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1. INTRODUCTION
There are some potentially useful lessons to be drawn from comparing the experience to date of
Local Transport Plans (LTPs) and Local Transport Strategies (LTS) in England and Scotland. Both
frameworks grew out of the “new realism” transport policy debates of the late 1990s and, through
the respective 1998 English and Scottish Transport White Papers1, reflect a more integrated, multimodal and objective-led approach to the planning and delivery of transport infrastructure and
services at the local level. Moreover, both LTPs and LTSs were intended to bring about a step
change in the quality of local transport provision and the transport sector’s contribution to the
social, economic and environmental needs to local communities and businesses.
With both the LTP and LTS frameworks now established and in transition to their second round, it
is perhaps timely to consider whether the original objectives of the UK and Scottish Governments
have been met and how experience in the first round can offer useful recommendations for English
and Scottish national policy makers and local authorities in future. In particular, there is a growing
body of research evidence on LTP development, delivery and outcomes in England, much of it
undertaken by Atkins Transport Planning and other consultancies for the UK Department for
Transport. Some key findings of this research is presented in this paper together with comments on
its applicability to the first and second LTS rounds in Scotland.
The views presented in this paper are those of the consultants and do not necessarily reflect
the views of either the UK Department for Transport or the Scottish Executive. They also
precede the issue of LTS2 Guidance by the Scottish Executive which was due imminently at the
time of submission of this paper. The presenters would be very happy to receive comments from
Scottish local authorities and other researchers in the field on the applicability of their findings to
the LTS framework and wider transport planning and delivery issues in Scotland. Our contact
details are given at the end of the paper.

2. COMPARING THE SCOTTISH LOCAL TRANSPORT STRATEGY AND
ENGLISH LOCAL TRANSPORT PLAN PROCESSES
The first round LTPs and LTSs were submitted by English and Scottish local authorities in 2000.
The key similarities and differences between the two frameworks are set out in Table 1 below. In
particular, there was a recognition by policy makers north and south of the border that local
authorities themselves were best placed to develop appropriate solutions to local problems, with a
consequent reduction in central management of resources for specific schemes best planned and
delivered locally.
Within this approach, both LTPs and LTSs share the following attributes:
•

planning and delivery of an integrated package of measures contributing to an
overall strategy rather than a series of unconnected schemes;

•

a far greater focus on consultation and partnership to establish and deliver on a
shared vision and aspirations;

1

A New Deal for Transport – Better for Everyone. Department for the Environment, Transport and the Regions 1998.
Scotland’s Transport Future. Scottish Executive 1998.
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•

a focus on clear objectives which are related to local problems and issues together
with appropriate performance indicators and targets;

•

a broad coverage of all modes, including road safety, traffic managements,
measures to improve bus services, walking and cycling, travel awareness, Freight
Quality Partnerships and proposals for road user charging/workplace parking levies2;
and

•

a costed and realistic implementation programme of specific projects and policy
measures, linked to the stated objectives and targets.

