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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 priorities and the RES?

5.1 The approach of the RTS provides a broad long term framework for highways and public transport in the region but the linkages with RSS priorities and the RES are not well developed or explicit within the document.

5.2 Blackpool supports the views expressed by LCC that a clearer relationship between objectives, problems and solutions would assist greatly in presenting a fully integrated approach to land-use and transport planning, both in the management of key networks and in communicating the reasons for scheme inclusion and programming (see also our representation on Matter 5C below). 

5.3 There are still signs that the transport policies have been developed to some degree in isolation from the rest of the document. It is not always clear that terminology has been aligned with the priorities of the current regional spatial strategy – for example, Appendix RT2.1 Functional road hierarchy still describes links in terms of ‘Core Cities’, ‘Regeneration Priority Areas’ and ‘Coastal Towns’  rather than the three City Regions and Key Service Centres of the Regional Spatial Framework in Chapter 7 of RSS. This lack of co-ordination is also reflected in a lack of positive prioritisation of both networks and investment priorities in terms of City Regions in Policies RT2 and RT8.

5.4 Elsewhere Blackpool and its S4(4) partners Lancashire County Council and Blackburn with Darwen call for the inclusion of a transport strategy policy for the Central Lancashire City Region within Chapter 14 of RSS.  Connectivity is particularly important in the context of the polycentric CLCR.  However in demonstrating an integrated approach to land use and transport the interface between sub-regional/city region strategies and the RTS framework for investment in highways and public transport, could be better reflected in the RTS.

5.5 More explicit development of the RTS in terms of how it current networks and proposed investment priorities provide connectivity between and within, the respective sub-regions and to other regions would establish a more transparent basis for considering whether the balance and pattern of proposed transport investment is appropriate in supporting regeneration and narrowing the GVA divide.  

5.6 In addition, while the City Region concept plays a welcome role in aiming to co-ordinate spatial planning objectives across wider known travel-to-work 
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areas without the constraints of local authority boundaries, there is a lack of clarity in the transport chapter regarding links at the ‘edges’ of City Regions.

5.7 While the concentration in policy RT1 on public transport networks within and between City Regions is necessary, there is also a need to ensure support in policy for sustainable transport links into City Regions – and at a lesser level, Key Service Centres – from their immediate hinterlands. The alternative will be to perpetuate the major difference in levels of transport choice between core urban and other areas, increasing travel distance and car dependency. 

(ii) 
How will the draft RSS’s proposed patterns of development impact on the strategic highway and public transport networks

5.8 If the development and regeneration ambitions articulated within RSS and RES are to be successfully delivered then the impacts these will have upon transport infrastructure and services need to be fully recognised and addressed.

5.9 In respect of Blackpool and the Fylde Coast, the ambitions for casino-led resort regeneration as a catalyst to wider economic and social regeneration will not be sustained or delivered sustainably unless there is associated investment in transport infrastructure and services.  The proposed expansion of Blackpool Airport, given impetus by successful delivery of the Resort Masterplan will also have significant consequences as will the proposed development at Thornton/Hillhouses/ICI, a regionally significant employment site, in the view of Blackpool and Wyre.  When the impacts of these developments are set alongside existing issues and problems , in particular the longstanding problems of access to Fleetwood Port,  and the challenges of traffic growth then the need for substantial and early investment in transport infrastructure and services is stark.  Failure to deliver that investment represents perhaps the greatest threat to the regeneration and development ambitions articulated in RSS and RES and to the achievement of Northern Way objectives.

5.10 Regeneration of Blackpool will have effects across the Fylde urban area – in terms of employment opportunities and housing demand – and towards Preston. Transport network development and infrastructure enhancement will be necessary to ensure this is sustainable – acknowledged by the inclusion of “Fylde Coast Public Transport improvements” as a first priority for urgent investigation in Table 10.2, something strongly supported by Blackpool Council.

5.11 However, strategic transport priorities identified in the Central Lancashire City Region Development Programme and Section 4 (4) authorities’ First Detailed Proposals are not given similar attention. For example, a need for enhanced transport links to help fast-developing Blackpool Airport become a City Regional airport is not mentioned (see also our submission on Matter 5D); nor is any stress given to the strategic access to employment role of the key road links on the Fylde, especially M6 Junction 32 where the regeneration of both north Preston and Blackpool threatens to generate demand beyond capacity. 
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5.12 There is also a wider concern in that in deferring key decisions on patterns of employment development to individual local planning authorities through LDF preparation these may give rise to transport impacts that are not easily or sustainably accommodated.  In particular the absence of local authority employment land allocations raises the spectre of competitive overprovision.  As drafted Policy W3 does not properly acknowledge these impacts and provide a policy framework that ensures their proper consideration.

Matter 5B  Demand Management 

(i) Does the draft RSS provide clear and sufficient guidance on what is meant by demand management and when and where such measures might be used?

5.13 It should be more prominently recognised that accessibility planning has a key role to play in demand management.  The importance of locating development, particularly trip-intensive development on sites that are or can be rendered conveniently accessible by non-car modes through travel and accessibility action plans is absolutely critical.   The importance of this dimension to demand management could be better reflected both in the RTS and in other sections of the RSS (see representations under Matter 2 particularly in respect of office development W2 and Health and Education Service Provision L1).

5.14 Explicit mention of the importance of improving accessibility – both as a social cohesion measure and as a means of reducing the need to travel – would be welcomed, either within the Transport chapter or in Policy DP1, Regional Development principles. Such a change would strengthen the ability of LPAs to ensure that Development Control decisions fully account for and mitigate any accessibility deficit potentially caused by location of development.

5.15 Blackpool is supportive of the focus of regional transport policy on making the best use of existing networks and demand management, and believes that this approach will be strengthened by the NWRA’s proposed new policies –  RT1 on Integrated Transport Networks and RT2 on A Regional Framework for Managing Travel Demand.

5.16 However, as with the main transport polices, the proposed new Policy RT2 still fails to fully link its recommendations for transport planning practice with the management of the spatial framework. We support Lancashire’s view that greater emphasis on cross-boundary working across those areas where City Regions and Key Service Centres actually generate demand for travel is required.
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