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Written Statement on behalf of CPRE North West

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 RDF1 provide sufficient detail on the spatial priorities for main development locations?

Draft RSS does not sufficiently express a spatial strategy that addresses the region’s priorities. Growth, regeneration and investment priorities need to be considered within the overall context of environmental capacity and sustainability, and in view of the overall vision of achieving a higher quality of life for all. It is not clear that these contexts are fully taken into account in terms of the spatial strategy, and greater precision could improve this, including stronger protection for Green Belt boundaries and references to preventing urban sprawl.
The direction of development to urban areas in Policy RDF1 is welcome, but more detail is required to ensure it can deliver on the Vision. There should be a clearer focus on regeneration, urban renaissance and improving opportunities for all. There should also be recognition that growth in one city region (or town/city within a city region) may be detrimental to neighbouring towns or cities. This could be addressed by the following amendments:-
First bullet point: amend “Maximise the growth opportunities presented by the three city regions” to read

“Maximise the complementary opportunities for sustainable development and regeneration presented by the urban areas of the three city regions”

References to growth throughout the policy (and the whole document) should, as recommended by the Sustainability Appraisal (p 47), be replaced by references to “development”: economic growth as conventionally measured is a poor proxy for whether the economy is producing the benefits needed. 
The need for regeneration in the Regional Centres should be referred to as well as their role as key economic drivers, to ensure that tackling intra-regional inequalities (and thus improving quality of life for all) is afforded a higher priority than economic growth per se.
CPRE supports the second and third bullets as they stand.

CPRE strongly supports the intention of the fourth bullet. It should apply throughout the Regional Spatial Framework, not just in the main development locations. However, it requires greater detail to be meaningful, especially clarification of “environmental excellence”. We have suggested in our Statement on Matter 1B a fifth spatial development principle, “Protect and enhance the built and natural environment”. We believe this reflects environmental excellence and should be included under DP1, and cross-referenced here as an explanation of “environmental excellence”. 
(ii) Do the thematic policies and sub-regional policies amount to a consistent and coherent regional strategy?

There are elements of the thematic and sub-regional policies that are not consistent or coherent. For example, some locations for regionally significant economic development do not conform to Policies DP1 and RDF1, and it is not clear that many of the sub-regional policies will help reduce the need to travel.

It is not clear that the commitments to sustainable development and good environmental management in the early chapters of draft RSS are carried through in the thematic and sub-regional policies, and may in fact be undermined by these latter policies. It is not clear that draft RSS represents a consistent and integrated approach to sustainable development.
(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?

If Policies DP1 and RDF1 were consistently applied, and in no way undermined by later policies, and Policy RDF2 also acknowledged the vital employment role played by Key Service Centres, as recommended by the SA report, then the spatial strategy would provide a framework for improving accessibility to jobs and services, particularly by sustainable means.
However, later sections of draft RSS focus on connectivity rather than accessibility, and the implication of the former is an increase in travel, not necessarily by sustainable means, which is particularly unhelpful to those most in need of improved access to jobs and services.

(iv) Is it appropriate for the draft RSS to omit the previous designation of Regeneration Priority Areas?

Retaining Regeneration Priority Areas would have helped maintain a strong focus on regeneration and urban renaissance where it was most urgently required, tackling intra-regional inequalities and improving opportunities and quality of life for those people in greatest need. 

A partial shift of focus to economic growth per se, concentrating on already economically thriving areas such as North Cheshire, is unlikely to benefit these people or renew these areas, and may indeed draw resources away from them. For example, eight of the broad locations for regionally significant economic development are in areas that meet no regeneration criteria, with a further five in areas that meet only one or two (p 30, RSS Technical Appendix).

Maintaining this focus on regeneration would better achieve the stated Vision and Objectives of draft RSS, and so the omission of Regeneration Priority Areas is not appropriate.
(v) Is the Key Diagram fit for purpose and do the Sub-regional Diagrams add value?

The key diagram should include:

· highland and lowland rural areas, as did the key diagram in RPG13, to emphasise the significant differences in these types of rural area
· Green Belt boundaries
To incorporate the suggestions above, the shading used to identify City Regions will have to be toned down.
The two-tone representation of the city regions is particularly unhelpful. Is the green spotted area a part of one or more city regions? If it is, what is the distinction between these areas and the ‘core’ areas shown in orange? Are the green areas covered by the city region policies or not? And in the case of the bands between the city regions, which policies are they covered by?
The addition of key service centres is helpful.
The sub-regional diagrams add some value, although they should also include key service centres, and the boundaries of areas covered by different policies are open to misinterpretation.
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