There are also important differences reflective of (inevitable) contrasting political priorities, local
and regional government structures and institutional arrangements between Scotland and England.
Most apparent, the introduction of LTS by Scottish local authorities has been voluntary3 compared
to the statutory status imparted in England by the 2000 Transport Act4, although all Scottish
authorities have chosen to develop an LTS in practice.
Moreover, LTPs, and the associated Annual Progress Reports (APRs), have been key instruments
for the Department for Transport to direct long-term allocation of capital funding to English
authorities. The Department has increasingly used the APR framework as a means of monitoring,
“scoring” and financially rewarding authorities for good performance on the ground and likewise
penalising poor performance.
By contrast, the processes of local transport strategy development and allocation of funding for
delivery in Scotland remains separate. Scottish authorities bid for, or are allocated, specific funding
streams which may be announced by Ministers on an annual or periodic basis5. Whilst expenditure
against these streams must generally be consistent with the LTS, the Strategy itself does not
automatically secure the additional resources for its implementation leading to a document and
framework which is largely aspirational in nature. The Scottish Executive has also yet to develop an
approach to systematic LTS performance monitoring at the national level, assign published scores
to authorities on the basis of their delivery or link changes in funding explicitly to demonstration of
progress to date in terms of LTS implementation and delivery of desired outcomes.
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In the more remote parts of Scotland and the Scottish Islands, local transport provision also has to place a high priority on
“lifeline” air and ferry services, reflecting the peripherality of isolated communities from the Mainland and Central Belt.
3
In Scotland, it is the preparation of a Road Traffic Reduction Report which is a statutory requirement, not the LTS. In
practice, all Scottish authorities have chosen to produce an LTS of some description alongside the RTRR.
4
There is now some element of “voluntary” preparation of LTPs in England. Under the Comprehensive Performance
Assessment (CPA) undertaken by the Audit Commission each year, those authorities classed as “excellent” are now longer
required to prepare a Full LTP or APR. In practice, however, almost all exempt authorities are continuing to follow the
Department’s Guidance and will be likely to produce a Full LTP2 between July 2005 and March 2006.
5
For example, the Public Transport Fund, Integrated Transport Fund, Rural Transport Fund and Bus Route Development
Fund. Scottish Ministers have also recently made separate announcements over funding for Safer Routes to School and
investment to support cycling.
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Table 1 – Comparisons Between the English LTP and Scottish LTS Processes
English Local Transport Plans

Scottish Local Transport Strategies

Policy and Guidance set by Department for Transport
within context of 1997 Integrated Transport White Paper
“A New Deal for Transport” and 2004 White Paper “The
Future of Transport.”

Policy and Guidance set by the Scottish Executive within
context of Scottish White Paper “Travel Choices for
Scotland” and 2004 White Paper “Scotland’s Transport
Future.”

Statutory status under 2000 Transport Act. First round
Guidance required production of a Road Traffic Reduction
Report alongside the LTP.

Defined within the Transport (Scotland) Act 2001.
Administrative and voluntary, although encouraged by
Scottish Executive for supporting statutory Road Traffic
Reduction Reports and relevant funding bids.

85 LTPs covering a range of unitary, joint and
metropolitan Highway Authorities. Small number of Joint
LTPs.

32 LTSs covering all Scottish unitary authorities, SPT and
FETA. Authorities also members of voluntary Regional
Transport Partnerships.

5 year plans with first round covering 2001-2006. Second
round for 2005-2011 currently under preparation.

3 year plans with first round covering 2001-2004. 1 draft
LTS2 produced by City of Edinburgh for 2004-2007.

A strategy and delivery plan linked explicitly to
allocation of “mainstream” capital funding. UK
Government may initiate some targeted funding streams
from time to time e.g. Rural Bus Challenge, School Travel
Plans, Community Infrastructure Fund

A strategy and delivery plan with bids and allocations
for funding handled totally separately (e.g. bids to Public
Transport Fund, Rural Transport Fund). However,
expenditure must generally be consistent with LTS.

Focus on minor works but with scope to include and bid
for major strategic transport infrastructure and schemes
such as light rail, road user charging and public transport
interchange (Some schemes progressed by PTEs).

Tend to focus on minor works with major strategic
transport infrastructure largely covered through other
mechanisms (e.g. Scottish Parliament Partnership
Agreement).

Greater local discretion over allocation of resources.
Greater flexibility in shifting funding between schemes
provided these contribute to the overall strategy and
delivery of targets. Prudential Borrowing provides greater
flexibilities.

Funding is handled separately from LTS and where
provided is usually ringfenced for specific schemes and
programmes (Public Transport Fund, Bus Route
Development Fund). Prudential Borrowing provides greater
flexibilities.

Policy shift in favour of measures to encourage
public transport, walking and cycling with authorities
free to decide budget allocations to particular areas.

Policy shift in favour of measures to encourage public
transport, walking and cycling, although less flexibility to
switch budgets between different spending areas once
allocated by the Scottish Executive.

Greater emphasis on “soft” measures and demand
management, including Road User Charging

st

Greater emphasis on “soft” measures and demand
management, including Road User Charging.

