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Minutes

	Meeting
	ICE Transport Panel Meeting

	Date
	Thursday 8 December 2011

	Present
	Eamonn Beirne (EB); John Castle (JC); Jim Coates (JC); Sean Frisbee (SF); Steven Hayter (SH);; (GM); Prof. John Parkin (PJP); John Parry (JP); Howard Potter (HP); Jonathan Spruce (JS); Alan Stilwell (AS)

	Apologies
	Paul McCormick; Derek Palmer; Graeme Monteith.

	Chair
	Steven Hayter

	Secretariat
	Adam Kirkup (AK)


	
	
	Action

	159
	Welcome and apologies
	

	
	The Chair welcomed members and visitors to the meeting.  Apologies were received as listed above.

	

	160
	Minutes 
	

	
	The minutes were approved as a correct record. 

 
	

	161
	Matters arising
	

	161.1
	Previous minute 135 – ICE Scotland: Transport Panel Event and Visit
AK informed the Panel that despite approval previously being provided for the Panel to undertake meeting in Scotland 2012 who had expressed to GM that they would be keen to host the Panel, complications had arisen in that they were now not so keen, as they had agreed to a visit from the Water Panel.  

GM had been liaising with ICE Scotland on this, and said that Scotland would soon be having a new Regional Director, who he would liaise with to discuss the possibility of this going ahead as originally planned.
As an alternative, if the Scottish visit could not be arranged, JP speculated that the East Midlands ICE region could be willing to step-in. The second phase of HS2 may be in consultation, as well as the construction of phase two of the Nottingham Super Tram.  JP would liaise with Malcolm Jackson, ICE East Midlands Regional Director, and discuss the possibility of staging this in the third week of June 2012.  


	JP

	161.2
	Previous minute 155 – Transport panel Membership

JP updated the Panel that he had spoken with John Parker in Wales, regarding his potential interest in becoming a member of the Transport panel, who showed interest, but was not yet able to confirm whether he could take up this position due to current work commitments.

AK explained that he had contacted ICE London to enquire whether they might be able to recommend a member, who specialised in aviation or airports access to join the Panel.  They did suggest the Simon Ellis, who was on their Transport Group may be interested, and AK would undertake to assess his willingness to serve on the Panel. 


	AK

	162
	Recharging infrastructure requirements for electric/hybrid vehicles
	

	
	The Chair welcomed Eamonn Beirne, Head of Infrastructure Delivery, OLEV, and Sean Frisbee, Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC), who had been invited to speak with the Panel on the Plugged-in-Vehicles Strategy, and what the potential role of the civil engineering profession might be in delivering the necessary infrastructure.  
EB began by explaining that OLEV (the Office for Low Emission Vehicles) had been formed from the Department for Transport (DfT), the Department for Business, Innovation and Skills (BIS) and DECC in 2009, creating a diverse team to consider and drive the growth of LEVs.   Such schemes and projects delivered by OLEV included:

· Plug-in car grants;

· £300m subsidy available for plug-in vehicles (with the potential extension to vans);

· Funded the Plugged-In Places Programme (PIP);

· Match-funded the recharging infrastructure;

· Funded research and development;

· Investigated ways of maximising the benefit to the business market to accelerate the adoption of LEVs.

OLEV were attempting to create a self-sustaining market, rather than one which relied upon government subsidy.  The PIP would be funded until 2013.  After this, Central Government funding would cease.  They were expecting data obtained from the PIP to be distributed to all within OLEV, where it would be analysed to understand what worked and what did not.  

On the subject of the civil engineer’s role, which was an important part of this invitation, EB suggested that this could include:

1. Ensuring adequate provision in new developments for LEV charging;
2. Skills-base and training – LEVs were currently a niche sector, but this should grow and engineers need to consider what skills they need to adapt and grow with this market;

3. LEVs can only ever be as green as their energy source.  Decarbonisation of energy generation is fundamental;

4. Construction vehicles – Once these have reached their destination, they generally do not move.  The potential for installation of recharging equipment at construction sites could help grow the market.

