Notes for Jim Eadie MSP re. meeting with minister

Spokes, 4 December 2011

These notes follow from our discussion at the Dec 1 meeting of Spokes and Sustrans with MSPs Marco Biagi and Jim Eadie.   Jim asked for ideas that could usefully be raised with the Minister.   The following 3 proposals are probably in a rough order of feasibility.

Note:  This document, given its purpose to suggest ways forward, omits justifications for investment.  Justifications would be on the policy grounds of transport, employment, public health, climate change and the CAPS target, and on the political grounds of the SNP manifesto and the level of public concern as in the many emails received by MSPs.

Note:  Again for brevity, no references are included.  These can be found in the Spokes budget submission.
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1. Adjust the draft budget so there is no argument in the public eye that the SNP manifesto is being fulfilled

The manifesto promises to increase the proportion of transport spending on 'active and sustainable travel.'   Under a literal interpretation this promise could be kept by cutting active travel drastically and raising Park & ride, LCVs, etc to more than balance that; and/or by cutting severely in 12/13, with a big rise at the end of the Spending Review.   Similarly one could debate whether or not CWSS should be counted as it is not from a transport heading, although it is very clearly transport.

However, such literal interpretation is understandably regarded by constituents as misleading, and does not in the public eye justify the big cut proposed in active travel for 2012-13, in the context of a signficant rise in total transport spending. We suggest the government should announce active travel funding for 2012-13 and beyond such that the commitment to the manifesto promise is indisputable.

In 2011-12 active travel government funding from the budget comprised primarily...

a) Roughly £9m from the £25m SAT budget line [mainly going to Sustrans, Cycling Scotland, Bike Station and Smarter Choices].  This active travel component is apparently to fall hugely in 2012-13, given a £16m SAT total of which we understand £11m will go to P&R and Fastlink, leaving £5m in total for active travel, LCVs, eco-drive, etc.

b) £7.5m CWSS funding   CWSS for 2012-13 is still unknown [announcement December 8?] but seems likely to be cut or conceivably even scrapped.

c) Other smaller sums which seem likely to continue at roughly the same level in 2012-13; easily the biggest being trunk road cycle projects (not specified in budget but estimated at £2m) and much smaller sums such as from the Climate Challenge Fund.

Proposal 1 :  Total active travel in 2011-12 was roughly £16.5m (a+b above).  Assuming that (c) will be little changed, and in the context of rising total transport spending, the government should for 2012-13 ensure £20m active travel funding in total from SAT, CWSS and the new FTF.  There would then be no question that the manifesto commitment, however interpreted, is being followed in spirit.  For the avoidance of doubt, this £20m proposal refers to CWSS plus the active travel element of SAT/FTF - not to total SAT/FTF, which cover much more than active travel.

We note that the sums in question are very small in the context of total transport spending, around 1% of the ~£2000m total, so readjustment must be possible.  Alternatively, we note the recent Barnet consequentials as a result of infrastructure spending in the UK Autumn Statement.

2. Reorganise the budget layout to ensure clarity and transparency

The current budget layout, as it affects active travel, seems to have grown like Topsy.  It seriously lacks clarity and transparency, and therefore leads to difficulty of understanding by all concerned – from outside campaigners through to MSPs and perhaps even higher.   It results in huge amounts of lobbying (and time spent responding by MSPs and officials), descending into obscure arguments, rather than being able to address an understood and clear position.

Two months after the draft budget was published, no one yet knows if there will be a CWSS fund, or what proportion of SAT or FTF will go to active travel.  At the extremes, total active travel funding from all 3 of these sources could still be anything between around £5m and around £25m.

Proposal 2 :  The budget should have a new line entitled "Cycle/Walk" (CW) and starting at £20m (as in proposal 1 above) in 2012-13.   This new budget line would replace CWSS and the active travel elements of SAT and FTF.  ["Active Travel" would be an alternative name for the new budget line but "Cycle/Walk"  is even more clearcut and less open to multiple interpretations].

[In consequence the remaining SAT line would be renamed ST, sustainable transport; and the budget document would note that part of FTF was incorporated in the new CW budget line.   Also, the local government settlement would no longer show a separate CWSS line, thus removing a further source of unnecessary dissension].

