A ROAD TOO FAR

A road too far

Anne Batchelor

Anne Batchelor’s evidence to the public inquiry into the proposed Birmingham Northern Relief Road

I wish to object against the proposed official route of the
Birmingham Northern Relief Road on personal and
environmental grounds, and the proposed further holistic
impact from the increased volume of traffic on ourselves,
our cottage and garden, and our immediate environment
at Curdworth.

We live in a 350-year-old period cottage with oak beams
which was my family home where | grew up. Both my
husband and I love it and do not want to leave. We have a
big garden full of trees, an orchard, flower beds etc., and
to us, our beloved little cottage and garden is a perfect
place to live.

I taught locally at the village school for 17 years and our
home is perfectly situated for us, just on the edge of an
attractive village, but within walking distance of the
community where we are involved in village life. We are
quiet-living, professional people who work very hard and
enjoy living and relaxing in this secluded and attractive
spot. We garden, mostly organically, and spend a
considerable amount of time at home enjoying the
outdoor country life.

From January 1984 to October 1985, through no fault of
ours, our personal lives were involved in great trauma.
We endured many aspects of emotional, physical and
social stress and at times our home life became
intolerable. Our home was battered by noise vibration,
both inside and outside. We endured weeks of mud
outside our gateway, breathed dust that made us ill, lost
sleep, couldn’t get any peace, felt isolated, and lived in a
constant battlefield of intense activity of concentrated
construction work.

The summer of 1984 was a beautiful one and we had to
remain indoors, with windows shut and at times we
couldn’t tolerate any of the rooms in our house. Later
(September 1985) we had problems with flooding in the
house. There was a stage when no one could get in to see
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us and even one day, after a six mile detour, the postman
failed to deliver the letters. Finally, we had to agree for
our post to be delivered to the school. For several weeks
the dustmen refused to call because of the state of the
access, and on at least two occasions | arrived up to three
hours late for work because I couldn’t get out of my road.
There were many occasions when we couldn’t get the car
home.

You cannot go through the experiences we did without
learning from it and being changed by it. It is a period of
our lives we will never forget and has left its personal
scars, even today, reflecting on that time, and it is the
reason | am here today.

The reason for our 18 months of misery was the building
of the M42 on our eastern boundary, next to our house,
with a major site office thoughtlessly planned opposite
our home.

In October 1983 following a request from ourselves, the
resident engineer spelt out the implications for the
cottage — and for us. Land was to be taken under
compulsory purchase and we felt there was no way we
could continue to enjoy Croft Cottage.

In January 1984, after requesting a meeting with
Department of Transport (DoT) officials, two officials
came out so that we could find out more information.
The work was due to start in May. There was to be no
noise or visual screening for us, no safety barriers and if
a vehicle lost control or caught fire, our only protection
was the post and rail fencing that was to be erected in
place of our trees and hedges. The noise levels would be
in the red shading — over 76 decibels. The only thing was
for us to sell to the Department at their price. The
officials’ attitude was uncaring, unhelpful and very
heavy handed, and my husband asked the officials to
leave. We were devastated, but they went away laughing.
We had arranged a dinner party that night and although
our guests arrived, |1 was unable to cook the dinner. |
cried for three days and three nights and didn't believe
that a department, acting on behalf of our country, could
be so rotten.
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We took advice and appealed to the Minister, Mrs Chalker,
for some noise screening and hoped that we could
somehow live through this proposed nightmare situation.
We also requested the district valuer to give us a selling
price. When it came through in April, as the final offer, it
was such a low offer that we felt everything that we had
worked for was being taken away from us and we
couldn’t even purchase a semi-detached house in the
village for the money offered. We felt we were left with no
choice but to stay and try and fight for the sound
screening. In the First Public Inquiry Inspector’s report
16.4.11.5 Mr Kavanagh describes our decision to stay as
“brave”, but it was more of a “Hobson’s choice” situation
if we were not to be financially ruined.

The Minister was kind and allowed us some screening
and gave an undertaking for provision to be made for
some earth mounding on the property itself. We did get
more earth mounding by later negotiation. In addition,
she gave us a year’s grace for the DoT to purchase after
the road opened, but that written undertaking was not
honoured by the incoming Minister, Peter Bottomley.

In May, work began and that was the worst time in our
lives so far, for my husband and myself. We were entitled
to a certain amount of secondary glazing but that took
another three months before it was installed. We were
engulfed with a major site, involving a new bridge, which
took 18 months to build, site toilets, strategically placed
opposite our front door, and later we had a concrete
batching plant and stone crusher. At one stage during a
massive movement of soil there were eight different
movements of slow lorries up and down the lane, outside
our home.

On day three, the attitude of the engineering youngsters
was provocative. At 8.00 a.m. surveyors were all around
my car, parked outside the gate of my house, with rulers
and theodolites, etc. The youngsters didn’t speak or
smile (in a community where everyone stops for a chat).
By the end of the day, massive pumps had been left on
outside the house, left on all night (this was an area of
natural springs). A security guard visited every hour and
woke us up with his parked diesel engine running
outside the cottage and we had hardly any sleep for three
weeks.

Originally, we were told that strict times and noise levels
had to be adhered to, but these tended to be ignored and
often deliveries would take place by sub-contractors etc.
during the night. Machinery would be started up at 5.30
a.m. and go on till late. We questioned the senior resident
engineer about the noise levels and noise monitoring and
he told us that the law did not necessarily apply to us

because of our position relative to the site and said, “I told
you it would be hell”.

Work continued to increase around us and areas were
being opened up on five sides of us — all around us and
overhead. My husband was a police officer on shift work
and sleep was very difficult. There was nowhere in the
house where we could be free of noise. Our kitchen was
flooded over a period of time and our spring in the garden
that fed our watercress beds stopped and no effort was
made to reinstate it.

That summer of 1984 was a wonderful summer weather-
wise, and the dust made us ill but when the rain came the
mud drove us mad. The road was frequently thick with
mud and we couldn’t keep the house, our clothing or our
cars reasonable. Our access was frequently denied to us,
we couldn’t get in, get out, go to work, get home or
entertain at home. Tradespeople could be diverted for
several miles and still fail to get through. Nobody could
get to see me on my birthday and there were times |
couldn’t even get through, even on foot, to feed the puppy
at lunchtime.

My car got hit by a tarmac machine and the door was
damaged and wouldn't close. The foreman said eight men
had witnessed the incident and | had opened the door on
to the machine, but luckily for me a local councillor had
witnessed the incident from the bridge and their attitude
changed.

The constant vibration of the machines shook the inner
walls and made our big wall clock shake. Cracks
appeared in the cottage walls and the flooding in the
kitchen hadn’t been sorted out. We felt that we had had 18
months of personal bombardment.

