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Written Statement on behalf of CPRE North West

Matter 9A: 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? 

Notwithstanding our concerns (set out in (ii) below) about the identification of this sub-region as a City Region in the first place, CPRE found the content of the policies, and particularly the supporting text, in the Central Lancashire section to be far more spatially aware, and to better reflect the principles and priorities of integrated sustainable development, than those of the other two city regions. 

However, none of these positive elements, regarding:-
· recognition of the need for sustainable locations for development,

· quality of life and well-being 
· recognition of distinct and significant rural areas, 
· the mix of townscapes and landscapes,
· high quality development to enhance urban quality and natural settings
· development appropriate to the scale and function of settlements, 
· high quality housing to meet the needs of the population and support regeneration, 
· strong vibrant town centres promoting social inclusion and sustainable growth, and 
· a high quality, integrated public transport network) 
are spatially City Region-specific, and could equally well be incorporated in an alternative sub-regional framework. 
The strategy overall still does not provide a clear, sustainable and appropriate vision for the sub-region. While the thrust of the sub-regional policies is fairly clear, they don’t seem to amount to a coherent vision for a unified city region. It is not clear how the regional towns and Preston will complement, compete and/or co-operate with each other.
There is still, overall, a tendency to regard economic growth as the single over-riding priority, and a coherent strategy for the development, protection and enhancement of rural areas is missing, although they are at least acknowledged.
The aims set out in paragraph 14.4 are generally positive, but still lack a real commitment to environmental protection and enhancement, or a recognition of the need to match the type, form and location of development to environmental capacity. 
PPS1, paragraph 19, requires plan policies to be based on:-

· up-to-date information on the environmental characteristics of the area;

· the potential impacts, positive as well as negative, on the environment of development proposals (whether direct, indirect, cumulative, long-term or short-term); and,

· recognition of the limits of the environment to accept further development without irreversible damage.
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 Central Lancashire do not conform to this requirement.
There is no recognition of environmental issues specific to this ‘city region’, and therefore certainly no clear, specific measures to address environmental protection and enhancement. The reference to development enhancing the natural settings of the four main centres shows a positive intention, but may be too vague to make any significant impact.
Policies based on the identification of this polycentric sub-region with no real core and a relatively high proportion of rural areas as one continuous, coherent city region seems likely to induce significant increases in travel, especially by car, for commuting, shopping and accessing other services. Policy CLCR1 only fuels this likelihood.
As with policies regarding development in the other city regions, the lack of precision and presence of ambiguity raises the potential for urban sprawl, undermining the objectives of urban regeneration and countryside protection, and potentially infringing upon Green Belt and compromising its ability to fulfil its statutory purposes.
A more appropriate focus might be on developing the relative self-sufficiency (including intensive regeneration where appropriate) of the individual centres in terms of providing economic, retail, leisure, cultural and other services for their hinterlands, in line with the imperative to reduce the need to travel, and ensuring that public transport connections to higher-level and complementary centres are prioritised.
CPRE suggest that the approach to Leeds City Region in the Draft Yorkshire and Humber RSS, (OREG7, especially paragraphs 6.5, 6.6, 6.12-6.23, figure 6.1 and Policy LCR1, in particular LCR1C) provides a better model, although still lacking reference to rural areas. While we appreciate the need to be concise, too great a focus on brevity can, as with the city region policies in draft RSS, lead to the omission of important considerations.

(ii) Does the Central Lancashire City Region have any coherence in functional, social/cultural, geographic or economic terms?

The Central Lancashire City Region does not have any coherence in functional, social, geographic, economic terms. It has no historical basis and there is no common sense of place or identity associated with the disparate settlements included within this city region. It is far from clear that this concept is applicable to this sub-region, or that arguments that may be relevant to Manchester or Liverpool and their hinterlands are relevant here.
The sub-regional diagram is particularly unhelpful in giving a sense of the ‘city region’ as a coherent whole, and rather suggests a series of discrete centres with different significant characteristics and no obvious connections other than perhaps overlapping hinterlands.
RPG13 contains the following important statement, 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)

(iii) Should the draft RSS provide a more proactive and coherent framework for the regeneration of the East Lancashire Towns?

It is not clear that regeneration (as opposed to economic growth per se) and the reduction of intra-regional (and sub-regional) inequalities is given a sufficiently high priority in the Central Lancashire policies. Regeneration of those areas in most need should be a higher priority throughout draft RSS in general, and this should include a more coherent framework for the East Lancashire towns.
However, parts of, for example, Blackpool and Fleetwood are equally in need of regeneration and housing renewal, and their treatment should not be any less proactive or coherent. A real difficulty arises in trying to incorporate the needs of two such disparate and disconnected areas within one ‘city region’.
Matter 9B: Housing Issues

(i) Is the sub-region’s housing provision and distribution appropriate and achievable? Are the PDL targets in Table 9.1 realistic, deliverable, and based on robust evidence?

Refer to our general comments under Matter 4.
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