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Matter 8A: Sub-regional Strategy

(i) Does the strategy communicate a clear, sustainable and appropriate vision for the subregion? If not how should the strategy be modified? 

The strategy does not provide a clear, sustainable and appropriate vision for the subregion. The over-emphasis on economic growth as opposed to integrated sustainable development is heightened in the city region policies. Elements of the strategy for Liverpool City Region (LCR) seem likely to undermine policies on Green Belt, urban regeneration, climate change and countryside protection. This is not only unsustainable, but unnecessary.

Para 13.2 refers to playing a complementary role to Manchester City Region, but Policy W1 seems rather to pitch the two into direct competition, making it likely that where one gains, the other will lose out. 
The vision and objectives for LCR (paras 13.3-13.4) do not amount to a statement of integrated sustainable development. Positive sustainable points in the supporting text of the LCR section tend to be undermined or contradicted by the content of the policies. This causes confusion as well as indicating a lack of regard for sustainability.
It is therefore not clear that the vision for LCR as set out in RSS is consistent with either the UK Sustainable Development Strategy (GEN10) or PPS1.

The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) recommends 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” (p 67). This recommendation (that has not, as yet, been acted on), suggests to CPRE that the policies in draft RSS with regard to LCR do not conform to the requirements of PPS1 paragraph 19.
References to maximising economic potential (LCR1) and maximising growth opportunities (RDF1) in LCR have negative implications for achieving sustainable development, as it implies that other aims and objectives will be sidelined or deprioritised. While there is no contradiction in pursuing social, environmental and economic goals simultaneously and in an integrated fashion, it is surely not possible to maximise impact on one of these objectives without having significant negative impacts on the other two.

While some attention is paid to regeneration needs, there is not sufficient emphasis on reducing the range of intra-regional inequalities. 
The logic of paragraph 13.5 (which notes that in order to secure regeneration and investment in some areas, restraint will have to be observed in others) is welcomed and should be carried through the rest of RSS. However, Policy LCR1 does not make this principle at all clear. The areas in which the supporting text (para 13.5) claims there should be restraint, are identified in the Policy for “sustainable growth and development”, with no mention of restraint. The only conclusion that can be drawn from this is that the more intensive growth and development intended for the inner and northern parts of LCR is inherently not sustainable.
Urban regeneration, Green Belt and greenfield

It should be recognised that the strong urban regeneration policies combined with strong restraint policies in RPG13 are very successful in turning around the flow of out-migration from Liverpool and Manchester in particular. Liverpool has recently recorded the first flow of in-migration. 
It should be remembered that the Secretary of State’s views expressed in the Cheshire Structure Plan 2001 (SLD/CPRE/11, para 13-12) were that:-

 “…the Green Belt of North Cheshire and the Wirral have played an important role in supporting urban regeneration in Greater Manchester and Merseyside. He is firmly of the view that this should continue.
Chester’s Green Belt also has an important role to play in maintaining the separation of settlements, with that part between Chester and Ellesmere Port being of critical importance, and of preventing the spread of urban development into the open countryside where many villages around Chester are under pressure. The policy is further strengthened by Clwyd’s [NE Wales] green space [green barrier] policy.

The Chester Green Belt has an additional function of safeguarding the historic City, both its setting as a whole and its special character, particularly that of its central core. The Secretary of State affirms the importance of this role in providing continuing effective control over the City’s environment and character.”

Draft RSS proposes to fragment Cheshire into West, South, and North East sections. North Cheshire is no longer recognised. Policy SD4 in RPG13 which deals with North Cheshire, and is a vital part of the strategy to maintain urban form and setting and direct investment into areas in need of regeneration, is proposed to be abandoned. 

With regard to Policy SD4 and North Cheshire, the Panel Report from the Cheshire Structure Plan Review (CH1a) states that, “Our view is that the RPG13 strategy needs time to demonstrate its effectiveness and should not be potentially weakened by increasing housing allocations within North Cheshire in the Structure Plan Alteration” (para 4.67). The strategy should not be weakened or altered by the new RSS, and the importance of the North Cheshire Green Belt and the intentions behind Policy SD4 should be clearly re-stated.

The existing strategy, its benefits and conclusions that can be drawn from it are summarised in paras 5.2-5.4 of “Sustaining the Economy and a High Quality of Life in North West England” (SLD/CPRE/1).

Chester

The Secretary of State’s views suggest that major revision to Chester Green Belt to accommodate further growth not only risks harming the character of the city and its historic setting, but would reduce prospects for regenerating those parts of Chester in need of investment along with other parts of the city region which face severe regeneration challenges, eg Ellesmere Port.

Policy RDF5 refers to small scale boundary changes. We are particularly concerned by:-
a) the reference to a proposed knowledge nuclei site south west of Chester 

b) the scale of housing provision proposed for Chester (the section headed “West Cheshire” (p 35, draft RSS) targets Chester for unrestrained housing growth, while most other areas are to observe “continued restraint”).
The likely implications of these proposals include a major incursion into Green Belt, which could have far reaching impacts, rather than just ‘small-scale detailed boundary changes’ as implied by paragraph 7.21. This would be inconsistent with the earlier statement that ‘there is a lack of evidence to justify a substantial revision to the Green Belt’ (paragraph 7.20).
Chester’s continuing success depends to a large degree on the extent to which its historic character is protected and enhanced. To achieve this, we suggest a conservation-led approach to development. This should include a continuing commitment to maintaining the Green Belt.