We were unlucky on our site that we had a site agent who
was very ruthless and didn’t care about us at all. He
obviously had a big organization to run, targets to meet
and if he were ahead of contract, the company profited
well. The work was completed eight months ahead of
schedule. The resident engineer on site was pleasant but
appeared to be inexperienced. We found the top manager
of the contractors at Water Orton very helpful but it was
all confrontational management. We learned to question,
to fight, to complain and get angry, to threaten with the
press, to talk and negotiate in order to get treated
“properly” and basically we did survive. When the
secondary glazing was installed, we did get our sleep, but
the whole experience left us battle scarred and very
traumatized.

I am a deputy teacher and a professional, and | refused to
allow my personal difficulties to compromise my work,
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apart from the times I couldn’t get through, but the whole
business took its toll. I lost two stones in weight in the 18
months. My hair fell out in clumps and my hairdresser
diagnosed alopecia, a stress-related disorder.

Towards the end | wrote to Mrs Chalker, Minister of State,
with a view to the Department using my journal as a
training file to improve the lives of people like us, living
under a motorway scheme. She came to my school, saw
the award-winning project we had done relating to the
motorway and talked to me about the difficulties we had
had. She asked why | hadn’t contacted her earlier, listened
courteously to suggestions and took notes. From that
time on we had no further problems.

The road opened in December 1986 and we got on with
the business of living again. However, by the following
September we were in trouble again. We had endured all
that, then we heard that the Birmingham Northern Relief
Road was coming through the cottage.

We went to the first public inquiry and then much later
we learned that the new road would all be the other side
to us and the cottage would stay. This sounded
wonderful, but, as we found out more, we believe that this
will work out worse for us than the original idea.

We understand that we have no automatic right to sell to
the Highways Agency. My husband and myself feel we
could not go through that trauma again. The thought of
those earth movers arriving again makes me feel
physically sick. We are older now, know that we came
psychologically near the edge last time and have an idea
what would be involved.

A representative for the Highways Agency has told us
that it will be nothing like as bad as last time, but we
know there will be disturbance — it's obvious. The noisy
intrusion from the M42 is just tolerable and we work in
the outside environment of our house when we know the
road will be quieter. The increased volume of the
Birmingham Northern Relief Road will make that
impossible. Therefore, very painfully, we are having to
face the prospect of leaving our beloved Croft Cottage and
also our lovely village.

We are very unlikely to sell the house at its proper
competitive market value ourselves and we understand
that the present system requires the house being put up
for sale and advertised for a period of five months at a
cost of around £1,000 to ourselves for agent’s fees and
advertising, after which time we can apply to the
Highways Agency for discretionary purchase. After all
we have been through, to have people walking through

our home as a paper exercise, when we are still under
great stress on the uncertainty of our whole future, will
only add to the psychological strain.

We are now in our fifties and have lived with this blight
for 15 years and know that the Highways Agency etc. has
all the cards and we are very concerned for our future
wellbeing if this road is permitted to go through. To
purchase a similar property in a different village would
involve a competitive market and with our experience
with the District Valuer, we cannot see the money
matching so we anticipate losing out heavily.

Environmental impact studies

I have examined the Highways Agency’s work on the
environmental impact study and believe the environ-
mental directive has been breached.

I believe a balanced study should have taken into account
the impact on local people, people like us who have
suffered so already. That does not seem to have taken
place. To have to make the kind of sacrifices we have once
in a lifetime is hard enough, but no one should have this
happen to them twice. We've had our share. Also | feel the
study should have considered the impact on the villagers.
This does not appear to have been done.

I wish to cross-examine the Highways Agency, or
whoever is involved, about this and find out, when
planning routes, what considerations are taken into
account regarding the stresses that ordinary people like
us are put under in these circumstances.

I also know, as an individual living by a busy motorway,
about the impact of the last road. Now | get noise,
pollution, dirt. | get an accumulation of black, oily
substances on my window frames, patio table, bird bath
etc., if left unwiped for a couple of weeks, which didn’t
happen pre-motorway. | never get a simple cold now, nor
my husband, it always develops into a chest cold and I've
never smoked so it isn’t that. The roads around my village
are always crowded. On certain days, at morning’s rush
hour, it can take me up to 30 minutes to get around
Dunton Island to begin my journey to work and this is
pre-construction. | believe our countryside and our
villages are Britain’s little gems, and if they are invaded
by road development, then we have lost something very
special. | haven't yet seen any evidence of environmental
impact regarding these matters.

I am a keen environmentalist myself, and our garden and
its surroundings are very rich in wild life. | saw what
happened to the countryside when the M42 was put
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through and now that this area appears to be recovering
we are about to destroy it again. | watched sadly as
beautiful rare orchids were destroyed from the ancient
peat bogs next to the cottage and the old oaks were felled.
If the Birmingham Northern Relief Road is built, | assume
the process of destruction will continue. What will
happen to the new young trees including the expensive,
slow-growing oaks now ten years old? Will they be
destroyed when the bridge comes down?

I am also very concerned, if we have to stay, about the
cottage and the vibrations from the destruction of the
bridge (will explosives be used?). Our cottage is well over
350 years old and has no foundations in the old part and
has suffered cracking before from road construction and
it isn't very pleasant worrying whether you will have
anything left to live in at the end of the day.

Finally, we ask the inspector to please consider our plight
and that consideration be given for the re-routeing/

rejection of the proposed Birmingham Northern Relief
Road so that we do not have to suffer any more from
further motorway building.

Also that in practice, the Highways Agency, consulting
engineers and main contractors, and people who will
profit from the road, consider the human rights and
comfort of people like ourselves when planning and
constructing a motorway, for | believe the mark of a
civilized country is the way the mighty and powerful care
morally, or not, about the rights of the weak.

In public statements we have been told that no
alternative exists to alleviate our circumstances. | have
to ask why not? If this infrastructure is so vital to the
wellbeing of the development of this country and will
harness considerable financial reward for some, why
can't more humane procedures and support be given to
people like us — innocents caught up in this nightmare
situation?

Anne Batchelor is a member of the public who gave evidence to the public inquiry into the Birmingham Northern Relief

Road in the UK in September 1995.
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Land use impact costs of

transportation

Todd Litman

Describes a framework for incorporating land use impacts into transportation planning and policy

decisions

Introduction

There is growing concern about the total costs of
transportation. Transportation professionals and the
general public desire a vocabulary for discussing these
costs, and tools for incorporating them into decision
making. Of special concern are environmental and social
externalities. The fields of geography, urban economics,
land use planning, landscape design, and environmental
studies are acutely aware of the impacts transportation
can have on land uses, but this information is seldom
incorporated into transportation planning and policy
making. Transportation professionals have little
guidance for evaluating such impact, leading to
inappropriate planning decisions and conflicts with
politicians and the general public.

