needed to be careful about proposing hypothecation
because different groups had different ideas about how the
money raised should be spent. RAC research showed that 4 out
of 10 drivers thought some form of paying for mileage would be
fairer than fuel duty. Nearly half thought that the more someone
drives the more they should pay in tax, but not if that increased
the overall perceived tax burden on motorists. Crucially, those
polled thought that the money raised should be primarily spent
on road improvements.
A fundamental issue was how to get the public on board? Any
change to the payment system needs to be made gradually,
thereby giving motorists a clear time horizon on how to adapt.
Change needs to be both fairer and seen to be fairer, for example
charging more in congested areas where there are readily
available alternatives. It was particularly important for motorists
not to feel as if they are paying more than they are now. Linking
change to promoting a clean air agenda could be very helpful.
A major issue 20 years ago was concern about a “Big Brother”
approach, with people not wanting to feel as if they were being
constantly monitored. The near universal use of mobile phones
which incorporate tracking information has changed attitudes
among users where they can see an obvious positive benefit
from such data collection. Similarly, provision of Satnav as
standard in new vehicles has made the technological and
acceptability issues easier.
In Stockholm there had been substantial hostility prior to a road
user charging system being implemented on a trial basis. The
scheme was accompanied by improvements to public transport.
After operating for a while people started to notice that the roads
were clearer, resulting in a marked swing in public opinion. Thus,
when the referendum on making the scheme permanent was
finally held, there was majority support. The scheme has
continued to do its job in terms of reducing congestion and
pollution.
Claire felt that these considerations emphasised why there was
now a window of opportunity to have the necessary
conversations about charging mechanisms.
- 19 -

Acceptable policies
The deadline of 2030 for ending the sale of petrol and diesel only
vehicles provided a date to aim at for change. It was important
to create a scenario whereby people would feel they could
choose to make a switch over time, rather than impose a
mandatory change on a fixed date. The key to political
deliverability would be to start with a pilot and then implement
it in such a way that people could opt in ahead of it becoming
mandatory. This means devising a scheme which would provide
plenty of notice and offer different types of incentives, and
creating a situation where enough users could actually save
money by moving to the scheme if, for example, they drove at
less congested times.
The proposal from Greener Transport Solutions (GTS) is to
replace fuel duty and VED with a road user charge based on
distance and time. The distance element is intended to cover the
cost of the road infrastructure, while the time element is to cover
the costs of congestion and pollution. Good transparency for
such a system is essential.
The scheme would be particularly helpful for those in rural areas
on low incomes who tend to be penalised by any increases in
fuel duty. Having campaigned over the years for increases in fuel
duty, Claire acknowledged that fuel duty was a very blunt
instrument and that the external costs of driving in rural areas,
with virtually no congestion and where air quality is much less
of an issue, are a different order of magnitude compared to
driving in city centres. Giving people the option to change from
paying fuel duty to paying a road user charge could be very
beneficial to people in that situation.
Claire also saw a need to switch the burden of taxation as much
as possible away from fixed annual costs to more variable
running costs. This was the problem with VED. A shift from
“ownership” to “usership” charging could increase the propensity
to walk, cycle and use public transport.
Another important consideration was to do everything possible
to take the politics out of the debate. Hence the GTS idea of
having an external body with delegated responsibility for setting
road taxation, similar to the independence of the Bank of
England in setting interest rates, as a way of breaking the
- 20 -

logjam. There would still be the need for cross-party support for
legislation to set up such a body.
GTS was keen to build a narrative which would be acceptable to
as many people as possible, as an important part of the way
forward, and avoiding Government being held solely responsible
for making the necessary changes.

