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Matter 5A: Overall Transport Strategy

i)  
Does the Regional Transport Strategy provide an appropriate long term framework for highways and public transport in the region, reflecting other RSS policies and the RES?

Overall Approach

1.
The County Council broadly supports the RTS which provides a framework for transport in the region and generally reflects other RSS and RES priorities.  However the Council considers that the primary focus of the RTS should be on making the best use of existing networks wherever possible, using a variety of methods including new technology.  Demand management techniques should be employed where this approach is insufficient and existing networks are experiencing stress. Such demand management measures should be balanced with capacity improvements, where appropriate.  This overall approach should be clearly articulated within the RTS, possibly as a revised policy RT1, and should set the framework for the suite of RTS policies. 
2.
The RTS objectives listed on page 8 generally provide a robust framework for transport in the region and are supported.  However they do not take account of the need to plan for cross border movements to areas outside of the north of England, specifically to North Wales and the East and West Midlands.  The linkages between West Cheshire and NE Wales and between Crewe/ Congleton and the Potteries are acknowledged elsewhere in RSS, and should be reflected in the RTS priorities.  Realising the RES vision of maximising growth opportunities around Chester and Crewe will necessitate such cross boundary working. 

RTS Format and Content
3.
Whilst the content of the RTS is generally supported, it is necessary to search for the necessary elements of the strategy through the plan which does not make it particularly user friendly and makes it difficult to appreciate how the RTS functions as a whole.  The approach to identifying the policies comprising the RTS with a bus symbol is  useful in integrating the transport elements with the wider spatial strategy.  However the scope of the RTS could be appreciated more easily if a list of those policies which make up the RTS was provided, possibly in an appendix to the document.  Likewise, the RTS objectives/priorities listed on page 8 are not clearly identified and are easy to miss.  
4.
It is unclear why some policies have not been identified as forming part of the RTS, notably RDF1, RDF2 and RDF3 which set out the spatial framework and as such have clear implications for transport planning.  Stronger linkages should be made between the RTS (particularly those aspects relating to airports and highways) and those policies concerned with the protection of the environment.

Public Transport Framework

5.
Policy RT1 - The Regional Public Transport Framework, is generally supported (although the County Council’s previous comments regarding the need to protect the routes of disused railway lines for possible public transport, walking or cycling use still stand).  However, the public transport framework as set out in Appendix RT1.1 could be improved.  It should include reference to the links between Crewe/Chester and N Wales/ Holyhead, as a corridor of regional significance which provides commuter and tourist links with North Wales as well as to Ireland.

6.
As well as including existing corridors, potential routes which could play a much greater role in future include the provision of a direct service from Chester to Liverpool via the Halton Curve.  This would provide a public transport link providing access from North Cheshire/NE Wales to Liverpool Airport, currently poorly served from this area.   

7.
Diagram RT1.1 on page 105 is unclear and confusing and a replacement for this would be welcome.  The suggested amendments to Appendix RT1.1 and Diagram RT1.1 circulated by NWRA to RTAG members would assist in addressing these points.
ii)  
How will the draft RSS’s proposed patterns of development impact on transport infrastructure, including the strategic highway network?

8.
In terms of the overall strategy, RSS proposes higher growth within the region than in recent years, which will inevitably have a significant impact on transport infrastructure.  Economic growth of the region will require enhancement of the strategic network both within and beyond the North West to cater for the inevitable increase in transportation of people and freight.  This reinforces the need for greater emphasis to be given within the plan to the proposed M6 capacity improvements and associated route management measures on connecting corridors (please refer to the County Council’s previously submitted comments on policy RT2). 

9.
The continuation of the previous approach to concentrating new development in existing regional towns and cities, in accordance with the settlement hierarchy, is generally supported.  However it must be recognised that this approach concentrates development in areas which are already subject to the greatest network stress, where the scope to improve existing networks is limited.  This reinforces the need for effective demand management techniques, balanced by capacity improvements where appropriate, as mentioned above.
10.
Implementation of the spatial strategy will have significant implications for transport planning the existing urban centres in Cheshire, some of which have integrated transport strategies already in place to deal with proposed development, in other instances further work is required.  There will need to be close integration between LDFs and LTPs to ensure that transport networks are able to accommodate new development. 
The Impact of Specific Policy Proposals 

11.
A number of specific policy proposals are likely to require significant infrastructure improvements, including capacity improvements.  Policy W2/Table 8.1 includes South West Chester as a potential knowledge nuclei site.  The County Council’s view on this proposal is set out in its statements on Matters 3A and 8.  At present the location or form of such a development is unknown, therefore it is not possible to assess the potentially significant implications of this proposal for transport infrastructure within the Chester area and the wider sub region.

12.
Implementation of the proposed Regional Investment Site south of Crewe will necessitate significant improvements to transport infrastructure which are still being assessed.  These interventions will include the completion of the Crewe Green Link Road and enhancement of Crewe Railway Station.  However, further interventions may also be required such as improvements to the M6 junction 16/Barthomley Link (see comments below).  Again, this proposal reinforces the need for improvements to transport infrastructure (including public transport) beyond the regional boundary.

13.
Potential exists to make provision for a rail freight terminal in this location.  This could assist in reducing the significant impact on the highway network, as well as contributing to the sustainable development of the site.  Whilst the provision of a rail link at Basford West is a requirement of local planning policy, it is disappointing that this opportunity is no longer supported by draft RSS.  Adopted RSS includes policy EC5 which specified that RIS should be, or be designed to become, accessible wherever possible to the rail or commercial waterway network.  It is considered that draft RSS is weakened by the omission of this requirement.  This is discussed further in relation to Matter 3A.