This article suggests that a general category of land use
impact costs should be used for evaluating transportation
decisions. It examines how transportation decisions
impact land use and how land use impact costs can be
evaluated. It describes a framework for incorporating
land use impacts into transportation planning and policy
decisions.

Transportation as a cause of land use changes

Transportation decisions impose direct and indirect land
use impacts. Direct impacts result from land used for
transport facilities, including paths, roads, parking and
terminals. Indirect costs include the overall effects that
transportation has on development patterns.

Direct impacts

The land required per passenger varies significantly by
mode, as illustrated in Figure 1. Walking cities typically
devote less than 10 per cent of land to transport, while
automobile-oriented cities devote 30-50 per cent for roads
and off-street parking (Renner, 1988, p. 46).
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Urban economists have long recognized that increased
driving requires more land for roads and parking, leaving
less land available for other purposes (Gabszewicz et al.,
1986). This is not considered a problem if land outside the
urban area is assumed to have no significant value
because urban expansion compensates for this loss. But,
since urban expansion imposes external costs, as
discussed later, this is a false assumption.

Indirect impacts

Transportation decisions greatly affect development
patterns (Hanson, 1986). Automobile use encourages
urban sprawl by increasing the portion of urban land
needed for roads and parking, by degrading the urban
environment, and by accommodating low density
development at the urban periphery. Many of the
complaints people express about urban environments are
actually problems resulting from increased automobile
ownership and use: traffic congestion and noise, parking
problems, unfriendly neighbourhoods, and few areas left
for children to play (Appleyard, 1981). As a result of these
impacts, individuals face increased incentive to flee cities
for suburban and semi-rural (exurban) residences. Low
density suburban and exurban development creates
automobile-dependent land use patterns that further
increase these negative impacts. This self-reinforcing
driving/sprawl cycle continues until other forces, such as
travel time, vehicle costs, and congestion become limiting
factors.

The tendency of automobile transportation to result in
low density land use is widely acknowledged. One
popular transportation engineering text states,
“Although there are other factors that play a role [in
urban sprawl], reliance on the automobile has been most
significant...” (Edwards, 1982, p. 401). Newman and
Kenworthy (1989) found strong negative relationships
between private vehicle use and nearly all measures of
urban density and provision of automobile facilities
(parking and road capacity). Hanson (1992, p. 60) points
out, “A motorized means of personal travel is necessarily
the dominant transportation technology for serving
highly dispersed trip origins and destinations”.
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Figure 1. Road space by mode
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Note: Automobiles require much more road space per passengere than
other travel modes

Source: Banister and Button (1993, p. 184, based on Teufel, 1989)

It could be argued that sprawl can be prevented through
zoning laws and should not be considered a transporta-
tion impact. The proper conceptual measure of indirect
impacts is the “with and without” test: the difference in
development which would occur “with and without” a
transportation project or policy (van Kooten, 1993, p. 86).
In practice, land use management techniques are seldom
completely effective (Knaap and Nelson, 1992). Even with
the best land use management system in place,
transportation improvements have residual impacts that
should be considered transportation costs.

Land use impact costs

This section explores various costs imposed by the land
use impacts described above. These costs tend to increase
when greenspace becomes scarce and valuable, and if
more people are affected. This explains why concerns
over loss of greenspace and sprawl are increasing as less
land is left undeveloped and populations grow.

Market costs

Automobile use imposes direct market costs by
increasing the land required for roads and parking
facilities. Some authors argue that since roads often
increase adjacent real estate values, roadway land
provides a positive rather than negative social value
(Quinet, 1994, p. 55). It is true that access increases land
value, but this ignores differences in the amount of land
required by different modes, as illustrated earlier. Modes
such as driving, which require more land, should be
charged this incremental cost.

Roadway land is often treated incorrectly as a “sunk”
cost. Lee (1992) points out, “Land in highway right-of-
way has alternative uses, and this value is included in
published figures only when the purchase of new land is
a part of current expenditures. Normally, any long-lived
business investment is expected to earn a rate of return at

least equal to the interest rate on borrowed funds.” He
estimates the land value forgone to be worth about $75
billion annually in the USA (Lee, 1995, p. 11). Off-street
parking in the USA is estimated to be worth $64 to $132
billion per year (Office of Technology Assessment, 1994,
p. 106).

Market costs of low density development

Low density development patterns require significantly
higher unit costs for utilities, roads, schools, and
emergency services, as indicated in Table | and Figure 2.
Rural residents traditionally accepted lower levels of
public services, including private water and sewer, and
unpaved roads. Sprawl encourages new residents with
higher expectations to move to exurban areas. Municipal
governments then face pressure to provide urban services
to low density sites despite high unit costs. Some

Table 1. Per unit annual costs by residential density

Rural Rural Medium High

sprawl cluster density  density
Units/acre 15 11 2.67:1 451
Schools ($) 4,526 4,478 3,252 3,204
Roads ($) 154 77 53 36
Utilities ($) 992 497 364 336
Totals ($) 5,672 5,052 3,669 3,576

Note: Per household service costs increase owing to sprawl.
These are mostly external costs

Source; Smythe (1986)

125,000

100,000

75,000+

50,000

25,000+

Dwelling units per acre
Key

Leapfrog, 16.5km - — — Leapfrog, Okm
Contiguous, 16.5km - — — — Contiguous, Okm
— - —Leapfrog, 8km s Infill
—--——Contiguous

Note: This illustrates increased capital costs for lower density/
non-contiguous development

Source: Frank (1989, p.40)



LAND USE IMPACT COSTS OF TRANSPORTATION

communities use impact fees to internalize a portion of
these costs, but in practice these seldom reflect full
marginal costs (City of Lancaster, 1994).

The division of land between residential and commercial
activities in suburban areas is inefficient;

Because the home and the workplace are entirely separated
from each other, often by a long auto trip, suburban living
has grown to mean a complete, well-serviced, self-contained
residential or bedroom community and a complete, well-
serviced place of work such as an office park. In a sense we
are building two communities where we used to have one,
known as a town or city. Two communities cost more than
one; there is not only the duplication of infrastructure but
also of services, institutions and retail, not to mention
parking and garaging large numbers of cars in both places
(Kelbaugh, 1992, p. 17).

Environmental and aesthetic costs

Some land use impacts such as loss of wetlands, impacts
on historical sites, and threats to endangered species have
received considerable attention, and occasionally affect
transportation decisions. But it is inappropriate to
address each of these as a unigue case. Doing so implies
that only a few types of land use impacts are significant.
For example, it implies that building a road imposes no
environmental costs if it avoids wetlands and old growth
forest, even if it degrades second growth forest or
farmland. A better approach is to develop a general model
for assessing the value of any type of land.

