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Matter 1:  Vision, Objectives and Overall Approach

Matter 1A:  Vision and Objectives
(i)
Are the overall vision and objectives in the Draft RSS appropriate and do they adequately cover the characteristics and issues of the whole region?
The Vision is not adequate because:
1.
The ‘visionary’ part of the ‘Vision’ statement is focused almost entirely on economic growth and success and on achieving a high quality of life through that measure.  This is not in line with current government thinking.  The government’s latest sustainable development strategy, ‘Securing the Future’, launched in 2005 by the Prime Minister, (core document GEN 10) acknowledges that economic growth does not automatically deliver improved quality of life.  This finding is wholeheartedly endorsed by the Sustainable Development Commission which has long called for a radically different approach to measuring economic progress that recognises not all economic growth supports environmental and social goals.
2.
Only “areas of natural beauty” receive a specific mention in the forward-looking part of this section (as opposed to the opening description of that which exists at the moment) and then only as a setting for economically vibrant rural communities.   There is no mention of the need to protect the countryside for its own sake, nor a recognition of the contribution that can be made to the quality of life by operating within environmental limits and by green infrastructure.  Such an approach fails to provide the necessary balance between economic, social and environmental issues. 
3.
The region’s own sustainability agenda, Action for Sustainability (AfS) is not mentioned at all in the ‘Vision’ or in the Regional Development Framework Objectives in para. 4.2 (p. 8).  Inexplicably it is only mentioned in ‘The Wider Policy Context’ in para. 3.1 (p. 6).  Yet it is supposed to stand alongside and on a par with the RSS and RES. The AfS’s 10 priorities should be an integral part of the Vision and Objectives.  [Ref. SLD/NW TAR/1:  Action for Sustainability, Programme for Integrating Sustainable Development Across the N.W., http://rpg.nwra.gov.uk/uploads/rpg_ChMU_AfS_Complete.pdf].  

4.
Climate change, now widely recognised as the major environmental issue that needs to be addressed in the first half of the 21st century, is poorly dealt with by the phrase: “The region must become better prepared for the impacts of climate change”.  It is unclear whether this is a half-hearted call to action or simply a cri de coeur, but in not requiring firm measures to tackle climate change it is wholly inadequate.  In our view, the entire RSS should relate to the contributions the region can make in tackling climate change.  This would tie in with one of the AfS’s 10 priorities which calls for “an active approach to reducing our contribution to climate change”.
5.
Just one of the ‘City Regions’ which has evolved from the ‘Northern Way’ work is mentioned in the ‘Vision’ statement - Central Lancashire - and it is approached in a discursive manner which assumes an understanding of this new concept.  It is entirely inappropriate to introduce this reference here at all.  In any event, of all the proposed ‘City Regions’, the Central Lancashire one is the one which has the shakiest credentials as it has no historic basis.
Possible alternative phrasing (and alternative layout for existing pointers):

From sentence no. 2 of paragraph 3, change the wording to that shown underlined
“The challenge is to …. boost quality of life for North West people as a whole whilst living within environmental limits.  To achieve this we need to: 
· deal with dereliction; 
· promote healthier and more sustainable patterns of activity,
·  improve air and water quality;
·  enhance our urban, coastal and rural landscapes; 
· protect the wider countryside for its own sake;
·  follow best practice in respect of green infrastructure and 
· increase the region’s contribution to national and global environmental targets.  
This is to be achieved by promoting the region’s sustainability agenda as outlined in its Action for Sustainability programme, setting regional targets and adopting measures aimed at reducing greenhouse gas emissions.  Meanwhile, the region must become better prepared for the already unavoidable  impacts of climate change, taking where necessary steps to address it”.  
The overall RSS objectives are not adequate because:

1. There is no commitment to treat land as a finite resource
2. There is only the weakest unquantified commitment in relation to green-house gas emissions (bullet 6) ie. to reduce key ones.  This is weakened further in para. 2.14 which says:  “Particularly critical is the need to adapt to and, as far as possible, reduce the effects of climate change...”.  
3.
Two key tenets of the region’s Action for Sustainability programme relating to transport are ignored – the requirement that transport interventions should be sustainable and the aim of reducing the number of miles travelled by people and goods.  
And the Regional Transport Strategy objectives are not adequate because:

1. They fail to strike the right balance between economic, environmental  and social criteria and they fail to adopt the approach of the UK Sustainable Development Strategy which integrates rather than juxtaposes economic, environmental and social criteria.
2. They fail to tackle transport’s contribution to climate change and environmental degradation
3.
They fail to promote the most popular theme in two region-wide Action for Sustainability consultations, ie. reducing the need to travel.