EB passed to SF, who informed the Panel of developments at OLEV concerning energy production and new technology.  There were currently a number of new appliances being introduced to the market which, including LEVs, would have further reliance upon energy generation.  

Network Operators and OfGem were aware of this and, as such, have established a SmartGrid Forum to consider all the issues which could impact further upon the energy source.  The forum was currently considering how much network operators could invest and in relation to LEVs:

· how many vehicles they should expect to cater for;
· how often would they be charged, and;

· Where they would want and need to charge.

The primary charging period was generally off-peak, in the night, but they could expect diversity.  Smart metering was being touted as the way-forward in relation to how energy can be counted and priced.  The Government would be rolling-out smart-meters to all homes by 2017.  This would provide the opportunity to have multiple tariffs, depending on the customers needs, with various price options according to time and function.  

The big issue, at present, was to attempt to understand all the implications.  SF did not believe that people would buy LEVs, if they did not have off-street parking, as they would not be able to re-charge from home.  He believed that because of the LEVs limitations (i.e. it cannot presently travel long-distances), it would be marketed more as an option for a second car, and used for short journeys around the town/city.  

Members asked about both fast-charging or replacement batteries, and the need to cater for those who did not have off-street parking.  The Panel was aware that the batteries would be leased from the energy company, but there were a number of issues surrounding the simple idea of swapping batteries at garages to enable long-distance journeys.  EB responded that they needed to be thinking about the type of chargers.  Fast-charging seemed a popular idea.  Nissan were looking to supply chargers, giving an 80% charge after 30 minutes.  However the cost of installation could be high and we needed to be clever about how and where the chargers were placed.  HP commented that it might be feasible to have chargers installed as a planning requirement.  

JS gave his view, in light of the fact that LEVs were more likely to be used as secondary cars, and offered questions which the ICE should be asking:

· Where should the charging infrastructure go? 

· How is LEV take-up going to be successful if the market is dictating where and how they should be used?

· The construction side could be an exciting prospect, because once the infrastructure is installed, it would always be there.  If construction/fleet vehicles are likely to use LEVs, how can the ICE progress this?

· As practitioners, we should be asking what is the market and where is the demand?

JP considered that if LEVs are more suitable for shorter journeys, then taxis could be the way forward, where a significant proportion of journeys are well under 100 miles (the mileage range accepted for LEV batteries).  

EB responded that the most significant barrier for LEVs is consumer acceptance.  They need to be viable and attractive, which will be a huge barrier to overcome.  In a nutshell, we need to avoid LEVs being perceived by the public as unsuitable and rubbish.  A number of other factors needed to be addressed.  The cost of producing batteries, currently manufactured in Japan, were too high and needed to come down.   These vehicles had battery leasing arrangements. However, LEVs would become more attractive once there was greater consumer choice.  Another 6 or 7 models would be coming onto the market soon.  Perhaps a more fundamental issue for consumer acceptance was that nobody was sure what the re-sale value of an LEV would be.

In addition to electric vehicles, there were a number of other alternative fuelled vehicles which could come into production.  Hydrogen fuelled vehicles could become popular and offer a more conventional format of re-fuelling.  In addition, we would have more fuel-efficient internal combustion engines.  Hybrid engines were excellent for this, where the petrol engine acted as the generator.
JP explained that he recently attended a talk by David Quarmby, where he spoke in detail about the prospect of LEVs, but relayed that LEV manufacturers had a hell of a task to explain their product to the market.  EB replied that it would be difficult, but some financial institutions have predicted that this was a market that would grow, with HSBC predicting a global forecast for the industry at £676 billion.  

