
17 September 2018
To Traffic Penalty Tribunal
From John McGoldrick

Case Number: XM01852-1809 - John McG evidence doc A - Background

1. There will be further submissions of evidence from me. This first document is to explain some of 
the background to this appeal. Note that this document includes clickable web links.

Me and my use of the Runcorn to Widnes crossing

2. I am a retired local government accountant and have have been a member of and organiser of 
various groups opposing all forms of tolls since early 2003. 

3. One of these groups is based on Facebook and since 2017 it has been called Scrap Mersey Tolls. 
I am an admin for the group. We have at various times discussed some sort of legal objection to the 
Mersey Gateway tolls. On 8th April after we heard of the Miss C case and the planned review 
hearing, we asked the Tribunal "Are we allowed to submit anything to this review? If the answer is 
no then we will have to consider a new test case." We were told that we would not be allowed to 
submit anything. One of our committee then made a crossing without paying. That crossing without
paying was before the 19th April. They received a PCN and made a representation. They never paid 
the 'required toll' or penalty but were not issued with a Notice of Refection. 

4. Where I live there would normally be no need to use the Runcorn to Widnes crossing but my 
vehicle has been used three times on the crossing since it opened last October. A new charging order
was made on the 19th April, though as explained in doc B, I believe that the 2018 Order was not 
properly made. My first crossing was made on 25th April, I received a PCN and made a 
representation on 7th May. On 1 June I received a letter saying ".. on this occasion, we are prepared 
to accept a reduced payment of £2.00.." I replied on 4 June saying "...In my opinion even your 
reduced demand is not enforceable. If you do not agree then I assume that you will issue a Notice of
Rejection..." There was some further correspondence - all on the same day, but I never received a 
Notice of Rejection.

5. A second crossing was made on 14th June. It was paid for with the aim of testing what happened 
when you claimed a refund. The refund was refused which I believe to be illegal but I have not yet 
taken any action on this.

6. The third and last crossing was made on 13th July. I did not pay and received a PCN as the 
registered owner. On 1st August I made a representation and on 6th September, I received a Notice 
of Rejection dated the 3rd. It included "We advise that on this occasion, we are prepared to accept a 
reduced payment of £2.00 per PCN(s) if you pay within 14 days of the date on this letter." 
I did not make any payment and started this appeal on the 7th.

My involvement with the Mersey Gateway scheme 

7 In July 2003 following many years of discussions about a new crossing, Halton Borough Council 
(HBC) submitted to the Government a scheme for a bridge that was said to cost just over £200 
million. I became interested in the existing and proposed new crossings because of the interaction 
between the Runcorn to Widnes crossing and the tolled crossings further downriver on the Mersey.
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8. I asked for various items of information about the existing toll-free bridge and the proposed new 
bridge. On 30th November 2003 I asked the Council "....On the new bridge there have been 
conflicting stories as to whether the bridge will be tolled or not. I assume that the government have 
not announced what financial support they will give for the construction cost. But are Halton 
Council pressing for bridge to be tolled or to be not tolled?" I received an answer the next day 
"....Because it is hoped that the bridge will be funded from public money, there are presently no 
plans for tolls on the new crossing."

9. On 30th December 2003, HBC told me that "the bridge could be open to traffic in 2008". 

10.  Then on 30th November 2004 HBC issued a press release saying that "The authority is 
recommending a bridge with tolls". 

11. It was not until 2009 (by when a toll free bridge might have been in use) that HBC reached the 
stage of a Public Inquiry that looked at various aspect of the scheme including tolling. The main 
part of the inquiry started on the 19th May and ended on 25th June 2009.

12. I represented the National Alliance Against Tolls (NAAT) at the 2009 Inquiry. We submitted 
various documents including our main proof of evidence.
Paras 64 to 70 were headed "Doubt over legality of tolling the planned bridge at Runcorn"

13. Apart from HBC only two bodies were allowed to make closing statements to the Inquiry. This 
was o  ur closing statement  . 

14. We have at various times asked HBC and others for information about the scheme. This has 
mainly been during three periods- from 2003 up to the 2009 Inquiry, around 2014 when "the project
reached financial close and work on the Mersey Gateway commenced" and from December 2017.

The scheme

15. The Tribunal have made some statements about the scheme which I assume were based directly 
or indirectly on information from HBC. In particular there are paragraphs 2 to 5 of the Review 
decision of Mr Solomons dated 17th May.

