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REGIONAL SPATIAL STRATEGY – EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC

STATEMENT BY BLACKPOOL COUNCIL (RESP397) 

Matter 5C Transport Investment and Management Priorities

(i) How do Transport Investment priorities as set out in Tables 10.2 a-e address RSS and RES objectives.  Do they take account of the likely resources available to deliver them?

5.17 
The transport investment priorities do seek to take account of the likely resources available to deliver them but in so doing result in a level and timing of investment that lags behind that necessary to support regeneration and development ambitions in a sustainable manner.

5.18
Although a scheme prioritisation process was undertaken which sought to provide a clear linkage between the pattern and programming of transport investment and the delivery of the objectives of regional strategy, we are concerned that the final presentation has since been adapted to also show the top priorities arising from a somewhat different exercise undertaken to establish the Regional Funding Allocation advice to Transport Ministers.

5.19 
Devising compatible methodologies for the two exercises was clearly fraught with difficulty and it is important that the basis for scheme prioritisation in both case be transparent and as far as is possible can be clearly understood. This would entail much greater explanation in Policy RT8 of the criteria applied by JMP and their linkages to spatial and policy priorities. In practice, the only attempt to link transport priorities back to policy has resulted in the cross-references in Table 10.2 to numbered “RTS objectives” which are six chapters away in the current draft!

5.20
Whilst delighted that both the RSS and RFA prioritization processes acknowledged the critical importance of the Blackpool and Fleetwood Tramway to Blackpool/Fylde Coast regeneration, Blackpool Council shares some of the concerns expressed by Lancashire County Council in respect of the basis for scheme prioritisation.

5.21
Blackpool is of the view that investment priorities remain largely split between a few ‘prestige’ public transport schemes in metropolitan areas and major trunk road schemes either at the edges of City Regions or in largely rural areas.  We therefore remain to be convinced that the transport priorities as  presented fully reflect the significant shift in spatial strategy reflected in this RSS, in respect of  the City Regions. Moreover, the manner in which the RSS presents the critical inter-relationship between development ambitions and transport investment does not assist in an informed debate of this issue.

5.22 In particular it is important that the construction of a prioritised programme of transport investment should look beyond the value of individual schemes to the cumulative impact of a package of transport investment on the realisation of sub-regional development ambitions and RSS and RES objectives.  These 
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packages should take account of the City region boundaries, travel to work areas and links to hinterlands mentioned in our submission on matter “A and B. The manner in which the transport investment priorities are presented in RTS does not give confidence that this has been adequately reflected in the prioritized programme – and it is of note that only three prioritised schemes in Table 10.2 have more than a single delivery agency. Two of these are in Lancashire and involve the City Region partners. 

5.23
In respect of a polycentric city region such as Central Lancashire – and in particular a Blackpool/Fylde Coast  economy fundamentally underpinned by tourism – the importance of connectivity is absolutely critical.  Blackpool remains of the view that the programme is insufficiently directed to the investment needs of the Sub-regions in relation to their wider travel to work areas and to the need for better strategic links both into and between them. 

5.24
We would suggest that, although this arises in part from the failings to link RTS sufficiently to the spatial strategy, it also results – especially in the case of links between City Regions – from a wholly artificial Government decision to exclude rail investment options from the process of regional prioritisation.  

5.25
Although some rail issues are raised for “further investigation”, a thorough investigation of the potential benefits of major rail schemes to achieve key regional transport objectives will be necessary. The Central Lancashire City region authorities have already raised the role of east-west rail in Table 10.2e for consideration, and a number of more local rail schemes (especially in PTE areas) are included. These and other proposals emerging from railway industry considerations (through the Regional Planning Assessment and Route Utilisation Strategies) need to be assessed for their likely contribution to regional transport priorities and the strengthening of the spatial strategy.

5.26 
Additionally, in its comments to the Panel Secretary in June 2006 Blackpool Council expressed its concern over the long timescales of proposed transport investments vital to Fylde Coast regeneration. Within the process to date there has been no opportunity to align the rise in transport demand generated by successful regeneration with the infrastructure investments required to support it. Unless addressed, this could lead to a rise in unsustainable travel.

5.26
Under Matter 4 the Council supports Wyre Councils representations that the Thornton/Hillhouses/ICI site be identified as of regional economic significance.  Highway improvements to the M55-Norcross Corridor are vital in achieving the full potential of this important resource, in supporting access to Fleetwood Port, in addressing severe congestion and associated environmental problems on the A585 and in facilitating North-South access through the Fylde Coast Urban Area.  Programming of this investment  (the need for which has been acknowledged for over 15 years)  beyond 2021 is wholly inadequate in supporting Fylde Coast and CLCR development programmes.   

5.27 Crucially, we are concerned at the failure to lay out a rationale or timetable for reviewing these priorities as the spatial strategy moves into implementation.  In reviewing that programme a more robust and holistic approach should be 
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developed that appraises the totality of proposed transport investment against the achievement of regeneration objectives at the level of the city region.

(ii) How could Policy RT8 and Tables 10.2 a-e be improved in setting achievable outcomes for transport improvements.

5.28
Grouping of schemes by sub-region and linkage to wider RSS policies rather than simply RTS objectives would assist greatly in conveying the pattern of proposed investment, the linkages with RSS objectives as a whole, and with the sub-regional policy frameworks in Part 4.  It would also assist in informing the debate over the appropriate balance of transport investment across the North West Region.

5.29
It would also be useful to show the issues which each scheme makes a major contribution to addressing – such as congestion, accessibility, sustainable mode choice etc. – as well as any significant links it provides to key areas.

5.30
Although inclusion of schemes within the Regional Funding Allocation (RFA) programme is crucial to delivery, this is reviewable and takes account of a number of issues – such as value for money and deliverability – which are   beyond the remit of the RTS. We believe that it would overall be preferable to show transport interventions listed according to their contribution to RSS and RTS spatial and other policy. The fact a scheme may or may not be included in the current RFA top quartile could be designated by some sort of symbol.