Inclusive approach, with an emphasis on partnership
working to deliver key outcomes and public consultation
to ensure widest possible ownership of the LTP strategy.

Inclusive approach, with an emphasis on partnership
working to deliver key outcomes and public consultation to
ensure widest possible ownership of the LTP strategy.

Recognition of regional planning, but relatively weak
link in first round between LTPs and non-statutory
Regional Transport Strategies. Growing regional role in
second round in LTP-RTS consistency and regional
prioritisation of Major Schemes.

Some elements of local programmes delivered through
voluntary Regional Transport Partnerships in first round.
Scottish Executive proposals for statutory Regional
Transport Partnerships from 2006 with possible transfer of
co-ordination, delivery and funding powers from authorities.

Specific LTP Guidance issued every five years for LTPs
and annually for Annual Progress Reports. LTP2
Guidance issued in December 2004.

LTS Guidance issued in 2000, but no guidance or
requirement for Annual Progress Reports. LTS2 Guidance
still to be issued at time of writing, but expected early 2005.

Greater emphasis on targets, performance indicators
and monitoring with Annual Progress Reports
required setting out previous year’s programme delivery
and contribution towards quantified targets.

Inclusion of advice on targets and performance indicators in
LTS1 Guidance, but no formal process of annual
progress monitoring or “scoring” of authorities based
on performance.

Formal and published scoring of LTPs and APRs against
single set of criteria with authorities categorised as “well
above average,” “above average”, “average” and “weak.”
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3. EVALUATING LOCAL TRANSPORT PLANS IN ENGLAND
The formal definition of the Local Transport Plan framework was defined in the original Guidance6
as follows:
The framework by which Local Transport Authorities (LTAs) in England are
required to prepare and publish a Local Transport Plan (LTP) setting out their
policies for the promotion of safe, integrated, efficient and economic transport
in their area. Plans must be kept under review, altered if necessary and last
no longer than five years. LTPs provide the basis for Government allocations
to LTAs of the transport capital resources required to deliver their plans. Local
Transport Plans are not required from authorities in London, Scotland, Wales
or Northern Ireland.
Local Transport Plans should be drawn up in close consultation with local
people, businesses, transport operators and community groups. They will
cover all forms of transport.
It is important to realise, however, that the framework has not remained unchanged since its
inception. Figure 1 shows the evolution of LTPs from 2000, emphasising that the Government’s
approach has shifted from largely aspirational local transport strategies towards delivery of effective
programmes on the ground to increasingly a need to demonstrate movement towards national and
local objectives within the context of a performance management system. Likewise, the skills and
approaches which English authorities have had to deploy to ensure good performance and the best
possible case for sustained funding has become more complex. The LTP process has also had to
respond to the considerable amount of wider policy change in terms of Local Government
Modernisation, community planning and the evolution of Government approaches to improving
public services.
Figure 1 – The Evolution of the LTP Framework in England To Date

Policy Stage
1999-2001
Aspirational
Plans

2001-2003
Delivery and
Effective Spend

Skills Required to Support Policy
Strategy
Development &
Presentation

6

Project and
Programme
Delivery

2003 Onwards
Progress Towards
Objectives & Targets

Migration to
LTP2

Monitoring and
Performance
Management

Guidance on Full Local Transport Plans (2000) - Department for the Environment, Transport and the Regions
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Atkins Transport Planning was appointed in 2002 by the DfT to undertake an evaluation of its
application across England. This aimed to:
•

evaluate how well the LTP framework is meeting its original aims and the key strengths
and weaknesses of the process;

•

identify the extent to which English local authorities have applied the key principles of
the process as set out in Government Guidance and the key problems and enablers
encountered;

•

identify examples of, and factors behind, stronger and weaker performance, in terms of
process and delivery; and

•

make recommendations for possible changes to the process and guidance which may
assist authorities and DfT in developing the process in future.

