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EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC
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TUESDAY 9 JANUARY 2007 - AM
Preamble

The attention of participants is particularly drawn to the following:

- 
Regional Assembly Briefing Note 20 which contains suggested amendments to  Chapter 10 and Appendix RT1/1 of the draft RSS; 

-
EiP/NWRA/2; EiP/AGMA/1; GONW’s Briefing Paper No 2, pp23-25, which each contain proposals for amended transport objectives.

MATTER 5A: OVERALL TRANSPORT STRATEGY
5A (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?
Panel Questions

1
Various transport objectives have been proposed, which may be summarised as:


- 
supporting economic development and competitiveness;


-
reducing the need to travel;


- 
encouraging a shift to more sustainable modes of transport;


- 
reducing congestion and improving journey time reliability;

-
improving accessibility between homes and key destinations (e.g. jobs, schools, local centres);

-
improving connectivity (for both passengers and freight) between major centres (including centres in other regions) and to key international gateways (e.g. ports, airports, main line stations);


-
reducing adverse impacts of transport (e.g. noise, air quality, danger, severance); 

-
improving the prospects of regeneration in areas of economic decline;


-
catering for the proposed distribution of significant development?


Are these objectives appropriate?  Are there critical omissions? Are they of equal importance or should they be prioritised? 

2 Would the proposed RSS policies help secure these objectives?

3 Should the RSS establish an explicit hierarchy of sustainable modes?

4 The Key Diagram shows major national and regional transport corridors?  Is it adequate or are there significant gaps?

5 Appendix RT1/1 and Diagram RT1 shows the public transport framework, although NWRA now suggest a simplified version.  Is the public transport framework shown in Appendix RT1.1 adequate?  Is it too complex for a regional strategy?  Does Diagram RT1.1 add value?  Should it show place names?   Should it identify significant gaps in provision, and points at which systems are consistently overcrowded, unreliable or otherwise in need of action?  If so, where are they?  Can they be prioritised – and according to what criteria?  Is the alternative now proposed by NWRA an improvement (Briefing Paper 20 p52 et seq)?  Would it be adequate? 

6 Appendix RT2.1 and Diagram RT2.1 show the functional road hierarchy.  Is this unduly complex for a regional strategy?  If so how should it be simplified?  Should road numbers/place names be shown on the diagram?  Should parts of the strategic network that are consistently congested, unreliable or otherwise unsatisfactory be identified?  If so, where are these?  Can they be prioritised?  What criteria should be used?  Should all roads in the strategic network and sub-regional networks be open to HGVs as a matter of policy?   

7 Should an integrated, multi-modal approach be adopted to transport policy, as suggested by AGMA?  If so, how is co-operation between various providers to be achieved?   How would this affect policies and priorities in the RSS?

8 Have the RTS policies been correctly identified in the draft RSS?  If not, what changes are needed?  Should the RTS policies be brought together in a separate Appendix?

9 Would the south of Crewe be a suitable location for an inter-modal freight terminal?

5A (ii) How will the draft RSS’s proposed patterns of development impact on the strategic highway and public transport networks?

Panel Questions

1 How do transport policies reflect the spatial development framework?  What additional capacity is planned to serve the new development proposed?

2 What would be the transport consequences of regionally significant economic development in the broad locations proposed in Policy W2?  The Highway Agency’s evidence is that some of these locations are not very accessible by non car modes, and are served by sections of the road network that are under stress.

3 What would be the transport consequences of residential development in the locations shown in Table 9.1?   

4 Are there any other relevant matters that participants wish to raise here that are not dealt with elsewhere?

TUESDAY 9 JANUARY 2007 - PM
MATTER 5B: DEMAND MANAGEMENT
5B (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?

Panel Questions

1 How can demand management be introduced in a particular area, without harming its prospects for development and regeneration, relative to those of neighbouring areas?  How should the work of local authorities be co-ordinated? 

2 Which routes or locations should have priority for the introduction of increased demand management?  What criteria should be applied?

3 Restrictive standards are already being applied in respect of the provision of private parking space in new development.  How effective are they?  Should they be tightened, for instance by applying the RPG13 “urban conurbation” standard to all regional towns, cities and key service centres?  Should the RSS provide more guidance on public car parks in terms of provision and pricing policies?

4 Should there be a regional policy for “park and ride”?

5 In what circumstances should road space be re-allocated in favour of public transport vehicles, goods vehicles, shared occupancy cars and/or cyclists? 

6 Should there be regional policies for cycling?  Is the potential benefit of encouraging cycling reflected in funding allocations?

7 Would restrictions on car use have adverse economic and social effects?  What would these be?  Should such restrictions be matched by commensurate public transport improvements?  How would these be secured, and how would this affect investment priorities?

8 Should there be a regional approach to road pricing and congestion charging, to avoid perverse effects arising from local initiatives?  What provision should the RSS make for this?

9 Are there any other relevant matters that participants wish to raise here that are not dealt with elsewhere?
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MATTER 5C: TRANSPORT INVESTMENT AND MANAGEMENT PRIORITIES

5C (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?
5C (ii) How could Policy RT8 and Tables 10.2 a-e be improved in terms of setting achievable outcomes for transport improvements?

Panel Questions

1 Does Policy RT8 set out appropriate priorities?  Would the priorities have been significantly different had equal weighting been given to economic, environmental and social criteria?