The way forward
The need for a sharp uptake in ownership of electric vehicles and
the consequences for taxation income provides an opportunity
to tie these two agendas together.
In essence the GTS proposal is to incentivise a much wider take
up of EVs. It proposes grants of up to a third off the price of a
new EV (up to the £35,000 price limit of the current grants), in
exchange for committing the owner of an EV to the new road
user charge. Crucially, this needs to apply to the second-hand
market as well as to new car purchases. New vehicle grants are
great for middle class households used to buying new cars, but
not for poorer households which rely on the second-hand
market.
Providing sufficient charging infrastructure is another critical
issue. Claire was encouraged by the recent announcement about
increased financial support for additional vehicle charging points.
But more must be done to tackle the charging difficulties faced
by people who live in flats and rented accommodation without
parking spaces, as this represented a potentially significant
barrier to the take-up of EVs.
There might also be a case for incentivising greener travel by
introducing a scrappage scheme. However, the numbers taking
up the West Midlands scheme of giving credits towards use of
public transport (£3,000) to those who scrap their old car
suggest that only the environmentally conscious are
incentivised. One needs to be realistic: while it might be great
to get people out of their cars and onto public transport, many
were wedded to using their cars. Thus, a scrappage scheme
would also have to be linked to purchase of new EVs.
There is a huge opportunity to tackle a looming crisis which was
only going to get harder to overcome the longer it was ignored.
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The message GTS wished to deliver to Treasury was quite
simple: it is about “investing in a future revenue stream”.
GTS is just trying to establish the principle at the moment. The
aim is to incentivise behavioural change. The difficulty is in
getting over the initial hurdle of introducing a substantially
different charging system. Once something is in place, there is
the opportunity to start developing critical momentum. In order
to develop such momentum, the market needs to be on board.
Claire could foresee all sorts of clever platforms developing in
order to help more people to switch ahead of any mandatory
change.

Summary
There is a very brief and fast diminishing window of opportunity
to have an honest conversation involving Government and the
public about future funding of the existing road infrastructure.
The current system was seen as sub-optimal in many different
ways. It has not been successful in tackling congestion or
pollution, is not fair on those with low incomes, and does not
incentivise environmentally sustainable patterns of travel. The
country now has an opportunity to move to a fairer way of paying
for roads.
GTS wants any change to be made as politically easy as possible
and for it to be seen as a no-brainer. Once the initial hurdle has
been overcome, and the switch made to road pricing, GTS
expects it become completely obvious that this is how charging
should have been organised all along.
This message forms part of
Commons Transport Select
continuing discussions with
welcome on how to start to
acceptance of the ideas.

GTS evidence to the House of
Committee and is part of its
other stakeholders. Views are
have this conversation and gain

Thank you.

Questions and discussion
Iris Ning (Arup) drew attention to 100% of public service
vehicles in the city of Shenzhen in China being electric:
approximately 22,000 taxis and 18,000 buses. She asked why
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London, similar in population and metropolitan scale to
Shenzhen, could not even achieve half its fleets being electric.
What would stop cities like London being so slow in the
implementation of EVs in public transport? Claire suggested
there was probably no single reason for the difference. Charging
infrastructure had a big role to play. Research published recently
by Transport Focus indicated that, while cost is the biggest
barrier to the take-up of EVs, the next largest is range anxiety.
Tali Diamant (Atkins) stressed the need to understand the real
environmental cost of EVs, both in their manufacture and in the
electricity supply. Although increasing environmental concern
provided a good opportunity to introduce the idea of road
pricing, the overall environmental impact of EVs was not
necessarily better than that of petrol and diesel vehicles. The
fundamental issue was achieving an efficient allocation of road
space and the difficulty of getting people in the UK to pay for
this. Did we think we could win the argument entirely on
environmental grounds? Also, what was expected to be the net
impact on HM Treasury of reducing fuel duty and implementing
road pricing? Claire agreed there were plenty of environmental
embedded costs in EVs, and issues over how green the electricity
supply was. However, given the deadlines, we have to move
from petrol and diesel vehicles to EVs very, very quickly.
A report by the Commission for Integrated Transport twenty
years ago concluded that changes to the time of day for travel
could reduce congestion by around 50%. Reducing congestion
provided direct environmental benefits, so road pricing would
produce environmental benefits even with petrol or diesel
vehicles. This all pointed to the need for behavioural change. The
message had to be “we want you to switch to an EV and drive it
less”.
Consideration also had to be given to the quarter of households
(including half of workless households) who have no access to a
car. Reducing the price of EVs and making them cheaper to run
would lead to much more congestion, with potential knock-on
negative effects for public transport. There were clear links
between poor public transport services and social deprivation.
Hence the need to look at the issue not just from an
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environmental and economic standpoint, but also from a social
perspective.
Tali questioned whether people were willing to accept these
arguments, given how little road user charging there is the UK
compared to some other countries. Claire opined that the lack
of international examples for road user charging showed just
how hard politically it was to introduce such a system. Only some
five cities in the world have some form of congestion charging.
Introducing alternative methods of paying for roads is very hard
to do in a democracy, and represents the challenge worldwide.
If we could crack the problem in the UK, it could have a wider
impact.
Julian Ware (Transport for London) asked whether Claire
thought a national or a regional approach would work best.
Claire noted that clean air zones had been applied regionally.
This appeared to be central government passing of the buck.
Gaining public acceptance did not get any easier politically at the
local level. She felt road pricing had to be an issue for national
Governments. How a national road pricing scheme would fit with
local congestion and clean air zones was a detail that would have
to be worked through.
Julian pointed out that London mayors from both major parties
had taken action on congestion charging and clean air zones
which national politicians have found difficult to take. A lot of the
focus on environmental issues had been at the national or global
level, with governments sometimes taking the line that, if local
administrations introduced charging, they could keep the
income, and they would not be getting money for favoured
developments another way. Dealing with such an approach was
quite tricky at a transport organisation level.
Iris Ning asked whether now was the right time to introduce
road user charging. Obviously in economic terms, the earlier the
better, especially as there was a need to find a solution to the
potential fiscal gap. However, without a very high uptake of EVs
before introducing road pricing, there might be a disincentive for
local governments to introduce such policies. Also, might private
vehicle buyers be dissuaded from buying EVs if they knew that
a different charging regime would apply to them? Claire
explained that the really brave action would be for politicians in
- 24 -