The results of this initial “process” evaluation were published in March 20037. Atkins has
now been retained by DfT, in association with PricewaterhouseCoopers and Warwick
Business School, to undertake a longer-term evaluation of the LTP framework through to
the completion of the LTP first round in 2006, and during the transition to the second round
which commenced with the publication of draft LTP2 Guidance in July 2004. This longerterm evaluation is also assessing “impacts” in terms of patterns of LTP expenditure and
delivery programmes across authorities and their contribution to national and local
outcomes.
The evidence base for the research includes:
•

regional workshops with local transport practitioners and Government Offices;

•

semi-structured interviews with national and regional transport and other stakeholders;

•

quantitative analysis of local authority datasets on LTP expenditure, programme
delivery and performance against targets; and

•

twelve longitudinal LTPs case studies, examining different process and delivery issues
and the factors behind variations in strong and weak performance.

It is intended that the full research findings will be reported in early 2007, but has already
provided advice to DfT on the drafting of LTP2 Guidance which is due to be published on
the DfT website (www.dft.gov.uk) shortly. The remainder of this paper presents some of
the key findings of the research to date.
These findings point to the following emerging conclusions:
•

the introduction of the LTP framework has been strongly supported by local authorities,
the transport planning profession and, to a lesser extent, external stakeholders8. LTPs
are seen as a vast improvement from the former Transport Policies and Programme
(TPP) system and authorities believe that after years of under-funding and narrowly-

7

Local Transport Plan Policy Evaluation – Part 1 Final Report. Atkins (2003). See
http://www.dft.gov.uk/stellent/groups/dft_localtrans/documents/pdf/dft_localtrans_pdf_022473.pdf
8
In a survey of LTP practitioners undertaken in late 2003 as part of a series of regional workshops, 82% of respondents
replied that the process was “about right” or needed “only a few changes.”
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based allocations, they are in a far better position to make a visible contribution to
improved local transport over a sustained period;
•

the principles of the process are supported, at least to some extent, separately from
the considerable increase in capital funding for local transport which accompanied the
publication of the Government’s Ten Year Transport Plan9;

•

strengths of the LTP process are generally seen as outweighing the weaknesses with
many of the latter relating to how the process is funded or administered rather than the
fundamental principles of the process itself;

•

authorities have generally made a genuine attempt to apply the principles of the LTP
framework and meet the requirements set out in the Guidance, and have made good
progress in the four years since the first Plans were published;

•

there is evidence that authorities are planning in terms of wider policy agendas,
spending far larger capital budgets on local transport, delivering larger and broader
investment programmes and making a visible impact on the ground10;

•

consultation and partnership working is more in evidence in the planning and delivery
of LTP programmes with some excellent examples of stakeholder engagement and
broader ownership of shared solutions for local areas; and

•

DfT’s Guidance is generally seen as useful and effective (i.e. fit for purpose) in
conveying the Government’s requirements for LTP submissions, although formal and
informal advice and networking with Government Offices and other authorities is seen
as invaluable assistance to improving planning and delivery.

However:
•

LTP (and APR) preparation and delivery is seen as a lengthy and resource-intensive
task, especially in the face of acute staff and skills shortages experienced in many
authorities11 and the sheer amount of policy change faced by local government in
recent years;

•

success in meeting the requirements of the Guidance and delivering effective LTP
programmes varies widely between authorities and often reflects structural differences
in knowledge, capacity and political commitment to transport as well as more narrow
technical factors;

•

whilst local transport officers within authorities invariably support the process, this
support may not be fully shared by senior officers and members who may regard the
transport service as secondary in importance relative to education, social services and
other corporate priorities, or may articulate transport priorities at odds with those set
out in the LTP;

9

Funding for LTPs in 2003-2004 stands at around £1.7 billon, compared to around £900 million for the last years of the TPP
system.
10
An early fear that the introduction of Single Capital Pot in England from 2002 would lead to a leakage of capital funding out
of the LTP allocations into other service areas has generally not been realised in practice, although it is a finding that is more
applicable to revenue budgets.
11
A Local Authority Survey carried out by Atkins for the Commission for Integrated Transport in 2003 found that over a third
of local authorities have staff shortages of 30% or more, impacting on all aspects of LTP delivery.
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•

many authorities have generally found the practical difficulties of detailed programme
planning, delivery and monitoring more difficult than anticipated and key aspects of
many LTP programmes have been delayed as a result12;