Sprawled land use patterns increase the amount of land
developed per capita, which reduces the land left as
greenspace (biologically active land such as farms, forest,
and wetlands) near urban centres. Greenspace provides a
variety of external benefits, including wildlife habitat,
improved air and water quality, biological diversity, and
social benefits of agricultural production (Brabec, 1992).
These benefits exist in addition to benefits to the land
owner, and are not reflected in the land’s market value
because they are enjoyed by society as a whole (Knaap
and Nelson, 1992). Some result from the direct contri-
bution that an ecological system makes towards the value
of market goods, such as the role of stream environments
towards fishery production, or the replacement cost of
providing fresh water to a community if an aquifer is
contaminated. Other values are reflected in the tendency
of greenspace to increase adjacent real estate values, the
benefits of recreation and tourism activities, and in
existence, option, and bequest values (Hanley and Spash,
1993).

Ecological damage from roads and traffic is well
documented (Federal Railroad Administration, 1993;
Miller and Moffet, 1993; Weissman and Corbett, 1992;
Works Consultancy, 1993). Impacts include the loss,
isolation, and disturbance of wildlife habitat, increased

paved surfaces, clearing for road buffers, damage to
unique physical features, road kills, and injuries. Roley
(1993, p. 35) states:

The net effect on wildlife of automobile-dependent urban
sprawl is the fragmentation of habitat and the isolation of
these fragments and their wildlife populations from one
another. The gravest threat to the survival of wildlife in
developed areas around the world is the reduction of both
habitat and mobility of wildlife. The automobile, in other
words, has become the greatest predator of wildlife.

There is considerable support for reducing sprawl in
order to preserve greenspace and reduce environmental
degradation (Roundtable on the Environment, 1994).
Various valuation techniques can be used to estimate the
overall external environmental value of different land use
categories and specific sites (Hanley and Spash, 1993;
Jansson, et al., 1994; Kopp and Smith, 1993), and the cost
of their degradation. Table Il shows one evaluation of the
relative environmental benefits provided by selected land
uses.

Roads and traffic also reduce natural environmental
beauty and cause urban blight (Hoyle and Knowles, 1992,
pp. 54-7). Aesthetic evaluations show roads becoming less
attractive as their size and traffic volumes increase
(Huddart, 1978). Segal (1981) estimates that a 0.75 mile
stretch of Boston’s Fitzgerald Expressway reduced
downtown property values by as much as $600 million in
current dollars by blocking waterfront views, averaging
about $2 per vehicle trip over the Expressway. This is an
extreme case, but indicates that aesthetic degradation
from roads probably costs billions of dollars a year in
reduced property values and non-market losses.

Framework for quantifying environmental and aesthetic
costs

As mentioned earlier, there are a number of techniques
which can be used to estimate the relative and absolute
value of an area of land, including external environmental
benefits. These can be used to calculate the environ-
mental costs of specific transportation activities, such as
the paving of a field, an increase in traffic over a rural
highway, or sprawled development patterns. Table I1I
illustrates one proposed generic cost structure.

Example. A road project requires paving 20 hectares of
farmland and 10 acres of second growth forest, will lead
to development on 10 hectares of second growth forest,
and will cause noise and pollution impacts to 5 hectares of
wetland, 20 hectares of second growth forest and 30
hectares of farmland. Total environmental costs are
summarized in Table IV.

Neighbourhood and community degradation
Increased driving, mobility and urban sprawl tend to
degrade the quality of residential neighbourhoods,
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Table 1l. External environmental benefits of selected land use categories

Air quality Water quality Ecologic2 Flood control Recreation® Aesthetic Cultural®  Economicd
Wetlands High High High High High High High High
Pristine wildlands High High High Varies High High High Varies®
Urban greenspace High High Medium  Medium High High High Varies®
Growth forest High High Medium  High High Varies Medium Medium
Farmland Medium Medium Low Medium Low Varies Medium Varies
Pasture range Low Medium Low Low Low Varies Medium Low
Mixed urban Low Low Low Low Varies Varies Varies High
Highway buffer Low High' Low Low Low Low Low Low
Pavement None None None None None None None Noned
Notes:

& Ecologic benefits include wildlife habitat, species preservation and support for ecological systems

b Recreation includes hunting, fishing, wildlife viewing, hiking, horse riding, bicycling, etc.

¢ Cultural benefits include preservation of culturally significant sites, harvesting traditional resources, and support for traditional
activities

d External economic environmental benefits are economic benefits to people who do not own the land. This includes economic benefits
from tourism, harvesting wild plants, fish and animals, and agriculture

€ The economic value of wetlands, forests and urban greenspace is reflected in tourism and recreational expenditures, increased
adjacent property values, water resources’ quality and availability, and fisheries

f British Columbia’s progressive highway buffer management practices (minimal herbicide use, natural swale development) optimize
water quality benefits. Benefits may be lower in other jurisdictions

9Highways provide economic benefits, but no environmental benefits
Source: Bein et al. (1995)

Table Ill. External environmental costs of road development ($/hectare)

Land use Pristine wildland/ Second Pasture/ Settlement/

categories Wetlands urban greenspace growth farmland buffer Pavement
Wetlands 0 —20,000 — 40,000 - 60,000 - 80,000 -100,000
Pristine wildland/

urban greenspace 20,000 0 — 20,000 — 40,000 — 60,000 — 80,000
Second growth forest 40,000 20,000 0 - 20,000 - 40,000 - 60,000
Pasture/farmland 60,000 40,000 20,000 0 - 20,000 — 40,000
Settlement/buffer 80,000 60,000 40,000 20,000 0 — 20,000
Pavement 100,000 80,000 60,000 40,000 20,000 0

Note: How to use this table. For each hectare of land converted from its current use (left column) to another use, the dollar amount in
the intersection cell indicates the change in external environmental benefits. Indirect road impacts (traffic noise, visual intrusion,
introduced species) can be assumed to impose half the cost of conversion to settlement/buffer

Source: Bein et al. (1995)

disperse and centralize many of the activities that support
community cohesion (local schools, stores, and other
services), and discourage pedestrian and bicycle travel,
thereby reducing neighbourhood interaction (Isin and
Tomalty, 1993). Appleyard (1981) found that increased
traffic has significant negative impacts on both individual
and community behaviour. As traffic increases on a street,
residents’ ability to use their own homes becomes con-

strained, interest in their neighbourhood decreases, and
local social activities decline. This, he found, was
especially hard on disadvantaged people who have fewer
travel and housing choices. Untermann and Moudon (1989)
state:

A deeper issue than the functional problems caused by road

widening and traffic buildup is the loss of sense of com-
munity in many districts. Sense of community traditionally
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Table V. External environmental costs calculation example

Cost per hectare

Half cost for

Land use impact Hectares (from Table I1) ($) indirect impacts Totals ($)
Farmland to pavement 20 40,000 - 800,000
Second growth forest to pavement 10 60,000 - 600,000
Second growth forest to settlement 10 40,000 - 400,000
Wetland noise and pollution impacts 5 80,000 x 0.5 200,000
Second growth noise and pollution impacts 20 40,000 x 0.5 400,000
Farmland noise and pollution impacts 30 20,000 x 0.5 300,000
Total 95 - 2,700,000

Note: This table shows calculations of the loss of external environmental (losses to society) benefits from a new or significantly
improved road. These are generic estimates; costs may be much higher for land that has special environmental or social value

evolves through easy foot access — people meet and talk on
foot which helps them develop contacts, friendships, trust,
and commitment to their community. When everyone is in
cars there can be no social contact between neighbours, and
social contact is essential to developing commitment to
neighbourhood (Untermann and Moudon, 1989, p. 3).

