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1. INTRODUCTION
1.1. Greater Manchester Integrated Transport Authority (GMITA) is comprised of elected members from the 10 Councils in Greater Manchester and is the body responsible for setting public transport policy and deciding how money is spent on supporting and improving GM’s transport network. Greater Manchester Passenger Transport Executive (GMPTE) receives funds from GMITA to implement the policies it sets, providing and managing facilities in Greater Manchester, working with bus, tram, and train operators. It is responsible for the delivery of new public transport infrastructure such as the expansion of the Metrolink network, priority bus schemes and bus stations, and working closely with network Rail to improve railway stations. In particular GMPTE owns the assets of the Metrolink System (track, trams, stops, depots, etc.) procures tram services and promotes extensions and enhancements to the network.
1.2. My name is Philip Purdy and I am the director of GMPTE’s Metrolink team as it delivers services, enhancements and extensions to the system. I have extensive experience of operations and implementing enhancements to the large tramway system in Melbourne Australia, having held various senior appointments there.

1.3. This statement is a brief response to the questions posed by the APPLRG Inquiry as set out in its remit. GMPTE is well placed to report on current progress with light rail schemes noting its own experience and the issues which have helped or acted as barriers to the development of its schemes.

1.4. The statement also includes brief comments on UK government policy towards light rail and the challenges this sometimes poses for promoters such as GMPTE.

2. BACKGROUND
2.1. Greater Manchester is proud to be the area where the first of the modern generation of tramways (Metrolink) was implemented. Since its launch in 1992, Metrolink has become a very well used part of Greater Manchester’s public transport network. Its strength is in serving corridors with high levels of demand and catering for trips of medium length (circa 5-15 km). It combines high frequency, penetration of the main business and shopping areas and high quality vehicles.  Services typically operate as single units, although a limited number of double units operate in the peak.   

2.2. The network attracts passengers from a wide area with a significant number of them choosing to ‘park and ride’ into the city centre. It currently carries just over 20 million passengers per year.  Each new line has seen an initial period of high growth, for instance, patronage on the Altrincham line has increased by over 70%
 since it opened in 1992.  The latest surveys indicate that over 6,000
 passengers arrive in the city centre during the morning peak period. The multi-modal tracking survey shows the average level of satisfaction with Metrolink services among Manchester residents was 80%
 in 2008.
2.3. The system has been a victim of its own success such that in the peak hours services into Manchester are overcrowded, and key infrastructure has become unacceptably worn. However, work is currently underway on a £100 million+  programme for Phases 1 and 2 to complete improvements to life-expired infrastructure including re-laying of track and enhancements to city centre stops, and the introduction of new trams which will enable double length trams to operate on direct services between Altrincham and Bury. These service enhancements will significantly provide a 36% uplift in the capacity of the Metrolink Phase 1 routes.
2.4. GMPTE is also overseeing a £600m expansion of the tram network which will see it nearly double in size. Work has already started on the sites of the new South Manchester extension to Chorlton, and the East Manchester extension to Droylsden. Rail passenger services on the Oldham loop line have now been discontinued as the route is prepared for conversion to Metrolink. In the future trams will travel across the Regional Centre and onwards to Oldham and Rochdale along the converted rail route. This programme of works will be completed in time for the extended network to be operational by Spring 2012.

2.5. Clearly GMITA and GMPTE have enjoyed a measure of success in promoting extensions and enhancements to Metrolink. Indeed the implementation of further extensions is currently under discussion with DfT. These further extensions will be funded from the newly established Greater Manchester Transport Fund. The GMTF comprises an aggregation of all the funding sources potentially available to GMITA including Regional Funding Allocations and local revenues and borrowing. A list of prioritised schemes including a number of further Metrolink extensions will be funded in this way over the next few years.  

3. PROCUREMENT
3.1. Metrolink was originally procured using a Design Build Operate and Maintain (DBOM) style of operating concession with a high degree of risk transfer to the private sector. The system opened in 1992 and was such a success that GMPTE immediately began seeking funding for further extensions. These efforts led to the procurement of a new DBOM Concession in 1997 with the Phase 2 extension to Eccles via Salford Quays opening in 2000. 