•

whilst the introduction of the LTP process has been accompanied by a sharp increase
in capital allocations from Government, there has been no equivalent explicit increase
in revenue budgets and many authorities would regard themselves as capital rich but
revenue poor, with implications for staffing, the delivery of non-capital transport
interventions and ongoing maintenance;

•

whilst the original LTP Guidance encouraged greater cross-boundary working and
integration of local and regional transport planning, in practice these have been areas
of weakness. It is also unclear how the LTP system currently caters for transport
infrastructure investment necessary to support regional and sub-regional housing and
employment growth as distinct from delivering solutions to current problems;

•

whilst there is clearly a greater focus on consultation and partnership working,
authorities may not always demonstrate how the results of consultation are taken on
board in finalising the strategy or the additional value added by partners. Indeed, many
partnerships are based on principles only rather actively geared towards shared
delivery and there has been mixed success in engaging some third parties, such as the
Strategic Rail Authority, bus operators and health and education sectors;

•

whilst authorities are pursing a broader range of initiatives, delivery of highways
maintenance, local safety and traffic management and calming has often been
progressed more rigorously than potentially more political contentious (and technically
complex) proposals to give priority to public transport, promote modal shift or manage
demand;

•

the technical analysis underpinning the assembly of many LTP programmes may lack
a robust evidence base and methodology with a consequent lack of certainty that LTP
targets are achievable with the resources now being committed;

•

the difficulties of data collection and analysis have so far constrained efforts to produce
a comprehensive and robust analysis of LTP outcomes and contribution to national
and local objectives; and

•

some authorities continue to believe that LTP and APR submissions are more about
“good presentation” rather than reflecting a robust and evidence-based local transport
planning and delivery process.

It is apparent that at least some of these issues identified are likely to be transitional
effects which will be addressed through changes to LTP Guidance, generation and
dissemination of good practice and ongoing development of authorities’ knowledge,
experience and capacity to improve. The APR process also provides a mechanism for DfT
and authorities to address issues and problems (e.g. through revision of targets) during the
LTP five year period and report improvements. For example:

12

The same Local Authority Survey found that 50% of authorities believed delivery of their LTP programme to be behind
schedule. Separate analysis by DfT shows that many Provisionally Accepted LTP Major Schemes have suffered delays of 23 years on programme with average cost increases of 17%.

7

•

capacity constraints on delivering larger capital programmes are being addressed
through greater reliance on outsourcing, term consultancies and strategic alliances
with private sector service providers;

•

some authorities have addressed staff shortages through a range of internal training,
better career development, and recruitment from a wider pool of potential job
applicants;

•

there are some excellent examples of active partnerships combining the respective
assets and skills of local authority and external stakeholders and use of joint resources
to produce better outcomes for all concerned;

•

there are examples of excellent monitoring and performance management systems
being implemented, at departmental and corporate level, with the aim of ensuring that
LTP programmes can make the best contribution to the desired outcomes and make
the case for further investment; and

•

recent Guidance from the Department on the second round of LTPs has placed far
more emphasis on the regional and sub-regional context, management of demand and
the need for LTPs to be fully aligned with authorities’ corporate objectives and
community strategies.

4. PARALLEL OBSERVATIONS FOR LOCAL TRANSPORT STRATEGIES
In Scotland, an equivalent policy and impact evaluation of the LTS framework has not yet, to the
best of our knowledge, been being formally undertaken and published. However, we feel many of
the emerging findings of the English experience will strike a resonant chord north of the border and
the lessons learnt will be applicable to a Scottish local authority audience.
For example, an early review of the first round of LTS documents13 for the Scottish Executive,
published in 2001, made a number of observations:
•

all Scottish local authorities, including SPT and FETA, have developed an LTS, although the
comprehensiveness, quality and format of the Plans varies considerably;

•

the Plans contain a wide of policy measures, resulting in comprehensive strategies for most
areas, although with varying levels of detail;

•

the extent to which targets and desired outcomes have been set and quantified varies
considerably, with some authorities having few quantified targets and indicators at all; and

•

there is a variation in the extent to which strategies are deliverable within the available
resources.

