Address of objector:


Secretary of State for Transport,

Department for Transport,

TWA Orders Unit, 

Zone 3/11, Great Minster House, 

76 Marsham Street, London SW1P 4DR

OBJECTION TO HUNTINGDON-CAMBRIDGE-TRUMPINGTON GUIDED BUSWAY

Dear Sir or Madam

I wish to object to the TWA Order application for the guided busway between Huntingdon, Cambridge and Trumpington, submitted by Cambridgeshire County Council, on the grounds that I have indicated below: 

Multi-modal study:

The CHUMMS study was wrong to find in favour of guided bus because:

· The CHUMMS study area was too narrow, and largely confined to the A14.

· The CHUMMS study was intended to be launched at the same time as studies in adjacent areas, in order to combine research and findings. However, it was brought forward, and reported before the other studies (e.g. LSMMS) had either started or progressed far.

· The CHUMMS study, which recommended the guided busway, was seriously flawed because it looked only at local journeys (which a bus can serve) and not regional and national journeys (which rail serves much better than buses).

· The CHUMMS study dismissed a railway scheme because it looked at a nonsensical, unworkable and uneconomic route. It did not serve the centre of St.Ives, and chose a too long route around the north of Huntingdon avoiding Needingworth, using a greenfield route which did not make best use of the existing railway, and increased construction costs. The CHUMMS railway route also included a railway branch to Trumpington, despite being unnecessary, and not promoted by any railway groups.

· The CHUMMS study looked at only a single type of public transport. It failed to look at a partial rail reopening. It omitted to look at the economic case for reopening the railway line as far as the Cambridge Regional College – which could be an interchange point with guided bus – or even to Histon to serve the Vision Park, using a single track, with guided bus sharing the alignment.

· After costing a scheme at £120m, CHUMMS did not look at the significant benefits to be gained from spending a little more by constructing short north facing curves at Chesterton Junction and Cambridge Junction, which would have substantially increased the number of direct journey possibilities, thus improving the economic case for rail.

· Having chosen an uneconomic route, the CHUMMS study further reduced the economic basis for rail by failing to look at benefits to the railway as a whole, with rail services in the corridor being boosted by commission from through ticket sales. It also ignored the revenue benefits from long distance journeys running through the line (e.g. Stansted to Birmingham).

· The CHUMMS study engineered the line assuming that the fastest train would operate at 55mph, which is little faster than a guided bus. Speeds of 75mph would be required for long distance trains (e.g. stopping at Cambridge, St.Ives and Huntingdon).

· The CHUMMS study undermined the case for rail by ignoring any freight use of the line.

· The CHUMMS study is out of date because it does not take account of recent expansion that would benefit the case for rail much more than bus services. This includes: expansion of Stansted Airport, housing developments south of Cambridge (with people working in north Cambridge, e.g. Science Park), expansion of Science Park (Stage VI), expansion of Histon Vision, Park, confirmation of building of Northstowe new town, approval of Alconbury freight distribution centre, and the reopening of the Whitemoor Yard at March, which will use up most of the spare rail capacity on that route, limiting additional passenger services and freight traffic.

· The CHUMMS public consultation offered four schemes, of which three featured guided bus and only one featured rail, thereby increasing the chance that guided bus would be chosen. Furthermore, the public were strongly led to believe that each public transport option was tied to a specific road scheme. The only rail option was linked to the most devastating road scheme, which was highly controversial and rejected by almost everyone. Because of the seriously flawed consultation, the public – for the only time ever in any consultation – showed a preference for guided bus to rail. This was a major factor in the guided busway being chosen, the government approving guided bus and rail being unfairly rejected.

· By accepting the outcome of CHUMMS study wholeheartedly, Cambridgeshire County Council has failed to address any of its shortcomings when evaluating the guided bus scheme, particularly failing to consider any use of rail to complement or integrate with the bus.

Public consultation:

The County Council’s claim that the public support their proposals for a guided busway is unfair and untrue because:

· This it is not the scheme first advertised in the press. For instance the bus route south from Cambridge station has changed several times since, between tunnels and road junctions.

· Public consultation data for a previous - but substantially different - scheme called SuperCAM has been used when promoting the County Council’s guided bus scheme

· Many members of the public are under the illusion that the SuperCAM “trams on tyres” scheme is what the County Council will deliver. Even BBC television reports in December 2003 were still showing the CRTS tram on tyres computer image promotion. The County council has done little to explain that the public would be travelling on bog standard buses.

