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Matter 2:  Spatial Strategy
Matter 2A:  Overall Spatial Strategy
(i)
Does the Draft RSS sufficiently express a spatial strategy that addresses the region’s priorities for growth, regeneration and investment?  Does Policy RDF 1 provide sufficient detail on the spatial priorities for main development locations?
Unlike the approach taken in extant RPG/ RSS, this Draft RSS does not sufficiently express a spatial strategy that addresses the region’s priorities.  It would be foolhardy to change, as dramatically as is proposed, from the existing policies when they are working quite well.  
Existing Policy SD4 has succeeded in suppressing development in the North Cheshire Green Belt and helped to focus developer attention onto the area defined as the North West Metropolitan Area, named towns and cities and areas of need.  

Draft Policy RDF 1 is lacking in definition and would open up all the areas covered by the ‘City Regions’ (half of the entire North West) – including significant tranches of Green Belt – to development pressures.  Much greater specificity is needed to ensure areas in need of regeneration, such as North and East Manchester, receive the inward attention and investment they need.  Without specific direction and blocking mechanisms to prevent them doing otherwise, developers will focus on greenfield sites and on honeypot areas in rural and semi-rural areas rather than on  brownfield areas and urban renaissance. 
(ii)
Do the thematic policies and sub-regional policies amount to a consistent and coherent regional strategy?

The one consistency in all the sub-regional policies is that they all go for growth.  This is clearly an unrealistic approach which does not amount to a cohesive whole.  It would be far more sustainable, as stated in response to question 2A (i), to direct growth to areas of need.  Throughout the document, economic objectives are prioritised over and above environmental and social considerations and the concept of environmental capital and social constraints is frequently lacking.  Particularly poor practice was represented by the study which was carried out on the West Cheshire and North East Wales Sub-Region.  Commissioned by a group of strategic players on both sides of the border in order to pursue a particular line of investigation, this produced recommendations which pose a serious threat to Green Belt around Chester and to Green Corridors in Wales.  NW TAR commend the reports by CPRE for flagging up shortfalls in this study.  [Ref: SLD/CPRE/14].
(iii)
Does the spatial strategy provide a framework for improving accessibility to jobs and services particularly by sustainable modes for all parts of the region?
This is not a sustainable spatial strategy because of its over-emphasis on ‘connectivity’ and on road schemes as a means of improving access.  It is insufficiently focused on ‘soft measures’/ smart choices.  We refer the EIP Panel to the NW TAR response to Matter 5B on ‘Demand Management’.
(iv)
Is it appropriate for the Draft RSS to omit the previous designation of Regeneration Priority Areas? 

It is not appropriate it has been dropped.  Highlighting these would help to focus attention on areas of greatest need.  
(v)
Is the Key Diagram fit for purpose and do the Sub-Regional Diagrams add value?
The key diagram is inadequate.  It should illustrate the Green Belts – as Structure Plans did - and also highland and lowland areas as did the key diagram in RPG 13.  It should also illustrate flood plains (particularly apposite for development).
Sub-regional diagram 5.1 depicts the ‘City Regions’ as extending over even wider terrain than any previous illustrations.  The original diagram of the ‘Northern Way’ on the cover of an ODPM Sustainable Communities publications showed it as covering a wide corridor around the M62 as far as the North West was concerned.  Every depiction since has shown it extending farther and farther.  This illustration has the three ‘City Regions’ covering half of the entire region.   This is an exceedingly worrying prospect bearing in mind the amount of countryside these regions cover and the lack of attention given to rural and semi-rural areas in any of the City Region policies or the City Region Development Programmes.  
Matter 2B: City Regions
(i)
Does the City Region approach adequately address the different pressures and needs of the various parts of the region or are there alternative sub-regional approaches which better reflect these needs and pressures?
From a democratic perspective, it is objectionable the way the ‘City Regions’ have been parachuted into Draft RSS.  They do not adequately address the demography or the topography or the needs of the different parts of the region.  No explanation is provided of them in planning terms.  How can they be adopted if it is not possible to understand clearly what they mean?  Where is the robust justification?  And, if they are to be adopted, the descriptions of the areas they cover should not be couched in purely economic terms – there should be an explanation of other characteristics, eg. the important role played by the Green Belts.  Also, the crucial need to retain the varying characteristics within these vast areas needs to be stressed.  There is only a value in having these new ‘City Regions’ if they are in fact a force for truly sustainable communities and not an excuse for introducing unsustainable transport infrastructure and development.

Regrettably (and predictably) there are a number of instances where sloppy wording leaves meanings wide open to interpretation.  For instance, in paragraph 5.2, there is the phrase – in relation to new development and investment - “Much of this will be in the cities and towns making up the three City Regions of Manchester, Liverpool and Central Lancashire”.  This is objectionable because of  its vagueness.   If policies and text on ‘City Regions’ are retained, there is a need for them to be much clearer if they are to lead to sustainable development.  Imprecise wording must be checked or there is a very strong likelihood that greenfields and open spaces will be targeted by developers – leading to urban sprawl.  In this event, everywhere becomes a loser – the areas of need, the countryside and areas which currently enjoy a high standard of living. 
The EIP Panel may well wish to consider the opinions expressed in the recently-published report ‘Evolution and Devolution in England’.  Written by Treasury Ministers Ed Balls and John Healy and the Director of the New Local Government Network (NLGN), Chris Leslie, it advises that the English regions should be key units for policy-making on matters such as transport, planning and economic development and it strongly urges a cautious approach to ‘City Regions’.  The authors express fears that powerful ‘City Regions’ could lead to “territorial con-frontation” between cities, and result in places outside the ‘City Regions’ losing out.  Instead they support voluntary alliances of local authorities – like AGMA – working within the regional framework.  This is a point of view NW TAR can sign up to – in which case we would say that question (ii)  Are the City Regions to be treated as being equal or is there a hierarchy? – becomes irrelevant.  (Ref:     www. publicnet.co.uk/publicnet/re060817.htm or www.nlgn.org.uk/copy.php?menu_id=93.
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