An automobile-oriented land use pattern and road system
disperses common destinations beyond walking and
cycling range and causes the decline of neighbourhood
services such as corner stores (Engwicht, 1993). Traffic
makes walking and bicycling unpleasant and hazardous,
degrades the public realm (public spaces where people
naturally interact), all of which reduce community
cohesiveness and neighbourhood social interaction
(Appleyard, 1981; Kunstler, 1993). Streets become devoid
of pedestrian traffic and public attention, increasing
crime risk (Jacobs, 1961).

Table V. Annual household auto costs under four densities

Increased future transportation costs

Lower densities increase automobile dependency and
mileage, resulting in higher travel costs (Kelly, 1994). A
study of costs associated with different land use patterns
in New Jersey concluded that a development plan which
centralizes a greater portion of future growth would
require 83 per cent fewer new lane miles than continued
sprawl which results in a greater amount of generated
traffic (Rutgers University Center for Urban Policy
Research, 1992, p. 179). A study comparing 1976 to 1990
Milwaukee area travel costs for 2,700 and 4,400 average
people per square mile found that user transport costs
increased 10 per cent for the lower density option. Motor
vehicle use also imposes external costs, so total
incremental costs of low density, automobile dependent
land use is much higher. Table V illustrates the additional
costs associated with low density land use, applying
Holtzclaw’s model (1994) for automobile ownership and

Units/acre 15 11 2.67:1 45:1
Auto/household 34 2.3 177 16
Vehicle miles travelled/household 28,822 18,603 15,100 13,233
Auto ownership costs ($2,600/year) $8,840 $5,980 $4,602 $4,160
Auto operating costs ($0.134/mile) $3,862 $2,493 $2,023 $1,773
External costs ($0.10/mile) $2,882 $1,860 $1,510 $1,323
Total costs $15,584 $10,333+ $8,135+ $7,256+
Incremental cost of reduced density $5,251 $2,201 $879 n/a

Average of incremental costs
Average incremental cost per household
Average cost per vehicle mile

(85,251 + $2,201 + $879) + 3 = $2,777

$2,777 x 0.5 = $1,389
$1,389/15,100 = 0.092

Note: This table shows estimate of increased automobile costs associated with lower density land use. (Vehicle ownership and annual
mileage data from National Personal Transportation Survey, 1992, pp. 12, 18. Cost values from Litman, 1995a)
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use with respect to density, assuming that sprawl causes
50 per cent of all households to choose a residence one
step lower density in Table I1.

Equity impacts

Transportation equity can be evaluated by three criteria:
horizontal equity, vertical equity with respect to income,
and vertical equity with respect to need or ability
(Litman, 1995a). Equity implications of motor vehicle
land use impacts are explored below.

Horizontal equity

The existence of significant external costs, especially
costs that are imposed by drivers on non-drivers, indicates
horizontal inequity. Drivers benefit from increased
capacity of local roads and parking facilities while non-
drivers bear an almost equal share of the financial costs
and a greater share of non-market costs such as pollution
exposure and accident risk. City residents enjoy few of the
benefits of sprawl but bear a share of costs, including
increased public service expenses, traffic impacts on
neighbourhoods, loss of greenspace and other types of
environmental degradation.

Vertical equity with respect to income

Wider roads, increased parking and sprawl benefit lower
income drivers by providing relatively high levels of
mobility and the ability to access lower priced suburban
housing. However, the poor also pay a portion of the
external costs of driving and sprawl. Those who cannot
afford to drive are much worse off because they cannot
access many destinations, including schools and colleges,
employment sites, and social activities. A recent Lincoln
Institute of Land Policy newsletter article (1994, p. 2)
describes the impacts of sprawl on the poor:

Land use patterns that put a premium on mobility actually
disadvantage some segments of the population. Further-
more, a major cause of this poverty, in the opinion of many
scholars and policymakers, is the gap between where these
poor people live in central cities and where job growth is
taking place in the suburbs. This transportation gap can be
all but unbridgeable for low-wage workers who do not own
cars, especially when public transit, where it exists, usually
focuses on downtown and is often useless for conveying
people to widely dispersed, suburban employment sites.

Vertical equity with respect to need and ability
Non-drivers (including people who are physically and
socially disadvantaged, children and seniors) are much
worse off from wider roads and sprawl because they
cannot easily access suburban and exurban destinations,
which include schools and colleges, employment and
social activities. Wider roads, increased traffic speeds and
volumes, and abundant parking around commercial
buildings create barriers and hazards to pedestrian and
bicycle travel (1000 Friends of Oregon, 1993).

The roadway system is the most valuable publicly owned
asset in most communities, and the most important
component of the public realm. Dedicating it primarily to
one use, motor vehicle traffic, benefits those who drive
most, while imposing disbenefits on non-drivers. In
practice this means that wealthier drivers and suburban
residents often benefit at the expense of vulnerable urban
populations, which is clearly unfair and regressive.
Although automobile transportation and sprawl provide
a variety of benefits, some of which are enjoyed by lower
income households and even non-drivers, overall these
costs are inequitable. Everybody bears a share of these
costs, including city residents, non-drivers and the poor.

External benefits of sprawl?

Some commentators argue that low density land use
provides external benefits, but none have been demon-
strated (Isin and Tomalty, 1993). Although you benefit by
moving to a nice country home within easy commuting
distance of the city, your benefits degrade if other families
do the same. The benefits of sprawl are almost entirely
internalized, so the best test of whether sprawl provides
net benefits would be to charge users for all external costs
and see if beneficiaries are willing to pay. There is no
reason for society to subsidize these benefits.

A Transportation Research Board report, Beneficial
Effects Associated with Freeway Construction (Gamble
and Davinroy, 1978) argues that urban highways provide
external environmental and social benefits. Few of these
proposed but unsubstantiated benefits seem reasonable
based on current knowledge, and some seem outright
silly. Here are typical quotations from that report:

[Aesthetics]: The freeway can provide open space, reduce or
replace displeasing land uses, enhance visual quality
through design standards and controls, reduce headlight
glare, and reduce noise. [and] Regarding the visual quality of
the highway and highway structures, freeways may create a
sculptural form of art in their own right. Some authors note
that the undulating ribbons of pavement possessing both
internal and external harmony are a basic tool of spatial
expression.