Government to say that from a given date there will be a change
in how roads are paid for. Then it becomes a question of how
quickly you proceed. Offering a very generous grant to those
who switch to EVs early, on condition that they pay directly for
road use, because eventually they are going to have to do so
anyway, is a way of wrapping up a bitter pill as nicely as one
can.
As the number of EV owners increases from the current low base,
motorists’ expectations of lower costs from owning EVs will
become impossible to shift: people will have already banked the
financial benefits. That is why there is a very brief window of
opportunity to make a change.
David van Rest (former member West Midlands TUCC) felt it
would be fairer to charge more for larger vehicles. This was
potentially politically popular because there are more small
vehicles on the road and the element of fairness is obvious since
large vehicles are seen to take up more space and emit more
pollution. Claire pointed out that GTS thinking is not
incompatible with different charges for different sizes of vehicle.
That approach could reflect the greater wear and tear caused by
lorries, for example. She agreed there was a need to incentivise
people to switch to smaller vehicles. It was very unfortunate that
people currently seem to want to buy bigger and bigger vehicles.
Despite how such vehicles are fuelled, they have much more
embedded carbon and cause more wear and tear.
Dick Dunmore (Steer) saw it as increasingly difficult to impose
anything from Westminster, because nationalist or regionalist
politicians tended to adopt a ‘not invented here’ attitude. Was
there any easy way through that conundrum? In the guise of
levelling up, one might foresee a situation where the London
congestion zone charge was expanded or restructured and
gradually became a South East charge, thereby giving the
impression that those rich southerners pay but the North was
spared temporarily. Specifically, had any thought been given to
getting the regional and devolved governments on board, given
the general antipathy to Westminster trying to exercise any
control over something which is formally devolved?
Claire recognised devolution as a minefield. It was important
not to reverse previous trends towards greater devolution,
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including financial devolution, so that the devolved
administrations can plan on a sustainable basis. Significant
reasons for the GTS proposal to remove the issue from the
control of central Government are to remove the politics, to
create cross-party support and to include all of the devolved
administrations. Establishing the principle of an independent
body would go a long way to involving the regions and devolved
administrations in the discussion. However, there still needed to
be a push from the centre.
As the Edinburgh and Manchester referendums demonstrated,
there is an immediate public reaction against any proposed road
congestion charging. How the discussion goes forward and
involves the various UK, national and regional levels is very
important and is all part of the process. Getting everyone on side
is not something that can be rushed.
Dick noted that the UK, which has a relatively self-contained
highway network and is no longer a member of the EU, did seem
to present an ideal opportunity to implement a change. It was
one area where it did have complete autonomy. If the UK cannot
square the domestic politics, it had not really gained very much
from ridding itself of the European framework.
Jim Coates (Chair, Roads & Traffic Policy Group, CILT) was
totally in favour of the objective of introducing road user
charging and using it to incentivise take-up of EVs and changing
behaviour, as well as reducing congestion. The CILT considered
that the system needed to be operated either by Government or
some central body.
However, when it came to defining charges for urban areas, they
were strongly of the opinion that this should be entirely the
responsibility of the local authority, because road user charging
needs to be part of a wider strategy including the provision of
public transport and other planning issues. Also, it needed to be
tailormade to the area concerned and local authorities were best
placed to do this. The way to incentivise local authorities and
their electorates to grasp the nettle was to remove all central
government grants, so that if the authority wanted to do
something they had got to raise the money locally. This had been
proposed in the past and politicians had run away from it, but at
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the moment there appeared to be a useful impetus for greater
devolution.
Jim felt that if, as suggested, one could persuade people to opt
in, it would be extremely helpful. How could one ensure that
those who got a bigger grant, for buying an EV and scrapping
their old car if they signed up to paying the electronic charge,
stuck by their promise? What would be the mechanism for