3.2. The second phase of Metrolink did not perform as well as had been forecast in part in relation to technical problems with the reliability of the vehicles and in part due to a slow down in the development market in Salford Quays. However the main problem was that the Phase 2 Concessionaire seriously overestimated the system’s revenues for the early years of the concession.

3.3. This caused difficulties for the concessionaire and subsequently GMPTE.  Changes in the perception of the success of LRT schemes nationally and the inappropriate allocation of risks were amongst issues explored by the National Audit Office and subsequently the Transport Select Committee. These investigations were initiated following the government’s cancellation or postponement of all of the new English LRT schemes including extensions to existing systems as proposed by GMPTE. The only scheme to survive the cull was the Edinburgh tramway.
3.4. I will not comment on these matters as they were covered by the contemporary reports. In the case of Metrolink, after a re-appraisal of proposals, the funding originally allocated to Metrolink was reinstated with the condition that the original procurement for Phase 3 be abandoned and new arrangements put in place.

3.5. Subsequently the Metrolink business has been restructured such that passenger operations and maintenance of the system are provided under a new service contract. Extensions are being procured through a design, build and maintain contract, and certain major assets (eg. trams) are being procured directly by GMPTE. Risk is appropriately apportioned between GMPTE and its suppliers/service providers, and GMPTE is able to secure more cost effective borrowings than through DBOF (design, build, operate and finance) consortia.

3.6. DfT and promoters responded to the NAO and Select Committee findings so that today there is a much closer relationship during the procurement and delivery phases of projects. Great strides have been made in governance and programme management on both sides. This is welcomed by GMPTE and other promoters, however it seems there is still room for improvement at the earlier stages of project definition and appraisal.

4. FUNDING APPROVALS       
4.1. All new LRT schemes are authorised by means of an Order made under the Transport and Works Act 1992. Typically it may take two years to prepare the documents, submit the application and progress through public inquiry to the point when the Secretary of State makes the Order. The application process follows on from the initial planning, optioneering, consultation and conceptual design phases. When DfT major scheme funding is involved the TWA application may not be submitted until the scheme has achieved Programme Entry status. The intention is that only schemes that meet DfT’s stringent criteria for funding are able to seek powers. Having secured powers the Promoter will procure a contract for the implementation of the scheme. However, before the procurement can be commenced DfT have to grant Conditional Approval. 

4.2. Experience has shown that promoters need to have schemes with powers that are ready to implement to be able to exploit funding opportunities at the appropriate time. Sustaining Government’s interest and commitment over the long gestation periods taken by LRT schemes is particularly challenging. For historic reasons GMPTE has secured and retained its statutory powers such that it was able to make use of the available funds. This will be very much more difficult in the future given the requirement to demonstrate value for money and affordability some years in advance of actually needing to draw down the funds.
4.3. Promoters have to make their own judgements on what DfT considers to be appropriate affordability at any one time. Consequently in the current financial climate it is difficult for promoters to judge whether it is worth taking the risk in applying for powers when the DfT has so many opportunities to revisit the scheme appraisal and earlier in-principle decisions to fund schemes.
4.4. The same has to be stated on behalf of the supply side of the industry. Promoters run the risk that consortia decline to bid for schemes because they have affected by the withdrawal of DfT funding approval and subsequent cancellation of schemes as noted earlier.  