16. Paragraph 2 says ".. In the early part of the 21st century it was noted that traffic flows across 
that 4 lane bridge exceeded 90,000 vehicles per day, leading to severe congestion and long queues.  
It was therefore decided to build a new bridge, to be known as the Mersey Gateway. The Mersey 
Gateway is a spectacular feat of engineering..."

17. The paragraphs also include "...the papers that I have seen include a copy of a Minute of a 
meeting of the Council on 11th December 2013 in which it resolved for the Leader of the Council to
write to the Government expressing the Council’s anger and frustration at the requirement to impose
tolls...However it appears that central government was not to be moved and so the Council has felt 
obliged to proceed with a charging arrangement. "

18. The genesis of this bridge goes back long before 2000 and over many years there were studies 
and discussions about the best location for a new crossing, who would be responsible for the 
scheme and how it would be financed. (Scheme Development and Appraisal Reports on the Inquiry 
pages of Mersey Gateway site.)

Page 2 of 3

http://www.merseygateway.co.uk/publicinquirydocs/OP_docs/NAAT/NAAT-1-1P.pdf
http://www.merseygateway.co.uk/publicinquirydocs/core_documents.htm#22_Scheme
http://www.merseygateway.co.uk/publicinquirydocs/core_documents.htm#22_Scheme
http://www.merseygateway.co.uk/publicinquirydocs/OP_docs/NAAT/NAAT-0-10.pdf
https://www.trafficpenaltytribunal.gov.uk/docs/Mersey%20Review%20Decision.pdf
https://www.trafficpenaltytribunal.gov.uk/docs/Mersey%20Review%20Decision.pdf
http://www.merseygateway.co.uk/publicinquirydocs/OP_docs/NAAT/NAAT-0-10.pdf
http://www.merseygateway.co.uk/publicinquirydocs/OP_docs/NAAT/NAAT-0-10.pdf


19. Mr Solomons referred to a minute of 11th December 2013, but contrary to the impression that 
minute might give it seems that as early as November 2001 HBC had assumed that the new bridge 
would be tolled and were working with Merseytravel towards the tolling of all Mersey crossings 
(see paragraphs 7 and 8 of our main Proof of Evidence to the 2009 Inquiry)  

20. By the time of the 2009 Public Inquiry the plan was that HBC would be responsible for the 
scheme and that it would be a Design-Build-Finance-Operate scheme with a PFI consortium to be 
paid through tolling of both the new and old bridges.

21. There are various features that make this scheme unique-

a) It is the first in the UK to involve having to pay for a previously free crossing.

b) The aim was to REDUCE traffic crossing the river at this point. 
The average daily traffic seems at one point to have reached 85,000 a day (we were told this by 
HBC on 20 Nov 2004).  HBC predicted that this traffic would rise to 94,000 by 2015 if nothing was
done, in fact the traffic using the crossing fell and by 2016 was down to 69,400 a day. Not 
surprisingly with the tolling of the crossing the authorities have managed to achieve a further fall in 
traffic which only averaged 62,500 a day for the period from the bridge opening up to the end of 
June. The fall would have been even larger if it was not for nearly 40% of the bridge users, 
including nearly all of the residents of Halton, being exempt from paying anything other than an 
admin fee.

c) It was built in a location that consultants thought would not give the highest economic 
benefits, would require higher spending on link roads and cause higher disruption during the 
construction. 

d)  All that was needed was a low level bridge complementing the existing bridge. Instead they 
have built a major high level bridge, largely routed over sandbanks, and they are substantially 
reducing the capacity of the bridge (Silver Jubilee) that was already there.

e) In cash terms the Government is providing more money for a privately financed tolled bridge
that it would have cost them if the scheme had been for a publicly financed untolled bridge. 

22. One thing that makes the scheme almost unique is the penalty system. There is only one other 
crossing that has such penalties. That is the Dartford Crossing and the system there is well known 
for its problems and for the large number of penalties that are issued. The number of penalties on 
the Gateway is less than at Dartford, but even so there were 92 thousand penalty notices issued in 
June and over 20% of the crossing income to HBC comes from PCNs  ('Dashboard' figures for April
to June 2018 on Mersey Gateway site.)

End of this doc
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