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5C:  Transport Investment and Management Priorities


5C(i)

5.25
The transport investment priorities set out in Table 10.2 a-e are grounded in policy based methodologies that underpin both the draft RSS and RFA Appraisal processes.  The methodology prepared by JMP for NWRA based on assessment against published policies provides a good appraisal of policy fit of proposals.  It explicitly takes into account draft RSS policies as well as those from RES and Action for Sustainability though it is recognised that these have been partly superseded by more recent documents.  This policy based approach is considered to facilitate the integration of planning and transport at a conceptual level.  This enables the wider 


role that interventions are intended to achieve to be identified.  The 50:25:25 weighting adopted in favour of economic factors in considering schemes matches the policy emphasis of draft RSS.

5.26
The approach is less effective in identifying a causal chain between RSS/RES objectives, problems and solutions.  Indeed, it could be argued that there is little explicit in RSS that links objectives to proposed actions.  Although Table 10.2 does attempt to identify which RTS objectives individual schemes relate to how schemes relate to overall RSS objectives and those in RES is obscure.

5.27
The development of a prioritisation list of long term regional transport priorities has proved a difficult process as it has attempted to compare schemes that have a well developed business case and many years of preparation with others that are only at the concept stage or are currently problems to be solved with no defined scheme.

5.28
The consultants employed for the RSS prioritisation did not find any appropriate quantative measures that could be applied to the wide variety of schemes submitted and therefore the assessment does not include any assessment of value for money or affordability.  The approach, whilst providing some broad guidelines on which to evaluate schemes, does not compare with the detailed analysis undertaken by local highway authorities or the Highways Agency before transport schemes are taken forward or to the detailed analysis undertaken by the Department for Transport before any major schemes are approved.

5.29
The regional scoring system awards high scores to schemes that tick boxes over a wide range of policy areas.  Whilst this is positive from an overall policy basis, without any quantitative element to the scoring it does not guarantee that the most effective schemes in transport terms get the highest scores.  Projects that have demonstrated exceptional value for money in delivering transport benefits but relate to a very specific area of policy benefits cannot compete with broader based schemes that demonstrate a wide area of policy delivery but might not appear to deliver clear value for money.

5.30
A further issue with the prioritisation process is that it tends to result in a ‘one solution fits all’ approach for the whole region.  The type of transport proposal that is right for the centre of a major metropolitan area will not be appropriate for all parts of the 
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region.  It is clear from the priority list produced that the majority of projects within the top two quartiles are public transport schemes.  Whilst this priority is logical for the large urban areas there are areas of the region where transport problems are difficult to solve by public transport.

5.31
Lancashire has a broad mix of urban and rural areas.  Appropriate transport measures are needed for different areas.  This is generally capital investment in public transport provision for towns with revenue investment often being more appropriate in rural areas.  It is at the interface between urban and rural areas, where large volumes of through traffic pass through towns and villages, that there are serious environmental problems that are not responsive solely to a public transport solution but require some investment in the highway network.

5.32
The setting or priorities in the RSS is confused by the relationship between two lists:  the Regional Funding Allocations (RFA) (10.2 a-c) and a list of Priority Interventions Under Investigation or Proposed for Investigation at Table 10.2 d-e which derive from the RSS prioritisation procedure.

5.33
The RSS scoring system has been adapted to underpin the Regional Funding Allocation (RFA) prioritisation.  This parallel process has allowed some limited recognition of the cost benefit analysis of submitted schemes but the lack of recognition of the importance of highway infrastructure is carried through from the RSS analysis.

5.34
The process of prioritisation of regionally important schemes has been applied to all schemes over £5 million in the region including those in LTPs.  While reflecting Government requirements, this has resulted in an approach that compares large projects of genuine regional significance with others of more local importance.  The process appears to have taken no real account of priorities of Local Authorities and fails to reflect the procedures involved in preparing LTPs.

5.35
The lack of any detailed scrutiny of the scoring of schemes is a concern.  The County Council’s analysis of the limited information made available on the scores for individual projects suggests there are major discrepancies between the scoring of similar schemes.