Experience since 2001 allows us to elaborate further on some key observations. In particular, the
separation of LTS development from the funding allocation process has meant that the Scottish
approach is largely unable to provide the long-term certainty of funding or the flexibility of
programming which English practitioners regard as core strengths of the LTP system. There is
potential that this uncertainty and the introduction of “stop-start” funding streams for specific
initiatives adversely affects long-term planning and delivery at the local level and therefore for
Scottish authorities to meet their LTS objectives.
As with the English experience, preparation of LTS has been found to be a time-consuming task
given the staff resources available and many of the practical difficulties of delivering programmes
13

Review of Local Transport Strategies and Road Traffic Reduction Reports. Steer Davies Gleave (2001):
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on the ground are highly relevant. In particular, staffing and skills shortages, constraints on revenue
funding and mixed levels of political support and corporate priority given to transport appear to be
common themes. It is arguable whether these problems are especially prevalent within the LTS
system due to relatively small size of Scottish unitary authorities and the lack of a systematic
national performance management framework equivalent to APRs in England.
Scottish authorities, like their English counterparts, have found that co-ordination of local transport
with external stakeholders such as bus operators and the rail industry can be an often difficult
experience in the absence of proactive personalities, effective joint working structures, adequate
levels of funding and a shared understanding of mutual benefits of partnership working. However,
one area where the Scottish system has made progress is in the area of voluntary Regional Transport
Partnerships (RTPs). Cross-boundary working and the allocation of funding to regional and subregional projects seems to have been stronger in Scotland compared to England, certainly in the first
round of LTPs/LTSs. Again, the relatively small scale of Scottish unitary authorities, and the
evident benefits of working jointly with neighbouring authorities on priorities of more than local
significance, may be an important factor behind this
The lack of a systematic LTS annual reporting process or national research programme makes it
more difficult to assess how Scottish authorities have used their LTSs’ to deliver improvements on
the ground, contribute to their objectives or offer value for money for the resources provided. This
situation also makes a systematic examination of the key barriers and enablers to delivery more
difficult, whilst the absence of an APR equivalent mechanism means that problems with LTS
cannot be addressed within the three year period. Authorities essentially report progress by
demonstrating that they have spent the allocations provided with little further explicit consideration
of what has actually been delivered, where and with what impact. There are some clear examples of
good practice in terms of schemes delivered14 and some positive movements in key national
indicators, but far less evidence on how progress varies across Scotland and the factors underlying
good. moderate or weak performance. This is a clear area of potential future research.

5. FACTORS IN DETERMINING LTP DELIVERY AND PERFORMANCE
An important practical dimension of the Atkins research for the DfT to date has focused on
determining and evaluating varying patterns of performance across policy areas and between
authorities. The current spatial distribution of the quality of local authority transport planning and
delivery across England, as determined by DfT’s assessment for 2003-2004 is shown in the map
over the page.

14

For example, Edinburgh’s LTS2 (Chapter 4) contains a useful analysis of LTS achievements between 2000 and 2004,
including performance against specific targets.
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In 2004, Atkins evaluated the quality of planning and delivery being undertaken in those authorities
classed by DfT as “weak” in this assessment15. This work is now being repeated in 2005 with the
intention of expanding it to increasingly consider the factors determining stronger performance (i.e.
“well above average” and “above average”) by some authorities. The intention is to produce
practical recommendations on the key internal and external influences governing effective planning
and delivery and what overall improvement of authorities’ capacity and competencies can increase
their ability to meet the Government’s and their own LTP objectives.
Our 2004 research identifies a number of specific corporate and technical factors which impacted to
pull authorities’ performance down in recent annual settlement rounds.
Corporate and Managerial Areas of Weakness
•

there may be insufficient priority given by senior management and political leadership to the
importance of the LTP and APR process overall and the need to demonstrate progress;

•

there is insufficient linkage between the authority’s transport plans and delivery programmes
and the wider corporate and community goals, leading to transport being progressed largely in
its own “silo” independently of, and sometimes in conflict with, other service areas;

•

poor project, programme and performance management;

•

lack of cost management and prioritisation of budgets to ensure effective programme delivery;

•

insufficient recognition of the importance of good communication, within the authority, with
external stakeholders and partners, and with the media;

•

a failure of human resource management, particularly in recruiting and retaining the right skills
and ensuring staff are developed and motivated to their maximum potential.