HP explained the Green Light Group view that road pricing was eventually an inevitability.  Although the government has ruled this out, it would eventually need to address the gap in the Treasury’s takings as cars became more fuel efficient.  He asked whether it would be conceivable for all new electric cars to be fitted with a road-charging mechanism.  EB responded, and the Panel agreed, that this would not be helpful when trying to grow the industry.  If road-pricing were to become standard, then this mechanism should be fitted into all cars and not just LEVs, as it would give totally the wrong impression to the consumer.   

The Panel discussed what OLEV would perhaps like the ICE to do, in terms of facilitating the growth of LEVs and implementing the necessary recharging infrastructure.  OLEV explained that they were seeking to produce a series of Design and Practice guides.  The Panel offered their input to promoting and contributing to these guides.  The Panel would also consider how it could perhaps convene the industry leaders to consider the growth of LEVs, particularly in relation to the construction fleet take-up of LEVs. 

The next steps agreed by the Panel was to put together an ICE Policy Position Statement, to state how the ICE supported growth in the industry and recommending how the infrastructure and skills required for LEV growth could be met.  A case study could also be produced which highlighted good practice of LEV charger implementation, perhaps from the PIP programme.  AK would liaise with ICE Policy and begin constructing a draft LEV PPS.

	AK

	163
	Climate change adaptation
	

	
	There had been many changes in the reporting mechanism for local authorities in how they attempted to tackle climate change.  In January 2012, the UK Climate Change Risk Assessment was expected to be published.

JP informed the group that he had been in discussion with AK about the output.  AK had prepared a draft output, which JP would review and amend with the intention of creating a vehicle for ICE members to inform them of changes related to climate change adaptation.  The big thing was communication, and continuing communication.  This would be an ongoing issue.  There was a real requirement for all committees, institutions and agencies to work on this agenda, and was an opportunity for the ICE to influence local authorities.  
Consideration should also be given to the production of an ICE Policy statement on climate change adaptation.  


	JP

	164
	Residential development and the need for sustainable transport systems
	

	
	AK explained to the Panel that the Passenger Transport Executive Group (PTEG) had published a document with an almost identical intention of what the ICE intended with its own output.  
However, there were a number of things which the ICE could do to promote the topic to its own membership.  AK and JP met prior to the Panel meeting and discussed a way of compiling and signposting various information and guidance available as a useful method of delivering this output.


	AK/JP

	165
	Transport Committee Inquiry: the strategic case for high speed rail
	

	
	Members noted the outcome of the Transport Committee inquiry which considered the strategic case for the UK to invest in a high speed rail network.  The ICE’s High Speed Rail Lifed Panel submitted evidence to this inquiry, and it was welcoming to note that the Committee’s summary reflected the view of the ICE’s evidence.

	

	166
	Localism and LEPs
	

	
	JS updated the group on the North East regions attempts to act as a facilitator between Government and industry.
The ICE Northeast were drafting their regional briefing sheet which would be published in 2012, in which they had identified that there was clear consensus for the ICE to act as a conduit between the Government and Private industry on highlighting where infrastructure investment was required in the region.  The NE would act as a pilot for this activity and, if successful it could potentially be rolled out in other ICE regions as good practice.  

AS raised some issues with the activity, firstly, contrary to the agenda, the devolved funding was for all schemes, and not just roads as stated on the agenda (AK to amend the agenda).  Secondly, recent consultation activity has seen a slight shift in the way that Government is viewing LEPs, and the ICE needed to be careful in the way it handled this.  There was a slight nervousness in the Liverpool City-region and the allocation of funds would be small in terms of each LEP/City-region.  As such, there may not be enough money to for LEPs to do what they want to do.  

JS agreed with AS’ viewpoint, and commented that if LEPs wanted to combine resources, it would be down to them to do so.  The NE’s intentions in acting as a conduit for the LEPs was more about cementing the ICE’s role in providing high quality advice.  JS agreed to provide the document to AK for circulation to the rest of the Panel, and some liaison with ICE Policy on this would be beneficial.  

HP added that TPS operated an annual bursary scheme, with the theme for 2012 being How does localism impact upon transport.  This was likely to produce some interesting research and conclusions, which HP would attempt to share with the Panel.  