5. APPRAISAL
5.1. With regard to environmental considerations in appraisal, an inherent feature of LRT systems is that once in operation trams produce zero atmospheric emissions in the street. Surprisingly DfT assigns relatively low values to the benefits attributable to the reduction in carbon emissions due to modal shift towards electrically powered trams. These low valuations have an insignificant effect on scheme appraisal so that they completely ignore the effects of global warming arising from carbon emissions.
5.2. GMPTE has a policy of purchasing green electricity to power its tramway. There is no real incentive from DfT to do this as little credit is given to this in the appraisal process. DfT do not consider that in the future a larger proportion of the power generated by suppliers will be from sustainable sources. Indeed DfT forecasts low growth in oil fuel prices up to 2030 with stable prices thereafter. There must be a high probability that oil price rises will be much greater. Higher oil price rises would make tram travel more attractive and improve the appraisal case for public transport schemes.  
5.3. One of the important benefits of LRT systems with a street-running capability is that they offer an environmentally acceptable form of rapid transit in crowded city centres: these benefits are not quantified in DfT appraisals when comparisons are made with low-cost bus-based alternatives. One only has to view the contrast in behaviour of people and trams as compared to people and buses to appreciate the environmental and safety benefits that LRT can bring to urban spaces.
5.4. The above are just a few examples of how light rail could be given more favourable consideration by DfT as they demonstrate that trams are an especially appropriate mode of transport for a modern sustainable world.
5.5. On a more positive note DfT is now taking a closer interest in the benefits realisation of the current programme of LRT schemes. In the case of Metrolink, monitoring of the project and post implementation evaluation of the extensions will confirm the extent to which desired outcomes have been achieved. This exercise should help to reinforce the true value of LRT proposals and possibly change future perceptions by DfT. 

6.  STATUTE

6.1. LRT is given little consideration or encouragement in relation to statutory regulation and guidance. For example when GMPTE wishes to remodel existing Metrolink stops, or close and relocate others as part of the continuing process of system enhancement, the Railways Act 2005 now requires GMPTE to apply to ORR for formal closure consent or exemptions. This is despite GMPTE having previously secured all of the powers necessary to undertake the conversion. This is due to a technical definition of Metrolink as an “other railway” because a substantial part of the route is on segregated alignments. In practice Metrolink is a tramway that just happens to include parts of former railway routes. The ORR permissions will be in addition to the local process whereby GMITA will undertake consultation and have to agree the closure proposals.
6.2. This application of heavy rail regulation to tramways is inconsistent with the principles of flexibility and accessibility that tramways are well placed to fulfil. The issue appears to be that DfT never considers tramways as a mature mode of transport in their own right, rather than an inconvenient diversion from heavy rail. The potential inertia that the Railways Act introduces to LRT system implementation and operation is working against the interests of integrated transport and social inclusion. As LRT systems are already subject to local democratic control it is unclear what interest ORR could serve in these cases.
7. TRAM-TRAIN OPPORTUNITIES
7.1. In a few UK urban areas, there are opportunities for delivering low-cost and high-value LRT lines by sharing track with existing heavy rail services – i.e. tram-trains.  In Greater Manchester, extending Metrolink onto the heavy rail network could deliver higher frequencies, better city centre access, and relief to the Manchester Hub by replacing local train services.  Tram-train is a specific example of the approach normally adopted in large cities in which local “metro” train services use separate city centre infrastructure from inter-urban trains.

7.2. The main difficulty of implementing tram-train projects is institutional since it involves close co-operation between light and heavy rail operators.  DfT could help by encouraging Network Rail to actively consider tram-train as one of the main potential solutions to capacity problems on the heavy rail network at the Manchester Hub.
7.3. There are a number of potential applications for tram-train in the Greater Manchester area. These include; Manchester to Marple (possibly extending to New Mills), Manchester to Hazel Grove (utilising Metrolink as far as East Didsbury), and partial conversion of services from Altrincham to Stockport and Northwich. Conversion of these routes would relieve pressure on some of the most critical sections of the Manchester Hub, and provide more accessible transport for users.  
7.4. One of the curious barriers to the effective promotion of tram-train schemes is that authorities have to deal with both DfT Rail Division and DfT Local Transport.  To date there has been a reluctance to transfer funding/savings from one division to the other. The realistic quantification of benefits to the heavy rail network from tram-train proposals, and subsequently equivalent funding would make schemes much more fundable and cost effective as compared to traditional heavy rail solutions.

7.5. Through the ownership and operation of Metrolink, GMPTE has a lot to offer in terms of experience of pseudo tram-train operation on sections of its existing tramway. Metrolink is well placed to assist with the challenge of advancing the commercial and practical issues relating to joint operation of trains and light rail vehicles on the same tracks. However to date there appears to be reluctance on the part of the traditional railway to engage with LRT promoters and operators on this subject.
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