ensuring it was impossible to make a journey without having
paid? Also, how would the distance and time charges work in
practice, including for those delayed by unforeseen eventualities
such as road accidents.
Claire recognised these as issues. There was the possibility of
drivers being incentivised to break speed limits in order to
reduce the time charge. The GTS proposals were broad ideas,
with aspects of detail still to be worked out. She described EVs
as “computers on wheels”, which made it really hard to game
the system. It was not unreasonable to expect that, once
someone had switched to paying through road user charging,
the car would be continuously tracked. This requirement
emphasised the importance of having an independent body to
monitor the system. The technology included in modern EVs to
some extent already monitors how and where they are being
driven.
Another way to incentivise a switch to EVs would be to set a
trajectory for increases in fuel duty, which has not happened for
the last decade or so.
Jim proposed that it should be part of the construction and use
regulations for EVs to have a secure app on board which tracks
every movement and makes sure that the owner pays, possibly
by disabling the vehicle if necessary. He did think that people
would realise that as petrol and diesel vehicles were phased out
there had to be an alternative way of paying for roads. A few
pence per mile charge might be regarded by most people as
reasonable, but they could become more sceptical once
differential charges become clear. Road pricing has to be
implemented honestly from the beginning, otherwise it will sour
public trust in the whole enterprise.
Tom Worsley (ITS, Leeds) wanted to know how one would set
the prices, since they would not be market prices, as there is no
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competition. Setting prices would be quite a difficult job for the
regulatory body. One could work out the current damage to the
environment and then try to compare this with how much less it
would be with the charges in place. Furthermore, charging for
congestion introduces arcane debates about issues such as the
value of time saving. These sorts of decisions are not impossible,
but are very challenging. Can there be an administered price, or
is it just a political decision which politicians will have to take?
The 2004 road user charging feasibility study came up with a
number for the most expensive charge level, which was then
rubbished by the popular press.
Claire thanked Tom for raising some really key questions. The
GTS paper to the Select Committee was based on analysis by
Professor Begg in 2018. His approach had been to replicate as
closely as possible what motorists are currently paying. The aim
would be to offer people the opportunity of saving money by
altering the time of day they travel. She stressed the importance
of having an independent body to oversee motoring taxation in
the round, while acknowledging that, in the end, the level of
charges may have to be a political decision.
Tom liked the idea of having a citizens’ assembly. Consulting
groups of people – road users and others – to see what they
think is a reasonable idea was important. Claire added that the
more one widened the conversation and engaged different
audiences, the more this would become a collective project. She
hoped the change towards road pricing could be a shared
endeavour.
Tali reminded people that achieving carbon net zero was a
national goal. She therefore felt that setting charges nationally,
rather than regionally, was going to be much more acceptable.
Regional pricing was likely to introduce disparities, would
introduce a further level of complexity, and could lead to too
much political interference. There had been a lot of locally
generated resistance to Clean Air Zones. Claire agreed with this
analysis. The politics would not get any easier by adopting a
regional approach. There was a risk of having to reinvent the
wheel in several different places.
David van Rest wondered whether the planning system could
help in the take-up of EVs, by requiring at least passive provision
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for electric charging points in new developments. Claire
recognised the need for a whole systems approach to reducing
emissions and pollution by joining-up several aspects of policy.
Linking transport policy with land-use planning was an important
means of discouraging people from becoming more cardependent and in avoiding additional congestion. The opposite
has happened for many years.
Claire, in conclusion, thanked everyone for their questions,
feedback and discussion, and welcomed the opportunity to keep
in touch.
Her contact address is
claire.haigh@greenertransportsolutions.com
Report by Gregory Marchant
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Evidence in Transport Policy
Alistair Baldwin, Institute for Government
Hosted by Arup on Teams
23 June 2021