5.36
One of the main factors Local Planning Authorities have to address in gaining acceptance from the DfT for schemes is the benefit to cost ratio.  However, this element of the scheme appraisal only counts towards 6% of the possible marks allocated under the RFA prioritisation process.  This is considered insufficient to reflect the importance of this key element of scheme appraisal.

5.37
A further concern is that there is also a need for some analysis of the potential for the combined cumulative benefits of a number of smaller schemes to outweigh the benefits of some major investment proposals.  The current system examines schemes on an individual basis which favours large schemes.  The combined benefits of a number of smaller and less expensive schemes may provide greater benefits.
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5.38
The scheme which gives greatest concern to Lancashire Council is the Ormskirk Bypass, which is a well established proposal to remove a severe bottleneck on the A570 trunk road, the main route into the coastal resort of Southport.  The County Council has looked at local proposals in great detail and concluded this is a very valuable scheme, not only for the people of Ormskirk but for our neighbours in Sefton who would benefit from the improved access.  The proposal will help deal with sub‑regional access problems resulting from the reorganisation of hospital services which are shared between West Lancashire and Southport.

5.39
Lancashire County Council strongly objects to the omission from the list of the Ormskirk Bypass, which is a LTP priority and is at an advanced stage of development.  The County Council also strongly objects to the omission of the A56 Villages Bypass scheme, which is also a LTP priority and is considered to be an important cross-border route to Yorkshire.  Both routes are identified as being Routes of Regional Importance in Appendix RT2.1.  The County Council is very concerned that the regional prioritisation gives low scores to these bypass schemes which show exceptional forecast transport benefits but do not find a place in the regional priorities.  Without such status it will be very difficult for a highway authority to gain major scheme funding through its LTP.
5.40
RFA prioritisation has not taken sufficient account of potential funding outside the RFA process, particularly the Transport Innovation Fund (TIF) or Private Finance Initiative (PFI) funding.  The potential for some of the Region’s best schemes to attract TIF funding should be examined as this could free up heavily constrained RFA resources for other schemes.  There is currently no incentive to schemes in the RFA lists to seek funding from other sources.

5.41
RFA appraisal did not explicitly address rail schemes. The availability of funding through Network Rail and other industry bodies could be particularly significant in delivering schemes in this sector.

5.42
DCLG Circular 05/2005 “Planning Obligations” paragraph B29 sets out that RSS may be an appropriate vehicle for addressing infrastructure issues. Policy DP1 mentions planning obligations generically but it is not specifically addressed in transport terms. Nottinghamshire County Council, for example, use planning obligations as a significant source of funding towards major transport proposals. A similar principle could be usefully applied in the northwest and would help explicitly relate transport improvements to the development it serves

5.43
In conclusion the County Council considers the two prioritisation processes undertaken lack the thoroughness in the technical examination of schemes, sensitivity testing, risk analysis and extensive consultation that would be expected in making decisions which will strongly influence the planning of transport infrastructure for the next 25 years.
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5C(ii)

5.44
The RFA prioritisation process effectively establishes a ten year transport priority list.  It is recognised that this will be regularly monitored and updated and that a small number of schemes may slip from the list.  TIF as presently formatted is most likely to fund schemes in the Regional Centres with locations outside this less likely to benefit.

5.45
In this context it would be helpful if Tables 10.2 a-c and 10.2 d-e were presented as separate tables.  The latter should be retained in the document to indicate transport proposals that would deliver regional priorities if funding became available through other means. This helps provide greater guidance for LDF preparation, alignment with City Region Development Programme priorities and a basis for demonstrating to potential funders that a scheme is of regional significance.

5.46
Policy RT8 as drafted provides little substantive linkage to Table 10.2. Issues of management and use of assets are already addressed in other policies. A better approach would be to stress that Table 10.2 a-c reflects key transport priorities with funding; 10.2 d-e those that have not and emphasise relationship to delivering the broader development and regeneration agenda in an integrated manner.
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