	AK

JS/AK

HP

	167
	Managing the Highway in Extreme weather conditions
	

	
	AK demonstrated the web resource constructed by the Municipal Panel, which collated the guidance and information available for Highway Engineers, as well as public information, during periods of adverse weather.
The web resource was available on the ICE website and was the featured topic on the front-page.  It was also being transmitted via its Twitter feed and highlighted in the ICE Members’ January newsletter.  What was beneficial with having a web resource rather than a document, was that it provided the opportunity to update the material, and add to the resource, rather than have it become outdated.  

The Panel approved of the web resource, which AK hoped was the first of many to come.  He invited members to provide their input and suggested improvements to the resource.


	All

	168
	Walking and Cycling Policy Position Statement
	

	
	Members noted the ICE Walking and Cycling Policy Position Statement, which had been published.  This was also available on the ICE website along side the other Transport related statements. 

	

	169
	Transport Panel activity proposals for 2012
	

	
	Members noted the report outlining the assessment reached of the Transport Panel proposals submitted for 2012.  Members are reminded that contrary to previous years, each Expert Panel would receive its own budget to conduct routine activity in 2012, providing greater flexibility and hopefully, productivity.  


	

	169.1
	Highways and Road maintenance quality and funding
This was a joint output proposal with the Municipal Panel, designed to create a library of peer review papers, and host an event to discuss current and future Highways funding.  

AK informed the Panel that subject to Council agreement, the proposal had been approved.  AK would devise the project charter in 2012, in conjunction with both Panels.


	AK

	169.2
	After HS2 – Allocation of capacity on the existing ‘classic’ network
AK informed the Panel that the Policy Panel had assessed the proposal, but suggested that it be combined with a Maritime Panel proposal on short sea shipping.  

AK and SH met to discuss the assessment, and considered that this suggestion confused the issue which the output intended to address and, as such, decided that it would await the HS2 Phase Two consultation, which may be a more appropriate time to address the strategic rail network and how capacity is allocated throughout the UK.  


	

	169.3
	National transport Strategy
AK informed the Panel that the output, in its guise of staging an event at Parliament, had not been approved, and was instead suggested that the Panel progress the issue through the APPG.  
This recommendation was accepted by the Panel, who repeated the recommendation of the State of the Nation Transport report, which although published in 2008, was still relevant now, that a national transport strategy was essential to the success of transport in the UK.  Transport integration was an issue which the ICE needed to keep pushing.  The challenge now, which the Panel and the ICE needed to address was:

· What tools were available to progress this;

· How can the strategy be developed;

· The National Infrastructure Plan was not a strategy – what analysis was needed to underpin this? 

The ICE had produced some National Policy statements by mode, and there was lots of good information available, but where was the strategy?

AK agreed to liaise with ICE Policy to discuss what routes, appetite and resource was currently available within the ICE to progress this.


	AK

	169.4
	RAMP Study – Transport project appraisal methodology
This was a joint proposal led mainly by the Management Panel, as a continuation of the ICE RAMP study, to design and commission a short-study project to develop the RAMP study’s suggested Multi-Criteria Analysis (MCA) framework approach in a practical stage.  

AK explained that he had not yet received an outcome of the assessment of this project, but would provide an update as it became available. 


	AK

	169.5
	Infrastructure interdependencies
This proposal was a cross-team/panel project to consider how developments in one sector could impact upon another (i.e. an increase in LEV usage on energy generation).  

This output was approved, and ICE Policy would be collating a project charter, which would most likely include a series of workshops/roundtable events. 


	

	170
	Thames Hub Plan
	

	
	Further to discussions at the last Panel meeting (see minute 145), SH informed members that he had been invited to an APPG meeting to discuss the potential development of the Thames Hub proposal.
Although, it was surely likely to be controversial, the restrictions imposed upon development at Heathrow could mean that solutions to providing increased air capacity, such as the Thames Hub, may become a distinct possibility.  SH would update the Panel at the next meeting.

