RESPONDANT NUMBER (715)

Matter 2B: City Regions

CUMBRIA COUNTY COUNCIL (SDL/CUCC/7)


Questions:

(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?

Should there be greater clarity about:

a) The geographic extent of the three city regions;

b) The broad scale of development they should accommodate; and

c) Their role in relation to each other and to towns beyond the city regions such as Carlisle and Crewe?

(ii) Are the City Regions to be treated as being equal or is there a hierarchy?

Answers:

(i) This question has been in part already been answered in Matter 1. It is considered that the emphasis upon the City Region approach does not adequately deal with the issues affecting this County. It is an imbalanced strategy. 

Both the Cumbria Sub-Regional Spatial Strategy 2004-2024 and the recently adopted Cumbria and Lake District JSP give up-to-date spatial direction for the location and level of new development in Cumbria, and better reflect the needs and pressures of the area. Once the RSS replaces the recently adopted JSP, it will be important to ensure that there is sufficient policy guidance for districts in preparing their LDFs.

The Panel appointed to examine the draft Cumbria & Lake District JSP concluded that the current RSS (formerly RPG 13) “did not do justice to Cumbria’s distinctiveness” (Core Document Ref: CU1c - Paragraph 1, Overview). Certain aspects of the Panels criticism have been addressed in the draft RSS, for example greater recognition of Cumbria’s housing needs, and inclusion of a sub regional approach. However, there is still scope to further emphasise the need for sub regional policy that recognises the areas unique characteristics, separate and fragile economies and markets, and broader linkages with other regions.

The introductory vision and broad spatial strategy policies of the RSS do not sufficiently reflect the varied and diverse social, economic and environmental circumstances and issues facing Cumbria. Greater emphasis should therefore be given to those detailed issues. 

There should be greater clarity about the separate operation of markets in Cumbria, the broad scale of development that needs to be accommodated in the main urban centres of Carlisle and Barrow-in-Furness, which are also identified as regional towns in RSS, and how the County is clearly distinct from the coverage of the City Region.

(ii) The City Regions should be treated as being equal to other individual sub-regions such as Cumbria. There should not be any hierarchy of sub regions. There is already a hierarchy of settlements provided across the region in draft RSS policy which reflects their ability and need to accommodate development. It is essential that each sub-region has scope to meet its own needs, recognizing the settlement hierarchy set out. 

Each District should be provided with an appropriate strategic policy framework to then enable it to formulate effective policy in LDFs. If there were a hierarchical approach to the sub regions in the RSS, then that would leave those Districts outside the city region at the bottom of the hierarchy in terms of development priority. There is also a risk that inadequate policy guidance would be provided in RSS to deal with the strategic priorities and distinctiveness of each sub region. This could have practical implications for Cumbria in terms of which JSP policies should be replaced by the RSS, and whether or not the RSS policies give sufficient detail and guidance for LPAs to prepare their LDFs.

It is with strong concern that the emphasis upon the City Regions is being given favourable treatment in the current and draft RSS. This is objected to and is set out in our responses to Matter 1.
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