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Matter 5C:  Transport Investment and Management Priorities

i)  
How do transport investment priorities, as set out in tables 10.2a-e address RSS and RES objectives?  Do they take account of the likely resources available to deliver them?

1.
The County Council recognise that the JMP methodology used to inform table 10.2 took account of emerging RSS policy as well as other regional and national policy priorities.  Within Cheshire, the transport investment priorities listed are considered to be compatible with RSS and RES objectives.  In particular, many of the Cheshire schemes reflect RSS objectives 3 and 7, relating to the development of safe, sustainable and attractive urban and rural communities, and the introduction of safe, reliable and effective integrated transport network.  The interventions also reflect RES objectives 3 & 4 which seek to maximise growth opportunities around Crewe and Chester and utilise key growth assets including regional employment sites and ports/airports.  Furthermore, as mentioned in our previously submitted comments, many of the Cheshire schemes also contribute to additional RTS objectives over and above those already listed and these should be added to the tables.

2.
In terms of resources to deliver schemes, it is understood that this issue has also been taken into account in the JMP methodology.  However it must be recognised that decisions about funding will be made outside the RSS process and therefore the position of schemes within the 4 tables will be subject to change.  Furthermore the tables do not recognise that many interventions will be funded through a variety of means including developer funding.  The Council is concerned that this lack of reference to private sector contributions could hamper its ability to secure funding from such sources for many of its schemes.
ii) 
How could policy RT8 and Tables 10.2 a-e be improved in terms of setting achievable outcomes for transport improvements?

3.
The County Council has a number of detailed comments relating to the form and content of tables 10.2a-e which are discussed below.  However the Council is also concerned that there appears to be a discrepancy between the methodology used to prioritise the schemes in table 10.2 and the wording of policy RT8.  The policy implies that the regional priorities for transport investment and management relate specifically to the maintenance and improvement of transport safety, security, networks and assets.  This policy is narrowly focused, it does not reflect the wider RSS, RES and RTS objectives that the schemes clearly do relate to, neither does it reflect the criteria that informed the prioritisation process.  Policy RT8 should be reworded to reflect these broader objectives, so that it becomes easier to see how the list of interventions relates to the wider spatial strategy. 
4.
In terms of the tables, whilst it is helpful to include a prioritisation of schemes within RSS, as currently set out the tables are confusing and their implications in terms of policy poorly explained.  In particular, there is inadequate explanation as to the difference between tables 10.2d and10.2e and how the two tables will affect future policy or investment decisions.  Further explanation should be provided as to how the tables work, how they will be used and how they will be reviewed.  Without further explanation as to why the schemes have been split into two tables, it is suggested that tables 10.2d and 10.2e could be merged into one to avoid confusion.
6.
Furthermore schemes within the RFA will be reviewed as part of a different process and timescale than RSS itself, so tables 10.2b-c could well become out of date before the plan is reviewed.  Review of the RFA may also affect schemes currently listed in 10.2d and e.  As such, it is suggested that all the tables might be more appropriately contained within an appendix or daughter document, to allow them to be updated. 
7.
In terms of the detailed content of the tables, the County Council considers that the inclusion of ‘likely start dates’ in tables 10.2d and 10.2e is unhelpful and misleading.   It is accepted that it is impossible to be precise about start dates in many cases, but listing many schemes as having start dates beyond 2021 could in some cases be unrealistic and as a result have a negative effect on funding and investment decisions in the meantime.  
8.
For instance, there are elements of the Northwich Vision and Chester Transport Strategies that can be implemented now, including the Chester Station Interchange Improvement which is ready for implementation imminently.   The elements of these strategies which do require significant public funding are currently included within the second quartile of the RFA.  Work is ongoing to develop the schemes and work up business cases to support their reconsideration at any future RFA review.  As such, the implementation of Chester and Northwich Vision Transport Strategies should be listed as ‘post 2006’ with funding from a variety of sources, including developer contributions as well as RFA.
9.
Middlewich Eastern Bypass (MEB) is listed as being ‘under investigation’, with funding originating from RFA and with a likely start date of post 2021.  The County Council has recently resolved to grant planning permission for the scheme, which is to be funded primarily from developer funding.  It is anticipated that, now planning permission for the road has been secured, proposals for development will start to come forward.  It is anticipated that early phases of the scheme should be started by 2011.   The entry for MEB should be amended accordingly.
10.
It is suggested that the tables would be improved by the addition of the following interventions to improve access to the M6 corridor, which would further contribute to RSS, RES and RTS objectives:
· M6 junction 16/A500 Barthomley link improvements (required to provide improved access to Crewe and the Regional Investment Site at Basford, 
Delivery agency – Highways Agency/Cheshire CC
Scheme type – Highway

Status – under investigation

Funding mechanism – RFA, Developer Contribution, National Motorway and Trunk Road programme
Likely start date – post 2015

RTS objectives 1, 8.
· M6 junction 17/A34/A534 at Congleton 

Delivery agency – Cheshire CC 

Scheme type – Highway

Status – proposed for investigation
Funding mechanism - RFA
RTS objectives 1,2
· M6 junction 18/A54 Winsford/Middlewich 

Delivery agency – Cheshire CC 

Scheme type – Highway
Status – proposed for investigation
Funding mechanism - RFA
RTS objectives 1,5
11.
The inclusion of additional rail schemes as follows would also assist in contributing towards RSS, RES and RTS objectives:
· Upgrading of the mid Cheshire (Chester-Northwich-Altrincham) line with a link to Manchester Airport – (associated with the Manchester Airport third platform and Manchester Rail Hub) 
Delivery agency – Network Rail 

Scheme type – Rail

Status – Proposed for Investigation
Funding mechanism – To be determined/TIF productivity bid
RTS objectives 1, 2, 3, 4, 5.
· Reopening the Sandbach-Middlewich-Northwich line to passenger traffic
Delivery agency – Network Rail 

Scheme type – Rail

Status – Proposed for investigation
Funding mechanism – To be determined
RTS objectives 2, 4, 5.
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