Technical Areas of Weakness
•

an over-reliance on “bottom-up” processes for programme assembly with historical precedent
or political considerations more important than focused delivery of LTP targets in the most cost
effective way;

•

difficulties in setting realistic, but challenging, targets and relating these to outcomes
(contribution to objectives) rather than output (delivery of schemes);

•

difficulties in obtaining and managing performance data suitable for demonstrating level of
progress against specific objectives;

•

poor ability to explain, and respond to, divergences between the planned programme and actual
reported progress; and

•

an inability to capture the benefits of joint working and learn best practice from others.

Factors to Driving Improvement
Conversely, our ongoing research with other authorities shows that factors determining effective
performance include:
15

In England, DfT assesses each authority’s Annual Progress Report for the previous year’s programme, scoring against
expenditure of the programme budget, delivery of schemes in line with projections and whether targets are shown to be “on
track.” A percentage score is given and used to place each authority in one of four bands. “Weak” is the lowest of these
bands and was assigned to 10 out of the 85 English LTP authorities in 2003, triggering a programme of direct engagement
between DfT, the relevant Government Office and the respective authorities. This programme, for which Atkins provided
technical advice and assistance, aimed to identify the factors governing poor performance and agree specific actions for
developing short-term and medium-term improvements. A similar exercise is being carried out in 2005 with those authorities
scored as “weak” on the basis of their 2003-2004 APRs.
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•

a strong priority given to transport as a means of delivering the authority’s wider corporate and
community goals, with resultant active commitment to the LTP by senior executive and
political leadership. This in turn is reflected by transport managers who are proactive in making
the case for their service area within the authority and putting it within a wider political and
social context;

•

effective departmental structures where there are clear lines of responsibility and the elements
of LTP planning and delivery are explicitly owned by named officers or teams who are clearly
accountable to senior management for delivery and demonstration of progress;

•

a commitment to staff recruitment, training and career development at all levels;

•

strong project, programme and performance management with LTP programmes clearly
managed and prioritised on the basis of their capacity to deliver the objectives and targets in the
most cost effective and timely way;

•

consultation and engagement methods which take a user focus, clearly promote the authority’s
objectives and which assist, rather than delay, scheme implementation

•

excellent communication at all levels (including with the media) and a commitment to effective
partnership working and learning and dissemination of best practice; and

•

a clear understanding of the Guidance and the specific responses required by national policy
makers in process, not just presentational, terms.

6. TOWARDS THE SECOND ROUND IN SCOTLAND AND ENGLAND
Both the UK and Scottish Governments have recently published updated national frameworks for
transport strategy and delivery16. In Scotland, the Executive’s White Paper includes proposals for a
new National Transport Agency and new statutory Regional Transport Partnerships (RTPs) to
facilitate the planning, funding and delivery of transport.
At the time of writing formal LTS2 Guidance is due to be issued shortly by the Scottish Executive
with authorities likely to be given around a year to produce their updated frameworks. It will clearly
be interesting to see how the new Guidance reflects the lessons learnt from the first round and
whether account has been taken of emerging elements of the English LTP system, particularly in
relation to performance management and assessment.
It also seems likely that the introduction of statutory RTPs, in particular, will have significant
impacts on the second LTS round if there is some transfer of powers and funding from local
authorities to the Partnerships to deliver their regional objectives and targets and address travel
patterns which increasingly cross the boundaries of individual local authorities17. Indeed, such an
arrangement may lead to a stronger model of regional transport planning and delivery than that
currently envisaged in England18, allow local authorities to have more influence in discussions with
the Scottish Executive and potentially address many of the issues of staff and skills shortages,
technical and analytical tools and capabilities and political support which are evident for many of
the smaller unitary authorities presently.
In England, DfT have now issued Final LTP2 Guidance. This sets out the key requirements which
English authorities should follow in drafting their Provisional LTP2s for July 2005 and Final LTPs
for March 2006. It is notable that whilst the basic principles of the LTP process remain unchanged,
16