This entire new CW budget line would be administered by the Transport Scotland Sustainable and Active Travel team – who already administer CWSS (even though it is part of the local government settlement) as well as the active travel element of SAT.

We propose that the new CW budget line would be disbursed as follows in 2012-13 [assuming a £20m total as in (1) above] ...

· £7m to local authorities on a per-capita basis, specifically for CW purposes.  This would be similar to the existing CWSS, retaining the rule that a minimum % should go to cycle investment (including shared cycle/walk facilities*).  The term SS (safer streets) would be dropped as this can allow schemes detrimental to cycling (such as one-way streets), but of course street schemes that genuinely benefit cycle/walk would still be covered by the CW heading.

*We note in passing that most cycle investment benefits pedestrians to a greater or lesser extent, whereas the reverse is not true – part of the rationale for this minimum % rule.

· £9m to the same purposes as the current SAT active travel element – i.e. Sustrans, Cycling Scotland, Bike Station, Smarter Choices (where primarily active travel).  Current rules, such as the match-funding requirement for Sustrans projects, would remain.

· £4m to a new bidding fund open to any relevant organisation for major schemes – say schemes of £0.5m minimum – e.g. local authorities, BWB, ScotRail, RTPs, business consortia, multi-partner projects, etc.  [Bids could include schemes comprising several small local projects, such as a local authority bidding to create several cycle-friendly small towns].  There is currently a big gap for funding of major schemes (following the ending of capital to RTPs and the former Public Transport Fund, both of which were used for this purpose).  This fund would allow those organisations who are advanced in cycle planning and expertise to take a step change further towards their goals, whilst encouraging those who are further behind to step up to the mark for future year applications.  Bids could be for infrastructure alone or wider projects incorporating extensive smarter choices measures.

3. Meeting CAPS target and fully funding RPP active travel proposals

The proposal in (1) if maintained through the Spending Review period (and growing in line with total transport spending) would satisfy the SNP manifesto, to even the most ardent critic.  If combined with (2) then we would also have transparency and clarity as to what was happening.

However, this level of investment – just over 1% of total transport spending – in our view has no hope of increasing cycle use at a sufficient rate to achieve the government's ambitious CAPS target of 10% of all trips by bike in 2020.  The evidence is laid out in appendix 1 of the Spokes budget submission.  [We note that the CAPS target is also incorporated as a milestone in the RPP and is included in the government's national strategy to combat obesity].  We estimated last year that to have any hope of reaching the 2020 target, cycling investment alone needs to be £50m annually (2.5% of total transport) – that is now a fairly brave estimate.

Nor does the current level of investment come anywhere near the active travel RPP estimates – and Parliament recently agreed the RPP should be fully funded.  The RPP estimates £1,203m active travel investment needed over 2011-22, i.e. roughly £100m annually [and indeed the RPP weights this suggested investment towards the early years].  £100m is roughly 5% of total transport.

We also point out that the Association of Directors of Public Health, in a report endorsed by many other professional health and transport organisations, proposed active travel receives 10% of total transport investment – i.e. ~£200m annually in Scotland's case.

Proposal 3 :  To allow budget adjustment, and to enable relevant delivery bodies to build up expertise to maximise the value of investment, we propose the 2012-13 budget allocate £20m to cycle/walk, as in (1) above, then £35m in 2013-14 and £50m in 2014-15.  Such investment, 2.5% of total transport by 2014-15, should bring a much faster rate of increase in cycle use, and should then rise further in the next spending review* to meet the RPP funding estimates, 5% of total transport.

*Obviously it would be better for the RPP annual estimates to be fully funded in this Parliament, and the government needs to make clear how the recent parliamentary decision on this will be achieved in terms of active travel.

The method of disbursement of the above increased sums beyond 2012-13 would depend on the experience of 2012-13, but our current view is that the £50m in 2014-15 might be used as follows [using the same categories as in (2) above] ...

· £10m to the CW purpose

· £10m to the SAT purpose

· £30m to the proposed bidding fund