· The term Rapid Transit has been used to confuse the pubic, since they do not know what this means. The term Rapid Transit has been used elsewhere in the country to mean a tram system, which some members of the public may believe they were being consulted on.

· It has never been explained clearly at any consultation that a guided busway on the railway would prevent the railway being used again. Many people thought that the buses would run on rails (something the media have often suggested, without correction by the busway promoters) and therefore did not realise that the railway would be destroyed.

· The County Council disguised the scheme in their summer 2003 public consultation document by referring to "rapid transit" rather than guided bus. The questionnaire did not mention buses. It referred to "using the former railway line for a high-quality public transport system", which could equally mean rail. The results are flawed because some people will have voted in favour thinking it was a rail or tram system.

· In the County Council's summer 2003 public consultation, there was no way that the public could show a preference for rail rather than bus. The only way to reject the guided bus was to reject public transport (i.e. rail) on the railway line. Although respondents could make comments, the County Council has not made public the number of people who said they prefer rail.

· In every public opinion poll (excluding the seriously flawed CHUMMS consultation) the public has showed a very strong preference for rail, but is being ignored by the government and County Council.

· People in Cambridgeshire away from the A14, and those in immediately surrounding counties will not benefit from the guided busway, but they would benefit from a railway. The consultation was skewed towards people who would make use of the busway by only consulting people in the CHUMMS corridor.
· I would directly benefit from a railway service on the St.Ives line, but the County Council did not consult me.
Public opinion:

It is obvious that there is little public support for the guided busway because:

· Letters to newspapers along the entire route show a huge preference to rail over guided bus. Apart from a couple of individuals, all letters criticising rail and promoting the busway appear to be politically motivated (e.g. members of the same political party/group as the busway is being promoted by).

· A series of public meetings – open to everyone - organised by groups such as Railfuture, Huntingdon Civic Society have shown overwhelming support for rail, with virtually no-one supporting the guided bus.

Publicity materials:

The County Council have been unfairly promoting the guided busway because:

· The county council produced high-quality globally-distributed which attacked the alternative rail option being promoted by CAST.IRON. Lies and very selective use of facts have been used to discredit rail. For instance, the leaflet states that the trains will be 40 years old, when the carriages in which passengers would travel would only be 20 years old.

Costs and benefits:

The economic case justifying the busway is wrong because:

· The costs and the benefits are out of proportion

· A large amount of public (taxpayers) money is being spent on a single corridor, which would be better spent across the whole of the county and the region. For instance, every bus stop could have a shelter, lighting, CCTV and customer information screens for far less money that the busway, and this would create significantly greater modal shift to buses.

· In order to meet the cost-benefit analysis figure, the County Council are relying on buses using the busway that do not benefit from doing so. For example, a bus travelling from Huntingdon to Cambridge would have a shorter journey if it followed the A14 for the duration, rather than using the busway between St.Ives and Milton Road Cambridge.

Economics of the busway:

The County council have failed to show the guided busway is financially viable because:

· The County Council have provided no guarantee that any operator will run a bus on the busway once it is built

· No bus operator has guaranteed that they will operate buses on the busway, and have certainly not specified the number of buses, frequency, days/hours of operation or start/end of routes.

· There is no guarantee that existing bus operators will not divert many of their existing bus services (e.g. rural ones) onto the busway in order to make more money, and thereby depriving people dependent on the bus of a service

· There is nothing to prevent a rival bus operator from poaching passengers form the busway by offering lower fares.

· Only buses fitted with guide wheels cam use the busway. This will add cost to buses, which will need to be recovered from fares. No bus operator has said how many buses in their fleet that they would be willing to convert.

· It is claimed that the running costs (e.g. control centre, CIS screens, vegetation clearance, track clearance, recovery vehicles, maintenance etc.) will be covered by a 10% surcharge on tickets but the County Council has failed to show how they can ensure this income level is met.

· The County Council has failed to show the level of risk that subsidy of the busway will be required. They do not control the fares, the number of buses that use the busway, there is no guarantee that the required funding can be met, without council taxpayers contributing.

· The County council have not stated whether bus operators would use the busway throughout the day seven days a week, or just at peak times when traffic on [charge free] roads is busy. If only at peak-time, the busway maintenance income will be reduced.