The Future of Transport – Department for Transport (2004). Scotland’s Transport Future – Scottish Executive (2004).
See Scotland’s Transport Future: Proposals for Statutory Regional Transport Partnerships. Scottish Executive (October
2004). The intention is to create five statutory RTPs covering all Scottish local authorities by early 2006, each with
responsibilities to develop and implement a Regional Transport Strategy. At the time of writing, the Scottish Executive is
consulting on the precise boundaries and constituent authorities of each RTP and the model of functions and powers to be
transferred in each region.
18
For example, through Regional Transport Boards which, on the basis of current proposals, will be largely advisory rather
than having direct responsibilities for planning and delivery or any powers to raise funds themselves.
17
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there are some important differences in the detailed requirements, reflecting recent developments in
Local Government Modernisation, regional planning, European legislation and lessons learnt from
the first round. In particular:
•

there is a far greater focus on the development of targets, performance indicators and delivery
programmes for a smaller number of priority outcomes, largely linked to DfT’s focus on
national objectives for congestion, safety, accessibility and air quality, and emphasising the
emerging role of the LTP framework as a performance management system;

•

there is more emphasis given to making best use of existing assets, demand management and
ensuring value for money from LTP expenditure;

•

there is a change in approach from the LTP being a bid for capital funding to a delivery plan
centred on best use of a pre-determined “planning guideline” based on need, national transport
priorities and authorities own proven capacity to deliver effective programmes and meet their
targets;

•

there is a far stronger emphasis given to regional and sub-regional planning, including a
requirement for LTPs to be consistent with (now statutory) Regional Transport Strategies and
for authorities to provide clear evidence of working across boundaries and at sub-regional level.
This is being accompanied by the specification of indicative regional transport allocations in the
2005 Budget and increasing influence by Regional Assemblies on transport priorities, including
LTP Major Schemes. This falls short of the actual transfer of powers and funding, however, as
is currently proposed for Scotland’s RTPs; and

•

there are some specific new requirements for LTP2, including the requirement to prepare
Accessibility Strategies and Action Plans, Strategic Environmental Assessment and Transport
Asset Management Plans.

Initial evidence suggests that English authorities broadly support the new arrangements for LTP2,
but may, to varying degrees, regard the technical, institutional and logistical requirements as
challenging, especially in the short time period left before submission of the Provisional LTP2s in
July 2005.

7. CONCLUSIONS
We believe that the experience of Local Transport Plans in England since 2000 presents some clear
parallels and lessons for the preparation and monitoring the effectiveness of future LTSs in
Scotland. It is also clear that many of the practical problems of planning and delivering local
transport schemes on the ground are common to both countries.
There is scope for England to learn from Scotland in a number of areas. There is a diverse range of
good practice for rural transport schemes improving accessibility for isolated communities, for
example, whilst close attention will be focused on the City of Edinburgh as it moves towards
delivery of its Congestion Charging scheme within the context of its second LTS. Significantly, the
proposals for transfer of some powers, funding and responsibilities for transport delivery from local
authorities to statutory RTPs may offer some very useful lessons for local and regional transport
planners south of the border which will be watched with interest.
Finally, the evolution of the English LTP system and the factors governing authorities’ performance
within it offer some instructive lessons for Scottish authorities in seeking to improve the overall
quality of their local transport planning processes, targeting of resources on effective delivery and
consequent ability to demonstrate the case for funding at the regional and national levels. These
lessons may stand them in a better position in seeking to exploit the potential of the LTS second
round, whether or not the Scottish Executive seeks to introduce Annual Progress Reporting on the
English model and respond, in time, to the RTPs now under consideration across Scotland.
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