Introduction
The project, and a partner project in energy policy, were devised
to examine the use of evidence in transport policy in the UK and
comparators of Sweden, Germany, the Netherlands and New
Zealand, all considered ‘effective’ governments:
• Germany has a large central ministry, but its federal
structure provides a contrast to the UK.
• Sweden has a small central ministry, unlike the UK.
• New Zealand has similar parliamentary and civil service
structure to the UK, but uses innovative forms of analysis.
• The Netherlands has institutionalised policy advisory bodies
and is seen as success in land use-transport integration.
It was undertaken in conjunction with Kelly Shuttleworth. The
team spoke to 50 officials, academics, politicians and advisors,
with most interviews undertaken before the Green Book Review.

Conclusions across countries
Every country thinks that it cares the most about numbers and
the quantification of evidence. However, all are poor (and know
it) at ex-post transport evaluation, and evidence transfer across
structures and geographies is poor. The study would recommend
simplification of institutions rather than greater complexity.
Research bodies are important for the institutional memory of
ministries – staff tend stay longer with them – but are being
used less by politicians seeking quick answers.
It is difficult to tie evidence use to (country-level!) outcomes
with problems using time series data and in other areas.
The study examined the most powerful central department,
which was modally organised.
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The United Kingdom’s Parliament is relatively unimportant.
There is no direct public sector research body, although
Connected Places Catapult and TRL (formerly Transport
Research Laboratory) play roles. There is also a complex set of
other bodies, particularly in rail (the study was made before the
Williams-Shapps review of the railways). There is some
institutional churn, although staff turnover at the Department for
Transport (DfT) is lower than at other departments.
Devolved nations have their own structures and approaches, but
there is a limited role for local and regional government in
policymaking. The National Audit Office (NAO) is the key
scrutineer, but has a limited remit: is the DfT ‘marking its own
homework’ on transport evidence?
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Sweden’s government has very small ministries and large
independent civil service agencies. The requirements for
agencies are typically through public instruction. There are also
research institutes and quasi-institutes, such as K2, the Swedish
Knowledge Centre for Public Transport. There is a National 10year Transport Plan. One commentator said that the Green Party
vision for high-speed rail, with a very poor Benefit Cost Ratio
(BCR), sends the signal through the department that this is not
cared about, leading to tension between engineers, economists
and environmental planners. Local governments, often with very
limited capacity and capability, run some projects on ‘gut
feeling’. “It’s striking that there was a much greater readiness in
industry and government to interact with academia and use
research outputs - much greater in Sweden than ever in the UK.”
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Germany has a federal system where state (Länder)
governments get more involved in the policy process. It has a
medium sized central ministry which produces a 15-year Federal
Transport Infrastructure Plan (FTIP). Various Advisory Councils,
such as the SRU and WBGU, are appointed by the cabinet,
together with research institutes and standards bodies which
provide input into policy. Involvement by individual Länder is not
always good for evidence, there are for example different
approaches to drone regulation. The same can be true of the
FTIP, which can lead to some biases and the role of state
governments. However, some places have more freedoms, such
as Freiburg and cycling. There is a noted influence on
policymaking of motor trade bodies, such as the ADAC and VDA,
and there is some evidence that this has shaped energy policies.
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The Netherlands has a wide array of advisory bodies such as
the PBL, KiM, RLI and CPB, with the Rijkswaterstaat as the
delivery agency. The Multi-Year Programme for Infrastructure,
Spatial Planning and Transport (MIRT) plans are updated every
two years, with a 20-year planning horizon. Infrastructure
planning, which is agreed through parliament, is often political
and linked to regional and national coalitions. Are four advisory
bodies, with the consequent dilution of advice, too many? Again,
long-standing bodies are a useful repository for memory. Policy
makers “shop at CBA” selecting the parts that support their case,
but this may be acceptable if used not for decision-making but
as a policy information tool. Parliamentary involvement in
infrastructure does not always mean that there is good evidence:
it can be linked to coalition-building.
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New Zealand has a small central ministry with a separate
delivery agency, the NZTA. It underwent a significant restructure
in 2017, and also explicitly took the chief scientific adviser (CSA)
model from the UK. There are no specific research bodies, but
much use of academics, particularly from the UK and Australia.
It produces a Government Policy Statement on land transport
(GPS), every 3 years. The most interesting difference is the
Living Standards Framework and the Transport Outcomes
Framework. Uncertainty work has been driving thinking, and
there is a clear desire to build schemes which are more resilient
to different futures. But does this lead to immediate change?
There is currently a legal challenge against New Zealand
Transport for “failing to adapt to the climate emergency”.
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Approaches are summarised in the table below.

