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Written Statement on behalf of CPRE North West

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 consistent approach be adopted toward the identification of Key Service Centres (KSCs)?

The evidence base for table 7.1 does not appear to be sound. In particular:

· the criteria for designating KSCs are inconsistent across the region, 
· the list is inconsistent with the list of settlements in Policy W5, 
· some designations are inappropriate (eg Skelmersdale would be more appropriately designated a KSC), and 
· KSCs in the Lake District National Park (LDNP) should receive different treatment
The Regional Assembly notes the need for further work to establish general criteria for identifying KSCs. CPRE supports this approach, and believes there should be a commitment to complete this work by a fixed, and early, date, in consultation with relevant stakeholders. Consistency in such criteria is vital to enable consistent and sensible planning. Criteria for Regional Towns and Cities should likewise be developed to enable the hierarchy to be reassessed consistently. Until such criteria are developed, the provisional nature of the designations in Table 7.1 should be highlighted.

The exception to this is that KSCs within the LDNP should not be expected to accommodate the level of development expected in such Centres outside the Park. 
Table 7.1 adopts the list of settlements included in the Cumbria and Lake District Joint Structure Plan (adopted January 2006). With regard to those centres within the LDNP, the Structure Plan notes that whilst ‘these settlements are key with regard to the provision of a range of services, they do not have the capacity or the requirement for the level of development expected in settlements identified as KSCs outside the National Park’ (para 2.21). The Structure Plan adopts a policy framework which reflects this, with separate policies for Key Service Centres in, and outside the National Park. Draft RSS does not make this distinction. 
The LDNP is a unique area, and it should be recognised that it has been designated for its environmental quality. In accord with the Environment Act 1995, development in a National Park will be of a reduced scale, focused upon supporting the needs of the local community. As such, development in the LDNP should be less intensive, and distributed more widely amongst defined settlements.

Given that it will replace the aforementioned Structure Plan, it is vital that the special characteristics of the LDNP are acknowledged by the RSS Spatial Development Framework.

However, the work undertaken by Land Use Consultants (July 2006) in order to inform the definition of KSCs does not take into account the specific characteristics of the LDNP, specifically with regard to the issues of environmental capacity and local need which are so crucial to delivering sustainable development in this area.

In CPRE’s view therefore, the most appropriate approach would be for the RSS to allow the definition of the role of settlements in the LDNP to be undertaken at a local level, via the LDNP LDF. This would enable the development of locally sensitive policies, particularly necessary in this area.

Failing this, the RSS should make a clear distinction between KSCs located inside, and outside the LDNP, and adopt differing policy approaches, as the recently adopted Cumbria Structure Plan does.

The Assembly may also find it useful to develop criteria to identify local service centres, to be utilised by Local Planning Authorities.

(ii) When, and in what circumstances will there be a need for a review of the Green Belt?

The recent report by Green Balance, “Sustaining the Economy and a High Quality of Life in North West England” (SLD/CPRE/1), clearly demonstrates that there is no need for a review of the North Cheshire Green Belt in the near future, and indeed concludes that, “The existing strategy has brought economic success to the subregion, protected the countryside of north Cheshire, and assisted in the remarkable recovery in the fortunes of the urban areas of Manchester and Liverpool.  No serious case is made for departing from this.” (para 5.21) There is no reason to assume that other Green Belt in the North West is any less effective in achieving its purposes.

As indicated by para 7.20, there is no need for a review of the Green Belts in the Region for the foreseeable future. CPRE agrees with NWRA on this point. Indeed, there will not be a need to initiate strategic studies into the Green Belt until exceptional circumstances for such a need are justified. 
As stated in existing RPG13 (REG8), Policy SD4, para 3.6:
“The complex urban form of North West England results in an environment where vulnerable countryside is closely interwoven with urban areas in need of regeneration. The discouragement of urban sprawl therefore becomes, for a variety of reasons including enhancing economic competitiveness and housing markets in the conurbation cores, a crucial element of the Spatial Development Framework for the Region. In particular, the Green Belt is an essential means of assisting urban regeneration; but it is important also to curb unwarranted and unsustainable growth of settlements beyond designated Green Belts. Thus the maintenance of urban form is a central principle of the Spatial Development Framework and support to policies for urban renaissance.”

PPG2 clearly states that “Once the general extent of Green Belt has been approved it should be altered only in exceptional circumstances…detailed Green Belt boundaries defined in adopted local plans or earlier approved development plans should be altered only exceptionally.” (para 2.6)
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