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Matter 7A: Manchester City Region and South Cheshire - Sub-Regional Strategy
(i) Does the strategy communicate a clear, sustainable and appropriate vision for the sub-region?  If not how should the strategy be modified?
1.

The County Council has principally three areas of concern in relation to the proposed policies for the Manchester City Region.   The main concern relates to the lack of recognition within the southern Manchester sub area of the diverse characteristics of the area and the issues this raises, which has lead to the County Council requesting a separate policy for North East Cheshire as part of a wider suite of Cheshire policies.    The justification for this approach has already been made through comments at the formal consultation stage of the submitted draft RSS and is therefore not repeated in this statement.  The other areas of concern relate to the lack of a sufficient overview and justification for policy MCR3 and the narrowness of the scope of this policy. 
Overview and Justification

2.

It is considered that the introduction to the strategy should be clearer in explaining why the City Region has been divided into the sub-areas shown.  This would better highlight those issues which are shared across the Manchester sub-region or are specific to a particular sub-area.
3.

It also needs to be made clearer what policy MCR3 is trying to achieve and why the restrictions it imposes on development are necessary.  This is particularly important for housing, where traditionally the view has been taken that supply in the high demand areas of Cheshire needs to be restricted to assist with urban regeneration in the metropolitan area.   The approach to housing restriction in this RSS needs to be explicitly expressed as it is likely to be in conflict with future government guidance, as indicated by draft PPS3, which is aiming to better match housing demand with supply. The housing figures in the Cheshire districts of the sub-area have been based on providing mostly for local needs rather than in-migration and to take account of the relevant social, economic and environmental constraints that are present. Therefore, a stated justification will assist districts in resisting demands for further housing and help implement RSS strategy.  
4.

Policy MCR3 identifies key growth drivers where further economic growth is promoted.  This is generally supported but with two reservations.  Firstly, any growth relating to non operational purposes near Manchester Airport should be accommodated within existing settlement boundaries.  This is discussed in more detail in the Council’s statement on matter 5D i.e. airports.  Secondly, the concept of promoting growth drivers and restricting other forms of employment is artificial and will be difficult to implement in practice, without the extensive use of section 106 agreements, as it is unrelated to planning use classes e.g. it will be possible for buildings that have been granted permission on the basis that they meet key growth driver needs to actually be used for other economic purposes within the same use class.
5.

The County Council believes that the only restriction to growth that is required in the other economic sectors of the southern Manchester sub area, not identified as key growth drivers, should be one of needing to meet local needs.  As no justification for the other proposed restrictive criteria is given it is difficult to understand why they are needed.  This is particularly true of the Cheshire districts which are on the fringe of the City Region and where development to meet local employment needs are unlikely to have any impact on regeneration in the Regional Centre, Inner Areas or Northern part of the Manchester City Region (MCR).  These other restrictive criteria should be removed from the policy.
Policy Scope
6.
Policy MCR3 is very narrowly focused as it deals only with economic and housing growth issues.  This policy needs to take a more balanced approach, by considering the need for appropriate environmental restraint and transport linkages, if it is to promote the development of more sustainable communities in this sub area. 
(ii) Are there any issues affecting the south Cheshire sub-region which might require the plan to be modified?

7.
The County Council has already made the comment on the submission draft that paragraph 16.2 should be replaced with the following:  “The priority for South Cheshire is to build upon the economic links with neighbouring areas and at the same time ensure development to meet regeneration needs of this key regional town”.  Upon reflection its is also considered that there is a need to develop all linkages with neighbouring areas, whether they be educational, social, cultural and transport, rather just economic linkages if the sub regional is to develop as envisaged.  The County Council’s suggested wording should be changed accordingly.

8.
Rather than aiding the explanation of the South Cheshire Sub-regional policy the accompanying diagram seems to raise more questions than it answers.  This issue is dealt with more fully under Matter 2A.  
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