Modal share is summarised below, but some comparators
combine modes, and the methodology varies between them.
Car

Rail

Bus

Walk

Cycle

England

61%

2%

5%

26%

2%

Netherlands

47%

5%

18%

27%

Germany

57%

10%

22%

11%

New Zealand

79%

3%

17%

1%

53.5%

19.4%

Sweden

27.1%

Key policy outcomes are summarised in the charts overleaf.
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Analysis
The UK is particularly keen on Cost Benefit Analysis (CBA) and
has a highly codified Transport Analysis Guidance (TAG) system
which rules the roost for evidence “our transport appraisal
system started out within institutional control and has from the
start been designed so that institutions could to a large degree
control it”. The system has been consistent over decades: is it
better when DfT step away from delivery? It is underpinned by
array of transport models of varying kinds: DfT has 118
business-critical models, but how is other evidence included?
The decision-makers put a lot of weight on headline Benefit-Cost
Ratio (BCR). Value for Money (VfM) requirements operate as a
‘floor’ to remove poorly performing schemes, but appraisals can
conflict with politics, such as with the withdrawal of the Pacer
Trains, the Garden Bridge, Stonehenge and so on. The UK is so
strongly centralised that this flows to other tiers of government
and affects scheme selection, which can lead to ‘sharp’ practice.
Further, “having TAG as the starting point for every conversation
limits the ability for other people to engage”.
A lack of transparency reduces trust in decisions. VfM/BCRs of
schemes, let alone full business cases, are rarely published by
DfT, and the rationale for why different forms of analysis have
different weight is unclear. There is some progress on making
data open, such as Bus Open Data Service (BODS), but what
about the rail Passenger Demand Forecasting Handbook (PDFH)?
However, the DfT does well compared to other departments. “If
evidence didn’t meet the economists’ threshold of materiality
then there was no point having a discussion about it”.

- 38 -

Figure 1: transparency score tables

Evaluation
There are poorly aligned incentives and a lack of resources with
capital, but no revenue grants. There is an insufficient volume of
evaluations to develop expertise in local government. There are
also areas of relatively good practice: Highways England’s Postopening project evaluation (POPE) was cited by interviewees in
other comparators.
Institutional interest waxes and wanes with different ministers
and senior officials. There is limited scrutiny and interest, but
this is much better in some areas of policy (such as cycling and
walking) than others. How does it feed back to appraisal? “The
way the industry operates means that everything is about
making the case for something. There is just no incentive for
anybody to invest in evaluation.”
Churn is not perceived as an issue in the Department for
Transport outside transport modellers. Churn at HM Treasury
and Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government
(MHCLG) causes more problems for transport. There is a core of
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analysts that like sticking around in transport. Engineers are “not
recognised as relevant, almost seen as having little to offer even
on engineering projects”.
In local and/or regional government the problem is less about
churn than just about resources. The ‘Transport fors’ (London,
the North, and so on) are developing expertise outside DfT. Do
they use the same old external suspects who are consulted by
DfT?
Transport evidence, models and appraisal are complex, and the
researchers were not convinced that they are always well
understood by all decision makers. The lack of local and regional
capacity means that there can be poor understanding of the
limits and appropriate uses of transport models. This also affects
scrutiny, and there is limited training for decision makers
themselves on how to use models and evidence. The system is
reliant on their personal backgrounds.

