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Further to my original objection, I have the following comments to add.  I hope they assist.

Text errors

I understand there is still no compilation of acknowledged errors and corrections.  (A running list would be helpful, particularly if maintained on the EIP web site.)  However, in connection with Matter 3A(iii), I am advised Note 3 in Table 8.1 should read ‘54’.  Note 54 refers to Basford, but is in itself incomplete, where it cites the Cheshire Structure Plan, July 1999, and Crew & Whitchurch Local Plan, February 2005.

I find there is a word missing from my own objection, on page 5, near the top.  The text should read ‘The results must be [sic] flawed, in consequence.’  The irony will not be lost on the NWRA, I am sure.  As a matter of style, I would also substitute ‘thus far’ for ‘at this juncture’, at the end of the fifth paragraph on page 4.

Counter-intuitive ideas (1)

Strategic Rail Freight Interchanges, in crude terms, are based on the counter-intuitive idea that if road-based activities on large sites near, or at, railheads are encouraged, congestion on arteries like the M6 will eventually reach such a pitch that managers and investors will turn to the rusting rails outside the window, in desperation.  Rail will then save the world.

The problem with this approach is that (besides incentivising developments in congested areas), it gives comfort to all sorts of forces which, in the short term, can only make matters worse.  It even encourages compromises between the strategic interest of keeping so-called 24/7 activities at a comfortable distance from where people live and sleep, and ‘sustainability’.  Proximity to bus routes and settlements actually becomes a positive consideration, because of all the ancillary ‘added value’ activities (and claimed extra jobs) which are wrapped up in the SRFI concept.

The RSS needs to reflect cool thinking on how best to use limited rail pathways, now.

Counter-intuitive ideas (2)

Integration of all the elements that spatial planning is supposed to reflect has resulted in the use of diagrams to help brand concepts, whether it be Regional Poles or City Regions, and sell policy ideas.  At this level of thinking, however, what looks attractive on a diagram may be quite unworkable or, even if workable, counter-productive.

Does it in fact make sense to locate activities where the fields of influence are weakest and subject to interference by a lesser body (Warrington)?

If the RSS actually seeking to merge the two City Regions or looking to maintain their complementary engines of economic, social and cultural activity?  If the latter, then sites like Ditton make good sense and even better transport economics.

At the strategic level, Green Belt should be fulfilling both its traditional rôle and its added function of encouraging regeneration.  It should not be compromised by the wish to find some special significance in the crossroads of rail and road arteries half way along the East Lancashire Road.

Crossroads tend to be congested and are best avoided.  Junction 21A and Haydock Island (J23) provide the evidence.  To develop along motorway corridors is simply to repeat the mistakes of the past, quite apart from the deadening effect on the soul.

Do users of the M6 (including potential investors) really want to be distracted by advancing gantry cranes; should first impressions at the Haydock Park Gateway be of stacks of containers?  Or does the RSS need to have its vision recalibrated?
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