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NORTH WEST Draft RSS Examination in Public 
WRITTEN STATEMENT ON MATTER 7a Manchester City Region and South Cheshire Sub-regional Strategy
Does the strategy communicate a clear, sustainable and appropriate vision for the sub-region? If not how should the strategy be modified? In particular:

 

· do the proposals for employment, housing, transport and the environment amount collectively to a coherent and appropriate vision for the sub-region;

· are the proposals for employment land (of various kinds) appropriate and achievable;

· are the transport proposals adequate and logical in relation to the strategy as a whole; 

· is adequate attention paid to issues of climate change and the protection of the environment; 

· are there any other material deficiencies, which you perceive in the plan as it affects the sub-region; 

· do you believe the proposals to be deliverable, through the development plan system or in other ways;
· the extent to which cross-border issues have been considered, especially in relation to High Peak;

· how will the sub-regional sub-area priorities be monitored? 

A clear sustainable and appropriate vision?

1. No. The vision for the Manchester City Region (MCR) does not reflect the UK’s Sustainable Development Strategy ‘Securing the Future’ (GEN10), in particular the principle of living within environmental limits. The Sustainability Appraisal of the North West RSS (Table 5.6, Jan 2006) recommended that ‘consideration be given to requiring sub-regions to undertake assessments of the environmental capacity of their areas to better inform their ability to accommodate the level of growth identified’. 
2. ‘Securing the Future’ sets the policy framework for the UK government, the devolved administrations and the English regions to move towards a ‘One Planet Economy’. Three of the four priorities for action in the strategy focus on environmental limits – sustainable consumption and production, climate change and energy, and natural resource management. Since publication of the Ecological Footprint of the NW (ENV9) by the NWDA in 2004, the World Wildlife Fund has developed its Ecological Budget UK – Counting Consumption programme. That for the North East shows the total global impact of UK consumption of the region using three headline indicators, ecological footprint, CO2 emissions and material flow analysis (SDL/FPD/2). The recent report ‘Securing the Regions’ Futures’ (DEFRA, DTI and ODPM, 2006) (SDL/FPD/3), highlights some of the current uses made of Ecological Footprint in the English regions. Ecological Footprint is included in the current South East and South West Draft RSSs, including policy measures to stabilise Ecological Footprint. MCR should adopt an Ecological Footprint approach.

3. The vision for the MCR is not spatial. It describes an aspiration to be a sub-region of wealth rather than articulating the relationships between the components of a spatial strategy, such as between the city and its surrounding towns, infrastructure and landscape. Elements are scattered throughout RSS but not brought together in a succinct spatial framework for the MCR. For example, policy MCR1 bullet point 6 refers to internal and external transport links. Transport links are not presented on the MCR diagram. The RSS key diagram represents international, national and regional transport links with arrows whose destinations all lie beyond the regional boundaries. The Regional Public Transport Framework in Diagram RT1.1 links up unnamed centres in the MCR. The focus appears to be on travel outside the region, rather than on reducing the need to travel and increasing local connections through sustainable means. Overall it is not possible to ascertain what the desired spatial change is.

4. The vision assumes that the MCR is urban. The vision and policies MCR 1-5 omit any reference to rural areas and how the city region would interact and sustain itself and its rural communities through its relationship with them and the surrounding countryside. The MCR’s claim to northern rural Cheshire, all of High Peak, and the Pennine uplands to the north of Rochdale makes its lack of reference to rural issues and the rural economy extraordinary. 

Protection and enhancement of the environment is inadequate

5. The Sustainability Appraisal of the NW RSS (5.4.7 and Table 5.3) found that the ‘priorities for the MCR have an economic regeneration and transportation focus with little policy reference to quality of life or environmental protection and enhancement. The MCR suffers from some of the poorest environmental conditions in the region (air quality, noise pollution, failing SSSIs, high CO2 emission, community inequality) yet none of these are recognised within the priorities. The increased quantum of development has the potential to continue the trend of declining air quality, noise and light pollution’. 
6. The negative environmental impacts of growth require stronger policies on environmental issues than currently appear in RSS. For example, an overarching RSS policy that addresses climate change, similar to policy YH2 in the Y&H RSS (OREG7), should be included with appropriate targets and the MCR’s contribution to achieving this made explicit.  
Cross boundary issues

7. High Peak Borough (High Peak) and the MCR
High Peak is included in the southern part of the MCR (paras 12.1; 12.10) and is covered by policy MCR3, but does not appear on the MCR Diagram. Inclusion of High Peak in the MCR is based on the aspirations of the Northern Way Growth Strategy (NWGS) (REG6) but it is necessary to return to the NWGS ‘City Region Development Programme for the Manchester City Region’ (SUB5) to uncover the intended relationship between them. 
8. The Development Programme claims High Peak in the MCR as part of ‘a growth triangle extending from the Regional Centre, South West to Altrincham and South East to Stockport and High Peak’ (para 6.2; Illustration 2). This ‘triangle’ is developed in RSS through policy MCR3 which promotes economic growth located in accordance with policies W1 (Strengthening the Regional Economy) and W2 (Broad Locations for Regional Significant Development). Policy W1 (Table 8.1) encourages regionally significant reserve sites for economic development in South Manchester in order to accommodate investment which would otherwise be lost to the region. 