4.
They promote a poor freight strategy which should not be endorsed by this RSS as it failed to follow DfT Good Practice Guide No. 335 by not involving members of the community or the environmental sector in its evolution. The Good Practice Guide says Freight Quality Partnerships should include “Environmental groups (eg. Transport 2000 and Friends of the Earth) [which] can highlight particular local environmental concerns [and] residents groups [which] can represent the concerns of local residents”.  The North West Freight Advisory Group which devised the North West Freight Strategy did not follow this advice.
(ii)
Does the Draft RSS provide an appropriate, realisable and sustainable strategy for the region, having regard to national objectives/ policy, key strategic issues and factors influencing change?

The Draft NW RSS is not appropriate, realisable or sustainable because:
1.
It is a very contradictory document.    For instance, one key Regional Development Principle (bullet four, Policy DP 1) states that there should be ”appropriate economic, environmental health, transport and other impact assessment[s] of proposals and schemes” and yet Table 8.1  proposes a number of strategic regional sites in unsustainable locations, Table 9.1 proposes a huge rise in housing provision without adequate evidence and Tables 10.2a to e inclusive endorse a large number of highway schemes for which there have been no economic impact assessments or strategic environmental appraisals.
2.
But for one brief mention under ‘The Wider Context;’, it all but ignores the region’s own sustainability agenda – Action for Sustainability [ref. SLD/NW TAR/1).
3.
Its approach and commitment to climate change is wholly inadequate.  There should be regional targets which will help to deliver international promises and defined national needs.

4.
It does not abide by the five guiding principles of the UK’s Sustainable Development Strategy – Securing the Future.  It inadequately addresses the need to ‘live within environmental limits’, its weak approach to air quality and walking will not ensure a ‘healthy society’ and its wholly unbalanced emphasis on economic success will not ‘achieve a sustainable economy’.   Moreover, its emphasis on the unproven and undemocratically devised ‘City Regions’ and the way in which the Draft RSS was pitched directly to a newly-formed Strategic Board and not via any Assembly sub-groupings cannot be seen as examples of ‘good governance’.  Finally, its attempts to downplay the importance of climate change constitute a poor example of ‘using sound science responsibly’.
Matter 1B:  Spatial Principles

(i)
Does the Draft RSS set out the right underlying principles for spatial planning in the region?
No, it does not because: 
1.
Instead of taking the holistic and balanced approach required of an RSS, it virtually reproduces, albeit in a different style, the Regional Economic Strategy and then appends some environmental and social elements which, unlike many of the economic ones, are not quantified or attached to firm targets. 
2.
Without adequate justification, it has moved away from the sound principles of extant RPG  13 whereby development was to be focused on the North West Metropolitan Area, named towns and cities and identified areas in need of regeneration to the unproven concept of promoting three huge ‘City Regions’ which together cover half of the entire region.   (This argument is developed further in response to Matter 2B).

3.
It fails to emphasise the need to conserve the countryside and open spaces in built-up areas and to protect built heritage which is important to communities.

(ii)
Are the different elements of DP1 clearly stated and how will they be monitored? 
Their lack of specificity will make monitoring and enforcing them impossible.  Bullet four of ‘Make more sustainable transport decisions’ (Policy DP 1) needs to state explicitly that economic impact assessments, strategic environmental appraisals and health assessments should be conducted on all major develop-ments and all transport schemes costing £5 m. plus before planning applications for them are lodged.  Also, there should be regional targets for climate change.   

(iii)
Is the sequential approach in DP 1 appropriate?
The sequential approach has been demonstrated to be the most sustainable but the one proposed here requires more tiers/refinement.  There needs to be specific reference to protecting designated land as a priority.  International designations should come first (eg. RAMSAR sites), nationally-recognised designations second (eg. Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and Green Belts) and local designations last (eg. Landscape Character Areas or Cheshire’s Areas of Special County Value).
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