[Wildlife]: Freeway rights-of-way may be beneficial to
wildlife in both rural and urban environments...

[Wetlands]: The intersection of an aquifer by a highway cut
may interrupt the natural flow of groundwater and thus
may draw down an aquifer, improving the characteristics of
the land immediately adjacent to the highway.

[Vegetation]: Roadside rights-of-way can be among the last
places where native plants can grow.

[Neighbourhood benefits]: Highways, if they are concen-
trated along the boundary of the neighborhood, can promote
neighborhood stability. [and] Old housing of low quality
occupied by poor people often serves as a reason for the
destruction of that housing for freeway rights of way.
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[Social benefits]: Highways can increase the frequency of
contact among individuals ... [and] Good highways facil-
itate church attendance.

[Recreation]: Freeways cutting across, through, under, and
around the cities afford an excellent opportunity for
innovations in recreation planning and design.

Summary of transportation land use costs

Roads and driving cause land use impacts which impose
environmental, aesthetic, social, municipal, and transport
costs. Land use impacts of transportation are significant,
and probably impose total external costs comparable to
air pollution. Current automobile-oriented land use
patterns offer benefits, but these are primarily enjoyed by
drivers and land owners, while costs are borne by society
as a whole. Society must account for these externalities to
avoid land use changes which result in negative net
benefits.

These impacts are inequitable since many costs are not
borne by the people who benefit, and because people who
benefit least from increased automobile use and sprawl
include those who are economically, physically and
socially disadvantaged.

If motor vehicle use was reduced, less land would be
needed for roads and parking, and more urban sprawl
could be avoided. This could benefit society by
preserving greenspace, improving aesthetics, increasing
neighbourhood and community interaction, reducing
municipal costs, and increasing transportation diversity
by better accommodating walking, bicycling and transit
service. Reduced automobile use and higher development
densities do not guarantee all of these benefits, rather
they allow them to be achieved in conjunction with good
land use planning.
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The first concern, then, was that the SEA, if and when it
happens, will occur too late in the decision-making
process, after the decision to establish the TEN has been
taken, instead of the SEA influencing the decision over
whether the TEN should be established in the first place:
environmental safeguards have therefore failed to keep
pace with the Single Market. The objective for the SEA
suggested by the European Commission “to provide a
forecast on the overall environmental impact of the TEN
when fully completed” clearly assumed the TEN would
be completed or established as planned. The second
objective, “to provide a basis and criteria for the revision
of the TEN with a view to their environmental
improvements” indicates that the SEA is being seen
primarily as a means of identifying mitigation measures
to what was a fundamentally economic decision to
establish the TEN, rather than as a way of avoiding
environmental impact in the first place. This runs counter
to the principle of SEA which, by applying EIA principles
at the earliest stages, enables real, sustainable choices to
be made between alternative options and so avoid
impacts, not merely mitigate them. This approach is,
therefore, inconsistent with the principles of sustainable
development, and indeed with the EU’s own Fifth
Environmental Action Programme.

An SEA should be set within the overall context of
sustainable development and should, therefore, consider
issues such as need (as opposed to demand) and
environmental capacity. The development of the TEN
should not breach environmental capacity constraints
(e.g. wildlife and landscape sensitive areas), should help
in reducing atmospheric emissions (and meeting EU
targets), and should reduce the need to travel rather than
stimulate additional journeys or unsustainable freight
movements (Bdge, 1995). It is important that SEA is
carried out for all the TEN networks (road, rail, air and
water) together in order to maximize the sustainability of
the final total TEN. For most criteria, e.g. atmospheric
emissions or energy consumption, the rail network is
likely to be more sustainable than air or road and may, for
certain journeys, provide direct competition. The overall
TEN should seek to shift transport from less sustainable
modes such as road and air to more sustainable modes
such as rail and water. This is not possible if each TEN is
assessed in isolation.

An SEA at the macro-strategic level of the TEN clearly
requires strategic data available at EU and Member State
levels. Very localized data are unlikely to be appropriate
since such detail would make the SEA totally unwieldy
and create too much overlap with lower level SEA/EIA (at
least it would if a tiered EIA/SEA system existed in the
EU and all Member States). EU-wide data will be most
useful in the form of GIS mapping information for
ecological, landscape, cultural, archaeological, water
catchments, severance, noise etc. sensitivity, including
areas designated under EU legislation and at member

state/regional level (see also BirdLife International, 1995).
However, this data is unlikely to be available in the same
form, if at all, in all member states and this represents a
very real difficulty in carrying out such an assessment (a
clear role here for the European Environment Agency).
Other information will be required on air and water
quality, health implications, as will the modelling of the
direct impacts of designating TENS, e.g. road traffic
generation caused simply by designation and through
new roads and upgrading. The longer-term implications
for secondary development and other impacts (e.g.
servicing of areas from afar) brought about by improved
access by TENs will also be important (e.g. through
member state land use plans and consultations) as will
the use and sources of natural resources, e.g. aggregates.

Traffic forecasts are notoriously unreliable and any SEA
which operates under the principles of sustainable
development should recognize both environmental
capacity constraints and the importance of demand
management. In the UK traffic forecasting methodology
is currently under revision (not least because it does not
yet take account of induced traffic). Despite this, it is still
central to the economic justification of road schemes,
including improvements to Trans-European Road
Network (TERN) routes. The advantage of an SEA is that
it should provide the opportunity to look at real
alternatives, including managing demand, rather than
simply mitigating impacts caused by attempting to meet
forecast demand (Sheate, 1992). However, it will also be
necessary to consider parallel policies as counter or
mitigation measures alongside alternatives so that the
best mix of options can be identified, e.g. the use of the
pricing mechanism, such as a carbon tax, traffic
management and calming policies etc., to counter induced
traffic through e.g. TERN designation and road
improvements.

Public participation

From a practical point of view, data needs to be broken
down and/or gathered at the Member State level, not least
to facilitate public participation, which should be central
to any SEA methodology. Many of the concerns over the
TENSs have arisen as a result of the lack of public
involvement in the decision to designate the TENSs, and
especially the TERN, at the EU and member state level.
For example, there is huge controversy over the A303
trunk road in South West England which has proposals to
upgrade the remaining 40 per cent of the road to dual
carriageway standard. Much of the road passes through
Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and includes
Stonehenge, a World Heritage Site. Many fear, probably
rightly, that the TERN designation will make these
upgradings more likely to happen than otherwise, even if
UK TERN schemes are unlikely to attract huge levels of
EU funding. The UK Government, in setting its own
priorities for road building, will presumably take account
of the fact that it has itself designated the TERN routes.
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While it may be difficult — though not impossible — to
elicit effective public participation at the EU level, it is
quite practical and essential to do so at member state
level. It is, after all, the member states which identify the
routes in the first place. Any SEA, if it is to be credible,
must make adequate provision for public and NGO
participation, first at the EU level in the scoping of the
SEA and then in the identification and assessment stages
at member state level, not just when the SEA has been
completed.

