Address of objector:


Secretary of State for Transport 

Department for Transport, TWA Orders Unit, 

Zone 3/11, Gt. Minster House, 

76 Marsham Street, London SW1P 4DR

OBJECTION TO CAMBRIDGESHIRE GUIDED BUSWAY

Dear Sir or Madam

I wish to object to the TWA Order application for Cambridgeshire Guided Busway (CGB) promoted and submitted by Cambridgeshire County Council, on the grounds that I have indicated below.

Cost-Benefit balance

· The CGB scheme would remove only 2% of traffic from the A14, assuming that it achieves the level of usage predicted by its promoters. The scheme represents a poor investment of public funds and is not in the public interest. The scheme should be abandoned.

· CGB journey times will be little different from those on existing bus services. Fares will be more expensive. CGB will not be sufficiently attractive to make car users change their mode of transport. CGB will fail to achieve the level of usage predicted by its promoters. Lower usage will undermine the cost justification for constructing CGB. Lower usage will mean that an ongoing subsidy will be required from local tax payers’ funds. 

· The  promoters have understated the ongoing costs of running CGB. Higher running costs will result in higher fares, lower usage and a greater subsidy required from local tax payers’ funds.

· One third of the predicted usage of CGB relates to journeys made entirely on public roads, along routes currently served by bus services. Such journeys would be more expensive if made by CGB. There is no justification for including them in the CGB predicted usage figures.

Transport Strategy

· The recently announced expansion of Stansted Airport was not taken into account when CGB was designed. CGB does not provide a solution for the additional traffic that will be generated by Stansted. This traffic requires a reassessment of both local and regional transport provisions affecting Cambridgeshire. Building CGB along the former Cambridge St Ives railway line would destroy a strategic transport option. This would not be in the public interest. 

· CGB is being promoted as a sub-regional transport system. The promoters should instead promote a scheme that caters for both sub-regional and regional transport. The need to cater for Stansted expansion makes the CGB proposal a matter of national significance. The scheme should be referred to Parliament for approval.

Traffic and Environmental Issues

· Most bus running time along the CGB route will be spent not on a guideway but on existing roads. On these roads, buses will be held up in traffic, leading to poor and unreliable journey times. On-road running problems will give CGB a public image no better than conventional bus services. CGB will not produce any better mode shift away from car use than conventional bus services would. 

· Slow running of buses in Cambridge, St Ives and Huntingdon will increase pollution in these areas. Additional buses through Cambridge City centre will worsen already severe problems of bus congestion in this area.  

· The promoters have not published firm plans for bus priority measures on existing roads or for the associated compulsory purchase of land. Journey times on CGB as stated by the promoters are significantly dependent on the details of these plans. The promoters have stated their intention to postpone consultation on these plans until after a TWA Order is granted. The details relating to existing roads will fundamentally affect the benefits of the CGB scheme. The promoters should be required to resubmit their proposals including such details. A further period of public consultation should then occur. The TWA process should be suspended until the proposals are amended to include these details.    

Comparison with Alternative Transport Options

· The promoters of CGB have relied on findings of the CHUMMS study to support their rejection of rail options. Flaws in the CHUMMS study are equally flaws in the promoters’ assessment of transport alternatives.

· The CHUMMS study ignored the most beneficial rail route along the A14 corridor. It incorrectly rejected this route as not being viable. CHUMMS instead considered a longer rail route that bypassed key population centres. CHUMMS only considered local journeys. This produced the incorrect conclusion that rail would have a high cost and low usage. CHUMMS linked its proposed rail option to a highly unpopular new route for the A14. This produced the incorrect conclusion that rail had low public support. All of the significant CHUMMS findings regarding rail vs CGB are invalid. The promoters should be required to reevaluate the benefits of rail vs CGB, based on a more beneficial rail route and based on the same A14 upgrade programme in both cases. The TWA application process should be suspended until the proposals are amended to include this reevaluation.    

· The promoters have failed to consider combined transport options. A combination of enhanced conventional bus services, supported by road priority measures, and a St Ives-Cambridge Rail link would deliver a higher level of benefits at a lower cost than CGB. Extension of the railway from St Ives to Huntingdon would also then be possible.

· I would not travel on CGB. I would use a Cambridge-Huntingdon railway if it were built. I would use the rail link instead of my car for both local and non-local journeys. I would use a rail service with a 15-30 minute frequency but not a CGB service even with a 3 minute frequency. CGB would not make me change my transport mode. An alternative rail link would make me do so. 

· I object to the acquisition and use of land along and near to the proposed CGB guideway for the purposes of constructing balancing ponds, building the maintenance track and diverting rights of way that currently cross the disused railway bed. I object to the construction work relating to widening culverts, rebuilding Over Windmill bridge and tunnelling under Hills Road. I object to the 6-8 month closure of the Over-Longstanton road. All of this land use and of these works would be unnecessary for an alternative rail link. 

Effects on Existing Transport Options

· CGB would lead to deterioration of bus services serving Bar Hill and Fenstanton. Closure of the heavily used Milton Road underpass would lead to a safety hazard for pedestrians and cyclists. Loss of short term parking would have a negative impact on usage of Cambridge Station.    

Please let me know if there is any further information you require.

Yours faithfully