· The County Council have failed to explain how they will cope with monopolistic behaviour by bus operators. Stagecoach control bus operations in Cambridge, and they could – on past experience – attempt to negotiate down the 10% surcharge.

· The County Council have not explained if the 10% surcharge is for the whole ticket price, or only that part which is on the busway. If the latter, they have not stated if it would be pro-rated on distance travelled, or whether the bus operator could set their own rate.

· The TWA states 29 staff, but in bid to government stated staff costs of just £350,000.

Meeting transport needs:

The guided bus is not the best solution because:

· It does nothing to address transport problems in the area, including freight. A significant number of vehicle son the parallel A14 are lorries.

· The guided busway exists in the countryside where it is not necessary, but there is no busway in the centre of Cambridge, St.Ives and Huntingdon, where there is very serious traffic congestion. The minor advantage gained from being on the guided part is completely lost when the bus becomes stuck in traffic, since journey times will be long, unpredictable and the timetable would be unreliable.

· Cambridge Futures 2 realised that buses would be unworkable when stuck in congestion in Cambridge and recommended a long tunnel through the city at a cost of several hundred million pounds to enable buses to keep to time.

· It is unlikely to have sufficient capacity to adequately serve the new Northstowe town of 23,000 people. This is a concern of members of parliament such as Anne Campbell.

· The busway will not cater for approved Stansted airport expansion. A transatlantic service between Cambridge Massachusetts and Stansted is planned to serve the many passengers going to the Cambridge Science Park (which is linked with Massachusetts). A rail link from the Science Park to Stansted (on the guided busway route) would serve this need.

· The rail freight distribution centre approved at Alconbury has not been taken account of when deciding to destroy an existing rail route. Trains to Alconbury will require a circuitous route on the congested North London Line, or reversals at Peterborough, creating conflicting movements on the capacity constrained East Coast Main Line. A rail route from Cambridge via St.Ives to Huntingdon and up to Alconbury would be more efficient, saving a significant amount of time and case far less disruption.

· The design of the busway will not allow buses from villages to enter the busway in certain directions. For instance, a bus travelling out of Swavesey would not be able to enter the busway to go to St.Ives, because there is turning entrance from that direction.

· The railway is the ideal transport system for crossing one side of Cambridge to the other. The reopened St.Ives railway would allow fast congestion-free cross-city journeys. With the addition of short curves (e.g. north facing at Chesterton Junction and Cambridge Junction) more cross-city journeys, such as Ely-Science Park/Histon, Bury St.Edmunds/Newmarket to Science Park/Histon would be possible. These short curves would also facilitate increased rail freight, especially to Alconbury.

· The guided busway is not conditional on the opening of Chesterton Interchange station. The guided busway should not be given approval without ensuring that the station is opened at the same time.

· The County Council have failed to show that the journey times on the busway will be any shorter than existing buses are on the roads. Indeed, some services have been shown to be longer.

· The County Council have not said whether (long distance) coaches would be able to use the busway.

· It does not cater for tourism as well as a railway would. For instance. St.Ives would benefit financially from tourists visiting from London, and the number of people doing so it likely to be much higher if there were a direct (or connecting) train service, than a change between train and bus.

Using the busway:

The guided busway will not benefit me because:

· As a car user I cannot see how the guided bus will help me commute to London or other locations beyond Cambridge

· If built I will still drive to railheads like Huntingdon, Cambridge, Royston or smaller stations like Waterbeach.

· I live in the south of Cambridge working in the north of Cambridge (or vice versa) and will not benefit from the bus.

· I live in a location that is not served by the guided bus and I will see no benefits from the huge cost

· A railway service along the Cambridge to St.Ives line, which ran onto the mainline, would benefit me more than a local bus service on the busway.

Consideration of alternative routes for the busway:

The County Council have failed to justify the need to steal the railway line, because:

· They have looked at no other routes for the busway other than using railway lines, identified by CHUMMS.

· They have ignored shorter routes for the busway, which would reduce journey times and thereby increase modal shift from car to bus.

· They have ignored busway routes that are nearer to where people live, which would have encouraged greater use of the bus since more people could walk or cycle to the busway stop.

Disruption from the busway:

I will directly suffer as a result of the busway because:

· I live adjacent to the route and will experience noise during/after construction

· I will suffer visual intrusion

· I will suffer noise pollution, with no compensation being offered

· My privacy will be affected

· I do not want a bus stop adjacent to my garden

· The presence of the guided busway will stop me using my existing right of way as a pedestrian/equestrian across the railway line. I will be forced to take a much longer route.