Strategy
The devolved nations each have transport strategies, but
England has not had one since (perhaps) the 1998 New Deal for
Transport. The National Infrastructure Strategy does not fill this
gap.
The current approach is mode-based, with Gear Change
(cycling), Bus Back Better (bus), Williams-Shapps (rail),
Maritime 2050, Aviation 2050 and Road Investment Strategy
1&2. There are also National Policy Statements (NPSs) and
Transport Decarbonisation, the Future of Mobility and so on.
However, we are beginning to see more divergent strategies in
England, Wales and Scotland. The lack of cross-modal strategy
means difficult decisions are ducked or not made clear. It is
argued that England should consider a multimodal transport
strategy, or at least an updated NPS, to account for new
legalities and priorities.

Conclusions
Policymaking follows clear rules and analytical processes, with
well-resourced and capable professionals inside government
able to interpret evidence, particularly economic evidence.
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Analysts in the DfT and elsewhere are well integrated into
policymaking processes and well regarded by those outside
central government. These processes are well-established and
at the forefront of international practice. The UK’s transport
economic appraisal system is internationally respected and
influential. There is a relatively low turnover of people in the DfT
as compared to other departments, and particularly among
those engaged with evidence. Those in post have the skills to
analyse and present available evidence.
The UK relies on an authoritative academic community to bring
in external evidence and to challenge its assumptions. This also
includes the effective use of the chief scientific adviser, which
meets some (but not all) of the roles of independent research
institutions in other countries.
However, evidence crossing multiple departments is used
inconsistently. Poor understanding of local capacity and data
also negatively impacts the effectiveness of DfT policies. Noneconomic forms of evidence, including social research,
evaluation and engineering, can appear neglected in transport
decision-making. The way evidence is used in decision-making
in not transparent. Too often, outside observers are left guessing
as to why decisions are made.
Scrutiny and openness are limited. UK transport modelling and
economic appraisal is largely a complex ‘black box’ with limited
ability, outside of a narrow group of highly technical
professionals (like the TEG!), to engage. Other forms of evidence
also receive limited external scrutiny and attention.
Evaluation is inconsistent and unevenly applied. Skills and
capacity are not consistently present in local government and
areas of good practice have not propagated through the
transport system.
What could the UK learn?
• an explicit statement of transport strategy
• a culture of openness
• improved treatment of uncertainty; and that
• centralisation has its advantages and disadvantages.
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Recommendations
Ministers and Senior Responsible Owners should retain
evaluation responsibility for policies and large projects after
delivery. Ministers and special advisers with an involvement in
transport should be offered formal training in the sources, types
and uses of transport evidence.
For Parliament, the Transport Select Committee should carry out
regular ‘evidence checks’ on the evidence that the DfT uses for
key policies. The Transport Select Committee should take a
greater role in scrutinising the ex-post evaluation of transport
policies and projects.
Professional bodies should pool knowledge and resources with
local and regional government on conducting transport
evaluations.
The Department for Transport should support the National
Infrastructure Strategy with coordinated investment plans,
update National Policy Statements and consider a new strategy
integrating differing modes of transport. It should publish the
strategic and economic cases for all transport projects and
policies that it approves, with key data, including Net Present
Value (NPV) and Benefit Cost Ratio (BCR) indexed and easily
searchable. It should also record how the different forms of
evidence were weighed and which were prioritised in the
decision-making on these projects.
For projects that the DfT funds at local or regional levels, such
as those that receive money from the Transforming Cities Fund,
the money provided to those local areas should include specific
ringfenced revenue to fund evaluation. The DfT should improve
local analytical capability and its own knowledge of the
challenges of policy implementation through pursuing more
secondments to and from other tiers of government.

