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Matter 1:  Vision, Objectives and Overall Approach

Matter 1E:  Sustainability
(i)
Are the Sustainability Appraisal and the SEA robust?
As the Environment Agency point out in their response to the Sustainability Appraisal, out of 125 recommendations put forward as to how the SA could be improved, only a quarter have been implemented, seriously undermining the process.   (Amongst those ignored is the proposal that there should be a sustainable transport hierarchy).   In addition, the contradictions highlighted earlier ensure this RSS could not be regarded as a robust sustainable instrument. 
Most notably, the whole approach to the SA and Draft RSS has been seriously lacking, although the North West Transport Activists Roundtable are sympathetic to the fact that the sustainability team at the NWRA was very much under-strength for some considerable time during the evolution of the Draft RSS.
The EIP Panel should be aware that although some early drafts of possible RSS policies were canvassed with (and amended by) the Regional Assembly’s Planning, Environment and Transport Key Priority Group (KPG), this body was disbanded in summer 2005 along with the other KPGs, the Planning Advisory Group, the Policy Committee and the Executive Committee and no replacement structures were set up.   Significantly re-written policies appeared first as part of a short targetted on-line consultation on an initial composite working draft in early Autumn 2005.  Then, in quick succession, there was a six-week on-line consultation on the full Interim Draft.  While this process was underway and before the deadline for comments, a later version almost identical to Draft RSS was canvassed amongst an ad hoc grouping of specially invited stakeholders who attended one hastily convened meeting about it.  The final version of Draft RSS was then signed off by a newly-formed Executive Board over the 2005-2006 Christmas-New Year holiday period.  (N.B. All these points were made in the comments the NW TAR made on the Pre-Submission Consultation Statement document in their letter to the EIP Panel dated March 24th which they submitted along with their response forms commenting on Draft RSS).  
New NWRA sub-groupings beneath that Executive Board level are only just being established over a year after the previous structure was disbanded.  During that period there has been a gaping democratic deficit at a crucial time for regional planning.   The evolution of the North West Regional Spatial Strategy has not followed the agreed Project Plan which was only signed off earlier last year and the whole process has fallen significantly short of any acceptable due process.
(ii)
Does the Draft RSS achieve the right balance between economic growth, social inclusion, including equality and diversity issues, and environmental protection/ enhancement?
The NW TAR, in its responses to the earlier questions posed by the EIP Panel as part of Matter 1, has stated several times that it strongly believes this Draft RSS is seriously lacking in balance.   The over-whelming emphasis on economic aspects throughout the document means that environmental protection is poorly dealt with, as are social issues.  This is illustrated amongst other things by the lack of concern about environmental capacity throughout the document, the failure to require developers to gather information on environmental characteristics, by the way the countryside and rural communities do not feature in ‘City Region’ policies and by the weak wording proposed for the Green Belt Policy.
(iii)
Do the proposals in the Draft RSS sufficiently provide for tackling climate change and mitigating its impact?
The answer to this crucial question is a resounding ‘No’.  There is no discrete policy on climate change, it does not pervade the entire RSS as it should, as part of the Action for Sustainability (AfS) framework, (http://rpg.nwra.gov.uk/uploads/ rpg_docs/rp_ChMU_AfS_Complete.pdf) it does not feature at all in the transport policies and the only place where it is tackled seriously - within Policy DP 1 - it is done so in a manner which lacks specificity.  Meanwhile, some policies such as those on airports and transport priorities, would act contrary to DP 1.
(iv)
Does the Draft RSS provide a framework that can meet the aim of reducing the need to travel?

again, a resounding ‘No’.   The transport priorities strongly favour highway schemes, the Airports policy appears to endorse the Airport Master Plans unseen (they were only published after the close of consultation in Draft RSS), there are calls for better connectivity between the vast ‘City Regions’, many of the proposed strategic regional sites are located on Green Belt/ greenfields and/or otherwise unsustainable sites and the approaches to demand management (including freight movements and strategic park and ride sites) and soft measures/ smart choices do not represent best practice.  This is contrary to the expressed opinion of regional stakeholders.  In two consultations conducted as part of the process of drawing up the AfS framework, the theme of ‘reducing the need to travel’ was the most popular one by far from a wide range of choices (ref. SLD/NW TAR/1). 
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