2 Table 10.2a-c provide for a higher level of investment in highway schemes than in public transport improvements.  Despite this, does the RSS fail fully to recognise the importance of highway infrastructure, as asserted in some representations?  Or does the balance accurately reflect regional priorities?  Or should a greater emphasis be given to public transport?  

3 Tables 10.2a-c exclude rail spending – what influence does the RSS have over this?

4 How do the investment priorities shown in Table 10.2 relate to the proposed regional spatial framework and the major development proposals in the RSS?

5 Do the investment priorities in Table 10.2 address the most serious shortcomings in the transport infrastructure?  If not, what different outcomes should be sought?  Have large schemes been favoured at the expense of smaller schemes which might offer a greater cumulative benefit?
6 Should schemes in Tables 10.2b-e be reconsidered in the light of the Government’s approval letter of 6 July 2006?  Should a more focussed approach be adopted to establishing priorities between these schemes?

7 Are schemes in Tables 10.2d-e realistic in view of the resources likely to be available (including RFA, TIF, rail funding etc)?  Is sufficient account taken of the potential for private sector funding of transport proposals (including developer contributions, PFI schemes etc)?  Are the start dates misleading?  Should schemes which are not expected to start until after 2021 be excluded from the RSS?

8 Are there any other relevant matters that participants wish to raise here that are not dealt with elsewhere?

WEDNESDAY 10 JANUARY 2007 – PM

MATTER 5D: AIRPORTS

Preamble

A number of participants have expressed understandable reservations about the Government’s policy as set out in the 2003 White Paper “The Future of Air Transport”, particularly in view of the propensity of aircraft to emit greenhouse gases that affect climate change.  Nevertheless, paragraph 24 of PPS11 makes it clear that the Regional Spatial Strategy must be consistent with the conclusions of the White Paper.  

In summary, the relevant conclusions of the White Paper are that Manchester Airport should be able to grow to accommodate up to 50 million passengers per annum (mppa) by 2030; that Liverpool John Lennon Airport should be able to grow to accommodate up to 12 mppa by 2030; that Blackpool Airport should be capable of developing the additional capacity needed to handle the level of traffic that it might attract; and that proposals should be brought forward for the development of Carlisle Airport to handle commercial flights.  As it is not the purpose of the EiP to inquire into Government policy, discussion of the merits of these conclusions will not be permitted.

We understand that a revision to the Air Transport White Paper is expected, but this was not available in time to inform the following questions.
5D (i) Does Policy RT3 provide a sustainable strategic context for the development of, and surface access to, the region’s airports, and is it consistent with other policies in the draft RSS and national policy context including the Air Transport White Paper 2003?
Panel Questions

1 Should the roles of the region’s airports be defined more clearly, as suggested by GONW?  If so, how? 

2 Should Manchester Airport be the subject of a separate policy?  If so, what should it say (see SDL/AGMA/17)? 

3 Does the sequential test for the physical expansion of airports require clarification and/or simplification? Do the terms “existing boundary”, “aviation related needs”, and “operational activities and facilities” require definition?  Are hotels, long-stay car parks, business parks, warehouses and other airport-related businesses “aviation related”?  What are “operational activities that are not essential for the day to day function of the airport”?  How do they differ from “other activities”?  Why should the relocation of “operational activities” be considered before the relocation of “other activities”?

4 Does the first sentence of Policy RT3 imply that airports should be the location of economic activities that have no operational connection with their transport functions?  If so, is this consistent with the sequential approach outlined in the policy?  Should it be recognised in the economic policies of the RSS (eg Policies W1 and W2)?  What are the implications of employment in the airports and co-located businesses for labour supply, housing and transport?  Should non-essential commercial development around airports be constrained, as suggested by NW TAR?

5 Table 5.4 of the Technical Appendix indicates that, in the long term, 25% to 40% of passengers at Manchester Airport will use public transport for surface access (between 12.5 and 20 mppa on a throughput of 50 mppa).  Will the proposed public transport improvements, including the third platform, other proposed rail improvements, and the proposed Metrolink extension, be sufficient to accommodate this level of use?  Are any other public transport improvements envisaged?  Are planned improvements to road access consistent with this objective?   How will demand be managed to secure modal shift?  

6 The corresponding target for Liverpool John Lennon Airport is 15% to 25% (between 1.8 and 3 mppa on a throughput of 12 mppa).  Are further public transport facilities planned to accommodate this?  Table 5.4 of the Technical Appendix suggests guided bus/light rapid transit and light rail access to the city centre will be necessary – what is proposed?

7 Lancashire County Council suggest that Blackpool Airport could handle up to 4 mppa by 2021.  Table 5.4 of the Technical Appendix gives a public transport target of 10% to 15% for passengers travelling to and from an airport of this size (between 0.4 and 0.6 mppa).  What public transport facilities are available or planned at Blackpool Airport, and what would their capacity be?

8 How will Airport Master Plans relate to the statutory development plan?

9 Should airport development be regulated in accordance with improvements in surface access, and by limits on noise and air pollution?  If so how, and should the RSS make provision for this?

10 Should airport parking be controlled to encourage modal shift?  If so, how should this be dealt with in the RSS?

11
Are there any other relevant matters that participants wish to raise here that are not dealt with elsewhere?
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