	SH

	171
	Transport Panel membership
	

	
	The Panel unanimously agreed the appointment of Alan Hayes to the Transport Panel, whose membership would commence as of January 2012.  

	

	172
	ICE website – Transport topic page
	

	
	JS informed members of the Panel that he would be meeting with AK to discuss the development of the website topic page in 2012.  AK would arrange a date to review the web with JS.  

	AK

	173
	High Speed Two – delayed announcement
	

	
	Following the news that the announcement on whether HS2 would gain approval from Government, SH warmly welcomed John Castle, who had agreed to attend the meeting at very short notice at what must be an exceptionally busy time for him.  JC was asked if he could explain the reasons behind the delayed announcement of HS2, and to explain what he could on the proposed tunnelling through the Chilterns.  
JC explained that the new Secretary of State, Justine Greening, had very recently entered the position and had gone to great lengths to analyse and understand all of the issues surrounding the HS2 consultation.  Since arriving she was very interested to understand the implications that HS2 would have on people.  
JC added that they had spoken at length with the SoS about all the different route options, where engineers were asked to provide more detail on the project. The SoS has suggested different ideas that they could address, including the Chilterns Tunnel.  However, the eventual route chosen could be the one chosen, with various amendments included to incorporate comments given via the consultation road shows.  

A report of the consultation exercise would be published, which has been produced by Detail by Design.  Overall the consultation process was worthwhile.  And the final route chosen would include many changes from the original proposed route.  This would be visible.  The road shows were more beneficial than the written responses, which did not reveal much that they didn’t already account for. 

To summarise, the new SoS was going through all of the plans with a fine toothcomb, and as a chartered accountant by trade, is methodical in detail.  However, JC emphasised that the delayed announcement would not impact upon the introduction of the hybrid bill into Parliament.  

With regard to the tunnelling, JC pointed out that it was unlikely to cost the suggested £500 million that was highlighted in the media.  The tunnelling would not impact heavily upon other sections of the route, and would not increase the overall cost of the HS2 project.  Savings had already been identified by reducing spoil, and the engineers were also investigating whether savings could be made to the structures.  
With regard to the possibility of a judicial review, this was a distinct possibility.  However, the review must be completed within three months of the announcement, and HS2 can begin work on the railway while the review was ongoing. 

AS was asked what the view was from the North West region.  AS explained that their view on HS2 hadn’t changed and they were very positive.  The Liverpool City-region was still nervous about losing out at economic competitiveness to Manchester.  Despite this, there was still support across the region.  Ideally, it would be preferable to have the one Hybrid Bill through Parliament, but we must accept that this would not happen.   JP suggested to JC that HS2 should consider the announcement of the Climate Change Risk Assessment in 2012 and incorporate the potential implications that climate change might have on the route.  JC replied that his primary concern at present was accounting for the flood-plains, but would take this point back. 
In summary, JC remained positive about the scheme, and stressed that the delay to the announcement was not an indication of a Government U-turn, instead it was about a new SoS ensuring that the decision she made was the right one. 

	

	174
	Transport Panel suggestions for strategic ICE projects 2013/14
	

	
	AK explained to the Panel that all Expert Panels had been asked to submit work proposals for 2013/14 by February 24th 2011.  The Panel was advised that it would have a routine budget for less cost-heavy projects, but for output proposals which required a significant level of financial or staffing resource, they would need to devise an output proposal.
As there was insufficient time available to undertake this activity, AK would request ideas outside of the meeting.


	AK

	175
	Any other business
	

	
	No items of any other business were received.

	

	176
	2012 Transport Panel meeting dates
	

	
	Following discussion, the meeting dates for 2012 were agreed as followed, to take place at 2.00pm:

· Thursday 23 February 2012;

· Thursday 21 June 2012 (Subject to change);

· Thursday 20 September 2012;

· Thursday 6 December 2012.
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