The Commission (DG VII, Transport) is still struggling
with working out how to go about the SEA. A hearing of
experts was held in Brussels in June 1994 which, perhaps
not surprisingly, failed to establish a practical
methodology for carrying out the SEA. One reason,
arguably, was that the Commission’s objectives were
somewhat different to those of many others, for instance
over whether the SEA should cover operation of the
network, not just the infrastructure impacts (a feeling
shared by many experts at the meeting though not the
Commission). There was concern, too, as to how the
findings of the SEA would actually influence the nature
and extent of the TEN. The Commission’s prevailing
view, that much of the network is already in place, fails to
recognize the so far unassessed impact of designating
even existing routes as part of a strategic network, e.g. on
traffic flows and type of traffic, let alone upgrading them.

Motorway charging

Proposals issued in 1993 by the UK Government for
charging for motorway use (Department of Transport,
1993a) illustrate well the need for proper assessment of
the environmental implications of policy initiatives.
Although the Government addressed some of the
potential environmental impacts, notably the likely diver-
sion of traffic from motorways to the rest of the road net-
work, there was no systematic assessment of the range of
possible impacts, for instance in accordance with the
Government’s own guidelines for policy formulation laid
down in Policy Appraisal and the Environment: A Guide
for Government Departments (Department of the
Environment, 1991). One would have hoped to see a sepa-
rate chapter of a consultation paper devoted to this
crucial issue, not least to provide evidence that the pro-
cedures in Policy Appraisal and the Environment are in
fact being applied to the formulation of government

policy.

Unfortunately, neither were the implications for other
policies addressed. Indeed one of the key criticisms is the
way in which the proposals came forward in isolation
from an overall and objectives-led strategic transport
policy. The fact that these proposals came forward in the
absence of a strategic and environmentally sustainable
transport policy is also somewhat ironic given the com-
mitment in the UK Government’s consultation paper in

1993 on the National Sustainability Strategy to the
definition of “the components and objectives for a sus-
tainable transport policy, looking to both the short and
long term”. Furthermore, the emphasis within the motor-
way charging proposals on speeding up the Roads Pro-
gramme failed to recognize the wider environmental
consequences which would result and the further distor-
tion to competition it might cause between road and rail.

Charging for road use

The principle of using price as one mechanism for
managing demand for resources, be they water, energy or
road space, is an accepted one by most environmentalists.
The crucial questions to be asked must always be what
the objectives of the initiative are meant to be, the form
that the charging mechanism will take, how it relates to
other relevant policies, and its likely impact on the
environment. A charging mechanism is unlikely in itself
ever to be the only way in which demand can be managed;
it would normally need to be seen as part of a much wider
package to manage a resource in a more environmentally
sustainable way.

An original objective of the proposals was explicitly to
raise revenue (around £700 million a year) to extend the
motorway widening programme and to encourage
further involvement of the private sector. The proposals
did not therefore come forward primarily to manage
demand for road space. However, even if such a policy
were in place, charging for motorway use alone would be
unlikely to deliver environmental benefits. Rather, it is
likely that it would more rapidly bring about further
environmental damage.

The Government implied in its consultation paper that
charging for urban roads has no connection with that for
inter-urban roads, illustrating again the lack of any
strategic framework for the Government’s transport
policy. Road pricing (or congestion charging) in urban
areas may play a role in managing traffic where it is part
of a strategic transport policy. Such road pricing on a
geographical, self-contained basis, i.e. where there is no
“free” road alternative, may be effective in managing
demand and helping, in conjunction with other demand
management tools and improvements in public transport,
to shift passengers from cars to alternative modes. The
intention would be to moderate demand by taking traffic
off unsuitable roads. Motorway charging alone, however,
is more likely to lead to an increase in traffic on unsuitable
roads as a result of diversion by motorists seeking to
avoid paying tolls, whether through physical toll
collection, permit or electronic charging.

Diversion

The Government recognized that even at relatively low
charges (e.g. 1.5 pence per mile) there is likely to be a shift
of some 10 per cent of traffic from motorways to the rest
of the road network in peak periods, and this could be
higher in off-peak periods. This is not an insignificant
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shift in traffic, particularly if it is transferring to
inappropriate and often already congested roads. It could
also be seen as justification for upgrading the rest of the
road network as a result of increasing demand brought
about partly by diversion from motorways.

Charging for road-based transport should be about the
application of the polluter pays principle. The proposals
for motorway charging did not conform to this principle;
instead they were fundamentally about whether people
were willing to pay to use motorways. The option of
permit charging was a particularly active illustration of
this where, having purchased a permit, the motorist
would have every incentive to use the motorway network
as much as possible. The permit would therefore be a
licence to pollute freely, in complete contradiction to the
polluter pays principle.

Legitimate concern by environmental groups over the
implications for the rest of the road network were further
enhanced by the Government’s suggestion that charging
might have been extended beyond the motorway
network to other trunk roads which offer a level of
service approaching motorway standard. This could
amount to motorway designation by default and
ultimately lead to the justification of further upgradings
as consequence.

Unless the diversion effect described above can be
contained by charging on all parts of the road network,
charging on one part will simply lead to the displacement
of traffic to other parts. A more appropriate way of imple-
menting the polluter pays principle and of managing
demand for road-based travel and hence for road space
would be to increase the marginal cost of all road-based
travel, in particular by taxing fuel (e.g. with a carbon/
energy tax). The phased increases of 5 per cent above
inflation per year in fuel taxes announced by the UK
Government in 1993 were a step in the right direction,
although these are unlikely to fulfil their potential
without being part of a wider package of measures. The
failure to adequately consider alternatives to the motor-
way charging proposals exemplifies policy formulation
which occurs outside sustainable development objectives.
The extent to which the Government had addressed
issues of diversion from the motorway network was an
illustration of a bolt-on appraisal of irreversible impacts
(having decided the policy for other reasons) rather than
the proper inclusion of strategic environmental assess-
ment into policy formulation.

In March 1995, following much political controversy and
concern over diversion of traffic on to rural roads, and
amid a gradual government U-turn on transport policy,
the UK Government quietly announced it was abandon-
ing specific proposals to introduce its favoured option of
electronic motorway tolling and, instead, would consider
ideas for charging for the whole of the road network,

including congestion charging for cities (Wolmar, 1995).
Contrary to the original consultation paper, the
Government, it seemed, was at last recognizing that
financial instruments need to be part of a wider strategy;,
not isolated initiatives in the way that motorway tolling
was originally presented. An SEA of the proposals
should, of course, have foreseen this.

