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Matter 2:  Spatial Strategy
Matter 2C:  Locations for Development
(i)
Is the evidence base for Table 7.1 sound?  Should the proposed settlement hierarchy be reassessed and should a more consistent approach be adopted towards the identification of Key Service Centres?
It is not so much a case of the evidence base for each Shire County not being sound – each was debated through formal Structure Plan planning procedures - it is more a case of each Shire County having approached them differently and Metropolitan Boroughs not having tackled them at all yet.  In other words, the policy is not yet sufficiently developed.  
A concern of NW TAR is that if the wrong places are identified, it could lead to the closure of essential services in some communities and (yet more) unsustainable travel movements.  In order to reduce the need to travel (as opposed to the freedom to) it is necessary to have genuinely sustainable communities where essential services are easily accessible.
A more consistent approach is required here which is probably going to have to be based on a series of criteria.  Clearly, population density alone would not be apposite for parts of Lancashire and much of Cumbria, so there will need to be slightly different criteria for sparse areas.  Also, services should be limited to an appropriate scale and those that meet local needs and public transport and traffic management assessments need to come into the picture.

(ii)
When and in what circumstances will there need to be a Green Belt review?   
The Green Belt can only serve its statutory purpose if it is a permanent fixture.  If a review date were set for the near future, this would distract from the need to focus developer attention on urban regeneration.  Green Belt prevents urban sprawl and keeps communities distinct from each other.  It is more important than ever that it should be retained if the ‘City Regions’ are introduced as an entity as the City Region Development Documents are notable by their lack of references to and apparent concern for the countryside and Green Belt.  In any event, the Shire Counties and Unitary Authorities have only recently gone through their Structure Plan and UDP processes, re-confirming their Green Belts.  In the case of Warrington, it has only recently adopted its Green Belt.
Green Belts should be specifically mentioned as part of a more refined sequential approach listing in Policy DP 1 (see our comments on this in response to question 1B (iii) at the end of page 7 of our submission on Matters 1A and 1B).  

The North Cheshire Green Belt, because of its particular attractiveness to developers, needs special protection by the retention of Policy SD4 from extant RPG/ RSS (see our comments on this in our response to question 1C (i) on page 3 of our submission on Matters 1C and 1D).
NW TAR has already expressed deep concern about the proposed wording for the Green Belt Policy in Draft RSS (see our comments on this in response to question 1C (iv) on page 4 of our submission on Matters 1C and 1D).  If this, very loose, wording is allowed to prevail, then the Green Belt is likely to be eroded by default – regardless of regional policies.

Matter 2D:  Rural Issues

(i)
Are rural issues, including the development needs of small towns, adequately addressed in Draft RSS?
They are not.  Important quality of life issues in rural and semi-rural areas are not addressed adequately, whilst there is too much emphasis on economic issues.  Small market towns and villages would be the most likely losers from a quality of life perspective if sprawling ‘City Regions’ are adopted.

More precision is needed in the phrasing of Policy RDF 3 if perceived economic benefits are not to be promoted over environmental ones.  
 It is notable that the very thing which makes a rural area a rural area – the presence of the countryside – is not mentioned at all.  Policy RDF 3 should include a statement about the setting of rural communities and market towns and the need to protect the countryside and landscape character areas for their own sake.  It should also be noted that the last bullet point, by not qualifying the statement about agriculture and tourism, implies that anything associated with agriculture and tourism is a good thing.  (Please refer to NW TAR’s original response no. 21 to Draft RSS on the ‘Tourism and Visitor Economy’).  
We suggest a new bullet point should be introduced which refers to the need to value setting, tranquillity, landscapes and the countryside for its own sake and we suggest the last bullet point is changed to:  
“A more diverse economic base, whilst maintaining support for environmentally-friendly agriculture and sustainable tourism”.  
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