Discussion
David van Rest said that some argued that COVID-19 had
produced benefits in terms of increased house prices and stock
prices. Should we go back to Richard Layard in measuring
happiness and rethink how we deal with these additional
aspects? Do schemes such as the Stonehenge tunnel and the
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Lower Thames Crossing make sense, and do we consider other
policy issues fully? Alistair replied that we need an explicit
statement of what the transport policy is. A policy of pleasing
everyone all of the time can mean that these issues are not
raised, and we are not on the path of doing this in England.
Tom Sansom (Transport for Greater Manchester) asked if there
had been any DfT reaction to the report? Alistair said yes, there
has been a discussion and they were receptive to some areas,
but not so much in others, such as the publishing of business
cases. There is no technical reason for not doing this. Michael
Gove said that in respect of secondments, civil service
recruitment was difficult, and it was not easy to backfill posts.
Alistair holds out little hope for a cross-modal transport policy.
Tom Worsley (University of Leeds) wondered if other countries
did better in the publication of results? Alistair replied that New
Zealand was spectacularly open. More information is available in
some of the other countries. In the UK, schemes can get the nod
even if information is imperfect, and benefits may be added on
if costs increase to achieve the case.
David Metz (University College London) said that information
may be available if asked through a freedom of information
request. Highways England is however marking its own
homework and there may be some optimism bias. Data such as
traffic counts may be basic, and inputs may be assumed to get
the result desired. Alistair said that Highways England were
probably the best but that didn’t make them good. If you had
the time, you could FOI everything! There is not enough work
on the link between appraisal and evaluation.
Peter Jones (University College London) commented that the
European Commission does better, although quality varies.
There is a DfT panel bringing together civil servants and
academics. If politicians have a manifesto and a majority then
they feel that they have a mandate for their policies. Alistair
replied that cost effectiveness did not come up much in other
countries. In England, the way that assurance works for mayors’
work means that major projects have to go through TAG,
although people may fiddle things around the edges. That is not
how the Treasury works. Peter suggested that the levelling up
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agenda was moving towards delivering a political agenda.
Alistair said that the work was done prior to the Green Book.
John Cartledge (retired) asked about the Commission for
Independent Transport (CfIT) and if it had had any effect.
Alistair replied that many in other countries thought that people
being in a post for only eight years was too short and that the
average UK civil servant was only in a post for around two years.
This leads to a lack of institutional memory. Departments should
have historians. John commented that this may be why we hear
so many regurgitated ideas.
Tom Worsley said that once we moved away from project
appraisal, the evidence base to use was far less documented.
Did other countries have better ways of looking at evidence?
Alistair said that it was a difficult area, but that research
departments with an ability to set their agenda could help. There
was a wide range of what people thought that levelling up
meant.
Peter Jones noted that the Prime Minister has form. As Mayor
of London, he was going to smooth traffic at TfL, but there was
there no measure for doing so, and the same is true for levelling
up. Alistair said that transport outcomes may be easier to
measure at a sub-national level, but that measuring anything
was difficult. Compared with other countries, the UK
underperforms in urban areas.
David van Rest said that work is Japan suggests that HS2 will
surely level regions down, but that they had ways of “dealing
with it”. Tom replied that a KPMG report showed that London
benefits most from HS2: hence the Government trying other
ways of levelling up, as HS2 did not cover all areas. Alistair said
that studies were better for some modes such as cycling, but not
light rail or buses. There is a definite divergence between modes.
David Metz returned to experience versus fresh thinking. In the
civil service, professional people tend to stay in post for a longer
time. He thought that shorter-serving policy people are more
open minded than professionals. This wasn’t discussed in the
report. Alistair agreed, but said that this was what secondments
were meant to improve.
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John Cartledge said that it was difficult to engage with the
Department as there was always a new face at meetings.
Alistair agreed with this.
Martin Kerridge asked if there was any agreement that we
should separate research-based and evidence-based decisionmaking, which were very different? Evidence-based research
was better for post-event analysis. Alistair said yes, but there
are some concerns about how generalisable it is, and from his
experience of an infrastructure investment in Newcastle is it
does not seem to happen much.
Report by Peter Gordon
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Neutrality

Trafikverket
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Metod för Samlad effektbedömning
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Letter to the Editor
Did other participants in the May meeting on Social Value notice
the mismatch between identification of Value and the
identification of Detriment? This had particular poignancy for me
in the two examples given. For the Havant Thicket, Value was
accumulated from recreational resource, accessible open space
and operational social value. On the other hand, the construction
of Birmingham Interchange Station is in a sensitive part of the
Meriden Gap Green Belt, where in past times I would cycle and
enjoy accessible open space. None of these detriments were
included.
Nor was the detriment of substantial viaducts for the approach
of six rail lines in reducing value of surrounding housing and
businesses, notably on the community of Water Orton
considered or the disadvantages of the need to use an
automated people mover to make connections, and the passage
of some 20 years before the four platforms and two through lines
are put to use. Locating a major generator of traffic in a location
where the road system is overloaded at peak hours and unable
to handle the extra traffic the 'Hub' will generate. The claimed
valuing of Displacement to avoid over claiming value is not
evident.
Yours sincerely, David van Rest
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