Unfortunately, only a month later (10 April 1995), the
Government also abandoned urban congestion charging
as being politically unacceptable (a questionable
assertion in itself). Political expediency had clearly
taken precedent over the Government having available
to it as many options as possible for dealing with the
transport problems it faces. What had started with an
apparent step towards a more integrated approach was
now exposed as yet another series of isolated policy
decisions.

Airports

The impact of airports on the environment and on
communities has increased dramatically over the last 30
years as air travel has grown rapidly, causing loss of open
countryside, wildlife habitats, homes and bringing
atmospheric pollution and perpetual noise intrusion to
surrounding communities. Beyond the direct effects of
airports are the consequential impacts derived from
additional development, warehousing and transport
infrastructure. Decisions on airport policy can cut across
other land use and environmental objectives and need to
be effectively integrated with these at all levels of decision
making.

Current EU policy on air transport promotes free
competition among airlines and airports in an attempt to
meet forecast demand for air travel (“open skies”). In the
UK, this is perpetuated in the 1993 Runway Capacity to
Serve the South East (RUCATSE) report (Department of
Transport, 1993b) (and the Government’s response to it:
see quote following) which forecast for the UK an
increase from 106 million passengers per year in 1992 to
between 183 and 280 million passengers per year in 2010.
The Government's policy, established in the 1985 White
Paper on airports, and that of the EU (Commission of the
European Communities, 1992) leaves the market to decide
where capacity is needed and therefore fails both to
maximize the use of existing airport resources and to
recognize the importance of environmental capacity
constraints. Consequently, it is environmentally unsus-
tainable. The 1985 UK policy of providing capacity as
near to demand as possible has not been delivered and
has failed to be effective: nearly a third of all passengers
using airports in south east England have neither their
origin nor destination in the south east.



TRANSPORT POLICY: A CRITICAL ROLE FOR STRATEGIC ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Dr Brian Mawhinney, Secretary of State for Transport, to
the House of Commons, giving the UK Government’s
response to the report of the study group RUCATSE on
runway capacity in South East England (2 February
1995) is quoted below:

The Government is firmly committed to enabling the
development of additional airport capacity where this makes
economic, social and environmental sense. The economic
benefits to business and industry are clear, as are the
advantages of greater opportunities for leisure travel. The
quality of airports in the South East provides the UK and
London with a vital competitive advantage and makes the
UK a world centre for commerce and tourism.

The Government wishes to ensure that capacity can be made
available in response to future demand, but in such a way
that recognises and takes reasonable account of the
environmental impacts, including the impacts of increased
air traffic associated with additional runway capacity...

...The Government has concluded that RUCATSE’s
analysis shows a strong case for additional runway capacity
in the South East; but that more work is needed to inform
decisions on any proposals which operators may bring
forward for that additional capacity.

Our airports operate on a commercial basis and it is for the
operators to bring forward proposals for development,
where they see a business case, and take them through the
planning processes. In doing so, they need to take account of
the overall framework of the Government’s airports policy,
which indicates the factors that would weigh in Government
decisions on such proposals. It has been suggested that the
Government should seek to reintroduce traffic distribution
rules in order to direct air traffic to use specific airports; the
Government has considered this option and concluded that it
does not wish to seek to influence the pattern of demand for
commercial passenger services by the re-introduction of these
rules.

Three important new considerations have emerged since the
group reported; these require more work. First, an
independent study of runway capacity at Heathrow,
sponsored by the National Air Traffic Services, BAA plc and
the airlines, has produced a report suggesting that there is
greater scope for increasing the utilisation of the existing
runways at Heathrow than was previously envisaged.
Before reaching any decisions, | am asking the CAA (Civil
Aviation Authority), in consultation with BAA and others,
to examine further the gains that might be achieved and the
environmental impact involved in making better use of the
existing infrastructure at Heathrow. Second, | am clear that
BAA should not consider the options studied in RUCATSE
for a third runway at Heathrow or for a second runway at
Gatwick. However, it has been suggested that there may be
better, less environmentally damaging, runway options than
those considered by RUCATSE. | am therefore asking BAA
to examine whether there might be less damaging options
for development, such as a close parallel runway at
Gatwick... Third, it has become clear that the issue of
surface access to airports in the South East, and particularly
the scope for improved public transport links to, and
between, the airports need further examination. | note that
BAA have initiated a study and | will be commissioning
further work on this...

We will continue to address the global impacts of air travel
through work at the international level, to meet the goals of
sustainable development; but these impacts are of very
limited relevance to decisions on capacity at UK airports. |
expect the further work | have commissioned to take
between two and three years (Department of Transport,
1995 [emphasis added]).

One must question whether the demand forecasts used by
governments and airlines are a valid basis for decisions
over the need for or the location of additional airport and
runway capacity; to start with they are based on
questionable assumptions. Previous forecasts have
consistently overestimated long-term demand. Central to
such criticism is that the three key variables of airport
capacity, passenger demand and aircraft characteristics
are not independent. This makes forecasting notoriously
difficult. Given past trends the suggestion that growth in
air travel will continue to increase at the rates suggested
must be questioned. Much of the most significant growth
in air travel has, arguably, already taken place. Given the
serious environmental consequences of accommodating
further large scale increases in air traffic and airport-
related development, a more questioning approach
should be adopted in airports policy.

Even if the forecasts represented a realistic picture of the
future, why should that demand be met? To do so would
run counter to the principles of sustainable development,
central to which is the recognition of environmental
capacity and the principle of demand management, and
increasingly is no longer accepted as a valid approach in
other sectors, e.g. road traffic. Why should the airline
industry be exempt from the principles of sustainable
development or demand management? Central to
decisions over whether new airport capacity is needed
should be proper consideration of the environmental
implications of additional airport development
(especially in terms of road traffic and consequential
development pressures) and the implications of
alternatives such as improved rail services within the UK
and the rest of Europe. The Channel Tunnel is just one
element of this equation. Such services increasingly
provide direct and significant competition to domestic
and short-haul European flights: highly significant in the
context of the Trans-European Network above.

Governments clearly need to address the issue of runway
capacity, and airport development in general, as part of
an overall national transport policy, set within the context
of sustainable development, which addresses all modes
and maximizes the use of existing airport resources
before new capacity is provided which will fuel further
demand. The UK Government’s view that global impacts
of air travel have very limited relevance to decisions on
capacity at UK airports (see the Government’s response
to the RUCATSE report quoted earlier) begs the question:
how do you address global impacts if not through
capacity constraints and demand management? Through