The Liverpool City Region Development Plan states that Chester already “appear[s] to be operating at virtually full capacity whereas there is considerable slack in the urban core” (p 14). This, combined with the points made above, suggests that development should rather be focused in areas that are in greater need of economic and physical regeneration.

Development locations

The reference to further development at or in the vicinity of Liverpool John Lennon Airport which is not needed for the operation of the airport itself is not appropriate. If the intention, or effect, of the references to the Airport in this Policy and in Policies LCR1 & RT3 is to encourage or allow industrial or commercial development which is not required for this purpose, then it will conflict with the general overriding policy of steering such development to areas in need of regeneration and pose an inevitable threat to the Green Belt. 

Transport proposals

There is not a sufficient commitment to enhancing sustainable transport in LCR. Policy LCR1 does not commit to improving public transport anywhere but the HMRP area. It ties in with the stated aim of linking areas of opportunity and need, but does not go far enough in encouraging the development of economic opportunities in disadvantaged areas, and the co-location of housing and employment opportunities.

Environmental protection & enhancement

Para 13.6 recognises that improving environmental performance is a key part of delivering sustainable communities. However, environmental quality will not be maintained, much less improved, unless robust policies are in place to ensure that this happens. In the absence of such policies, environmental degradation as a by-product of unsustainable economic growth (which is actively promoted) will continue and worsen. The LCR policies do not provide a basis for such improvement, even when read in the context of the rest of draft RSS. 
Proposed changes
A more balanced policy approach to the city region that focuses on the three pillars of sustainable development and the spatial features of the city region is required. We make detailed suggestions in our original representation.

RPG13 (REG8) contains the following important statements, which should be retained in the relevant sections of draft RSS in order to support the current successful trajectory of urban regeneration and protection of the historic and natural environment, but are at present omitted or watered down:-

“Chester, Carlisle, Lancaster and Preston should be regarded as historic towns requiring continual conservation with sensitive integration of new development, where needed, plus a regard for maintaining and enhancing their setting.” (Policy SD3, p 26)

“The intentions behind the creation of the Region’s Green Belts were not identical; in particular protection of the historic setting of Chester and Lancaster remain important considerations around these cities. Nevertheless they all fulfil each of the five purposes in some measure, and their contribution to urban regeneration directly or indirectly will remain of prime importance for the foreseeable future.” (para 3.28)

A special policy for Chester was instigated by the Secretary of State in “Cheshire (Structure Plan) 2001” and this policy remains in “Cheshire 2011” and the recently approved “Cheshire Structure Plan Alteration 2016”. CPRE agrees with Cheshire County Council that this policy should be integrated into Policy LCR4:-
“In recognition of the national and international importance of Chester as a historic city any development within or on the periphery of the City Centre or within the Chester urban area should be compatible with the conservation and enhancement of the City Centre and the setting of the City.”
(ii) Does LCR4 adequately reflect the policies and strategy emerging from the West Cheshire/ North East Wales Sub-Regional Strategy?

The West Cheshire/North East Wales Sub-Regional Strategy (WC/NEW SRS) is a non-statutory document, not subject to the same standards of public consultation or accountability as RSS.  It is essentially a consultants’ report. 
It is economically-focused to an even greater extent than draft RSS, fails to give due regard to environmental and social considerations, and does not deliver an integrated approach to sustainable development. It is not consistent with the UK Sustainable Development Strategy (GEN10) or PPS1. 
We summarise our concerns in SLD/CPRE/14 (p 5) (response to the public consultation on this strategy); that report then provides a detailed critique.

This non-statutory sub-regional strategy should be informed by and reflect the policies and strategy of RSS, not vice versa.

It is therefore of great concern that Policy RDF5 paragraph 7.21 includes a need for changes to the Chester Green Belt to accommodate a Regional Investment Site/Knowledge Nuclei Site, based solely on the recommendation of the WC/NEW SRS (see for example p 61).
There is however no evidence to support the need for a new greenfield (Green Belt) employment allocation to the south west of Chester, or to suggest that demand cannot be met by existing sites and those likely to come forward in the sub-region in the near future. 
Many high quality business parks and proposals for business parks have vacant plots and vacant buildings, including the existing Chester, Bellmeadow, Warren Hall Farm, St  Asaph, Hawarden, and Abergele Business Parks.

No exceptional circumstances have been provided to justify changes to the Chester Green Belt. The most up-to-date strategic documents have found no exceptional circumstances, including RPG13 (approved 2003), the Cheshire Structure Plan Alteration (approved 2006) and the Chester District Local Plan (adopted 2006). Any references to a need for changes to Chester’s Green Belt or to a strategic employment site in that Green Belt should therefore be deleted.
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