· The presence of the guided busway will stop me using my existing right of way to move vehicles across the railway line. My vehicle(s) will either be legally or physically prevented from crossing the busway.

· There will be so many movements of buses entering, exiting or crossing roads by the busway that road congestion will be caused.

· There will be more buses on the unguided parts of the routes than the roads can cope with.

· The presence of a large number of buses on the roads will cause an unacceptable amount of pollution where I live.

· As a cyclist, my journey will be less safe because of buses travelling close by.

· Bus lanes will be built in front of my house, resulting in loss of verge, trees, front garden. Buses will be closer to my house than existing traffic, causing noise, pollution and loss of privacy.

Environmental impact from the busway:

The environment will be impacted negatively by the busway because:

· The busway will concrete over the countryside, disturbing the habitat of wildlife.

· A concrete busway will be a greater danger to wildlife than a railway – for instance a bus will run over animals on the concrete busway, though those animals could have freely and safely run underneath the railway lines.

Concept of the busway:

I do not see the benefit of building this busway because:

· Guided buses have not been proven a success anywhere in the world. Few countries have built busways. Existing systems have not been extended, since they have not proven their worth, and some systems (e.g. Essen in Germany) have been partially dismantled, and will be replaced when life expired.

· This will be the longest guided busway in the world, and much longer than any existing busway in the UK. We should not be the guinea pigs for such a grand scheme.

· It is an unattractive proposition, journey times are slow and the buses will get stuck in city traffic when off the guideway.

· The County Council have failed to show how other vehicles (e.g. motor cycles, off-road vehicles, joyriders etc.) will be prevented from using the busway.

· If the guided busway concept was so good, then there would be busways all over the world, and many other countries would be building them. In fact, only a small number have been built in the last forty years.

· The fact that Britain’s first busway, in Birmingham in the 1980’s, closed soon after its opening causes me to doubt the benefit of a busway.

· The fact that the Cabinet Member for Cambridgeshire County Council, who is promoting this scheme, has never seen or been on a busway (October 2003) – not even the ones in Ipswich or Leeds, but claims to know all about them by researching on the internet, causes me to doubt whether the County Council’s decision to support the guided busway is well considered.

· There are no real comparisons of working busways elsewhere given in the documents

· Cambridgeshire County Council claimed many other similar busways were being built, this is not the case.

· The nearest similar busway working intact, that the County Council can quote, is Adelaide in Australia.

· The busway will by its very design prevent the railway from reopening later.

· I cannot see how a busway is better than a normal road, which would allow use by other vehicles, such as police cars, ambulances, fire engines, taxis, mini-buses or multiple-occupancy cars.

· The guided busway will not put the town on any “map” as claimed

· A railway would add value to my home and town, the busway will not

· In the 1990’s the County Council wanted to reopen the railway – and the Conservative government transport minister guaranteed that it would be reopened by 1997. The Cambridge and St.Ives Railway Organisation (CAST.IRON) want to reopen the railway now. I prefer that option

· I prefer a train every 20 minutes to a bus every 3 minutes.

De-scoping of the busway:

If the guided busway scheme is granted permission then the scheme should be reduced:

· The County Council have failed to show a need for the railway line between Milton Road level crossing and Chesterton Sidings. They state only a possible future use. It would be more sensible to route buses through Cowley Road and allow a future rail station at Milton Road. I ask that permission to use the line east of Milton Road be denied.

· Railway sidings beside the southern bay platforms at Cambridge Station are intended for busway use. This land may be required in the future and must be retained by the railway.

Conditions applied if permission is granted for the busway:

If the guided busway scheme is granted permission then these conditions should apply:

· The County Council should be forced to hand back the railway route to the railway authorities - at original purchase cost - if it is found that the route is needed as part of the national rail network.

· The existing track work (e.g. rails, sleepers) should be provided, free of charge to any private railways who would be able to use it to improve or expand their rail infrastructure

· In addition to donating the existing track work, the guided busway promoters should pay the costs to transport the materials to a private railway.

· For safety reasons, lighting should be provided along the maintenance track adjacent to the busway.

Additional objections:

· I have written further objections below, and over the page.

· I have attached further objections to this letter.

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

Yours faithfully


[01/03/2004]