9. The application of policies MCR3, W1 and W2 to High Peak, and High Peak’s inclusion in the MCR, are inappropriate for the following reasons: 
10. The NWGS is a nonstatutory initiative, with a poor record on public consultation. It makes no commitment to sustainability and ignores climate change. The Government has made it clear that the NWGS does not define RSS. The statutory RSS provides the long term spatial plan for all other strategies (PPS 11 para 2.11) (PP11) and the RSS process provides the mechanism for developing, testing and delivering the spatial implications of the NWGS (Hansard 3 Feb 2005 Column WA61-62) (SDL/FPD/4). The NWGS is a tool through which sustainable development as laid down in RSS might be delivered; it is not a driver of RSS policies.

11. Much of the administrative area of High Peak lies within the Peak District National Park. The National Park Development Plans and East Midlands RSS 8 (SDL/FPD/1) policies
, to all of which the High Peak is statutorily subject, are based on the statutory requirement to afford the highest protection to the special character of the National Park (PPS 7, paras 21-23) (PP7). The Park is not a growth area. The needs of its communities must be met through a sustainable pattern of development and environmentally sound management of the countryside. 
12. Nor are those parts of High Peak that lie outside the National Park growth areas. Growth is about the extent of spatial change whilst regeneration is about changing the nature and mix of a place. In High Peak house building is curtailed in the Local Plan, para 7.12 (GM3) as there is a significant risk of house building exceeding the Structure Plan provision. It is regeneration, not growth, which High Peak needs. Development must meet the needs of local communities for local jobs, especially those rural communities experiencing economic difficulties due to the decline in traditional areas of employment such as hill-farming and quarrying. 
13. The way in which High Peak is presented in the RSS implies, falsely, that it is an area for growth and gives conflicting messages to those implementing the strategy, such as local authorities, developers and investors. Although we support W1 bullet point 6 giving support to the rural economy, the rest of the policy and MCR3 and W2 would not be applicable to High Peak. High Peak should be deleted from the MCR but its functional links with the sub-region, particularly journeys to work, should be recognised in the text of Part 4; 12.
14. Transport 

The MCR seeks transport links east across the Pennines to Leeds, South Yorkshire and the Humber ports. Appendix RT2.1 identifies the routes of regional significance, two of which, the A6 and M57/A57/A628, cross the Peak District National Park. Diagram RT1.1 showing the Regional Public Transport Framework has an arrow pointing due east from an un-named interchange that does not appear on the MCR Diagram. 
15. RSS 8 East Midlands Policy 10 (SDL/FPD/1) requires routes for long distance traffic to avoid the Peak District National Park. Trans-Pennine travel should therefore focus on the M62 corridor using a braided approach towards rail, water and road, and the A52 road/rail corridor to the south. Using the Park for trans-Pennine travel is having severe adverse impacts on the Park’s statutory purposes. The NW RSS’s aspiration to upgrade the A628 corridor and build the SEMMMS Relief Road(s) (Policy RT8; Table 10.2) would increase that harm. 
16. The A628 Mottram-Tintwistle bypass
, which has been promoted without reference to its impacts, would cut 1.3km into the National Park and, with its traffic, would devastate National Park landscapes, tranquillity and amenity. In 2010 its year of opening, the bypass would double traffic in the Longdendale area and on the A628 across the Park, increase accidents by up to 41%, and cause traffic to divert inappropriately off the M62 onto the A628. The increased traffic would worsen air quality and increase local CO2 production by 22%. Such an upgrade is in conflict with NW RSS policy RT2 (Management and maintenance of the highway network).
17. The Peak District-wide adverse impacts of the bypass, including dividing the Manchester Green Belt, make it unsustainable. Instead RSS should promote investment in a package of measures that would place trans-Pennine lorries on the motorway network and rail, improve local bus and rail services, subsidise bus fares, improve walking and cycling facilities, and demand manage commuter traffic. The money earmarked for the bypass should be applied to these measures through the Greater Manchester Local Transport Plan 2.
18. The SEMMMS Relief Road(s) would harm National Park statutory purposes by facilitating and increasing access by car to the Peak Park and encouraging long distance car-borne travellers destined for Manchester Airport to route across the Park from the North East, Yorkshire and the Humber and the East Midlands. 
Inadequate transport proposals for the MCR 
19. The impacts of the MCR’s aspirations for transport links, particularly by road and air, take no account of climate change. RSS promotes demand management of the motorway network in MCR, public transport services and fares, and improving local environments. However it also aims to manage, rather than reduce, traffic growth and its investment priorities focus on increasing road capacity that would undermine all these measures. By encouraging economic development in the south instead of focusing it in the deprived north of the city, implementation of the MCR strategy would not reduce the need to travel. Commuting would be encouraged across the city and, by improving external transport links, from outside the MCR.  
Proposed modifications to the strategy for the MCR
20. These are: 
· make a commitment to the aims of the UK Sustainable Development Strategy, in particular to enable the sub-region to function within environmental limits;

· make a direct reference to rural communities and the surrounding high quality countryside that must be protected and enhanced; a link to RDF3 could be added;
· add a policy to address climate change;

· delete High Peak as part of the MCR but make explicit the functional links between the two in the text;
· add an unequivocal commitment to excellent, affordable public transport within the city region instead of investing in road infrastructure;
· set a target for absolute reduction in road traffic.
�The relevant RSS 8 policies are:


Policy 10 Spatial Priorities for Development in the Peak Sub-Area


Policy 11 Spatial Priorities for Development outside the Peak District National Park


Policy 12 Managing Tourism and Visitors in the Peak Sub-Area


Policy 24 Regional Priorities for Rural Diversification


Policy 30 Priorities for the Management and Enhancement of the Region’s Landscapes


 


� A57/A628 Mottram-Tintwistle Bypass & A628/A616 Route Restraint Measures Draft Line Orders & Environmental Statement
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