Copeland Borough Council



   RESPONDENT NO. 383

MATTER 10A: SUB-REGIONAL STRATEGY

The Council supports the statement on this matter submitted by Cumbria County Council (715) with the addition of the following:

Question (i)

1.
The Council has submitted statements in relation to certain deficiencies it sees in draft RSS as regards its ability to assist regeneration in West Cumbria at this critical time.  The particular issues involve:

· “West Cumbria-proofing”: The need to rebuild the local, post nuclear decommissioning economy has been accepted by central government and all regional/local partners within the West Cumbria Strategic Forum.  This was formed at the direction of the Secretary of State for Trade and Industry to focus efforts on the area’s regeneration in the face of a predicted 8,000 jobs loss at Sellafield by 2015.  It is feared that with multiplier effects this could rise to as many as 12,000 jobs having to be replaced in West Cumbria.  The partners have signed a formal Memorandum of Agreement requiring RSS and other policy documents at all levels to be “West Cumbria-proofed” in order to deliver transformational social and economic change in the sub-region over the next 15-20 years.   To assist this process it is recommended that the Panel consider designating West Cumbria as a “Priority Area for Regeneration” and for this to be identified as a key issue in the Vision with both urban and rural policy implications to the subject policies which follow and a fuller exposition as part of the Part 4 sub-regional treatment.

· Correspondence with sub-regional Spatial Masterplan: At the direction of the Secretary of State for Trade and Industry the West Cumbria Strategic Forum has commissioned are far-reaching piece of work which will be the blueprint for rebuilding West Cumbria’s post nuclear decommissioning economy.  This is the West Cumbria Spatial Masterplan (and the first consultation document is in the Panel’s Core Documents Library).  RSS needs to provide a policy basis which will assist implementation of the Masterplan (and thereby achieve “West Cumbria-proofing”).
· West Cumbria as a”Regional Cluster”: The  proposed Regional Spatial Framework tends to work against West Cumbria’s potential for development by breaking its towns into individual small centres rather than dealing with them as a social and economic entity.  In Cumbria, Barrow and Carlisle are identified at a higher level (“Regional Towns and Cities”) than the Copeland towns and draft RSS therefore endows them with greater growth potential for development.  This has a tidy geographer’s logic about it but ignores a) the high priority for development to be channelled into West Cumbria over the next 20 years to deliver regeneration and b) the fact that although West Cumbria is made up of   different towns and villages it operates as discrete urban cluster of common employment, housing, retail, commercial etc markets with a combined population in excess of either Carlisle or Barrow.  In many ways West Cumbria is a scale replica of the Central Lancashire City Region which has no single, dominating centre but a number of large towns (Preston, Blackpool etc).  If this approach is accepted in the hierarchy for Central Lancs in relation to Manchester and Liverpool we feel it is equally as appropriate for West Cumbria in relation to an equal footing with Barrow and Carlisle.  This is especially so since in the Sub-Regional Policy Framework section it states in para 15.5 that “Most of the development in Cumbria will be focused within Carlisle, Barrow and West Cumbria” which is slightly at odds with the Spatial Framework.
· Location of new development: No-one would argue about the Principles for Regional Development set out in Policy DP1 which pick up on national policy imperatives such as sustainable development, making better use of land and buildings, ensuring higher quality of development and tackling climate change.  But the Spatial Framework does build in an unnecessary and unjustified disadvantage for West Cumbria.  Key Service Centres in West Cumbria are regarded only as a focus for services to their rural hinterland and not as a focus of new, sub-regional development and investment as part of a concerted effort to rebuild the local economy.  It is a question of importance attaching and scale.  Certainly a strategy which concentrates all major new development in Cumbria at Carlisle and Barrow is not going to help deliver regeneration in West Cumbria in a situation where, for example, Whitehaven is 1 hour distant from Carlisle and 1 hour 45 minutes distant from Barrow by road and rail.  At the same time the identification of four towns in Copeland as Key Service Centres would seem to be at risk with reference in Policy CNL1 to only Whitehaven and Cleator Moor whilst there is reference in Policy RDF2 to reassessing the list of Key Service Centres in the future.  Recent work undertaken by LUC for the Regional Assembly also threatens to undermine the important roles of 3 out of the 4 KSCs in Copeland – Cleator Moor, Egremont and Millom.  The Council’s specific concerns about this work are set out in the Appendix to this statement.

· Interestingly Policy CNL1 supports the notion of West Cumbria being ranked alongside Barrow and Carlisle as locations to focus development and investment which is obviously supported but then omits Egremont and Millom from the list of key towns to benefit as does Policy CNL2.  This is something the Council strongly objects to.  There is also reference in Policy CNL1 to creating a portfolio of regional/knowledge nuclei sites but a “portfolio” would suggest the need for more than the 2 sites identified in Table 7.1 for Cumbria and we would support other candidates in West Cumbria.  Policy CNL1 appears to include support for housing renewal and measures “to improve the operation of routes linking West Cumbria…to the M6” (which is not quite the same as transport improvements) but picks and mixes between different parts of the County for policy items which should really apply equally e.g. Kendal is thrown in with Carlisle and Barrow for attention to creating better public transport, walking and cycling facilities for no obvious reason – all towns should benefit from such an approach. 

· Transport Infrastructure: West Cumbria’s isolation and poor standard of communications have hindered its prospects for economic growth for too long.  Other similar areas in the country, particularly in Scotland, Wales and south west England have seen significant levels of transport investment over the last 40 years as part of concerted efforts to stimulate regeneration.  To deliver the level of transformational change required to deal with West Cumbria’s difficulties over the coming years there needs to be major investment in transport infrastructure – both connecting the sub-region to national networks and within the sub-region itself.  The RTS provides neither the strategic framework for this nor any specific schemes in the lists of transport priorities.  Draft RSS recognises this issue in the Sub-regional Framework section (para 15.7): “This will require investment in increased employment opportunities and the related transport infrastructure” but it is not translated into schemes via RTS or Policy RT8. RT8 should include major improvement schemes to e.g. A66 west of the M6, to the A595 and to the Cumbrian Coastal Railway.  The West Cumbria Spatial masterplan includes an assessment of the sub-region’s transport requirements and RTS should therefore leave a dedicated space in Table 10.2 for West Cumbria schemes.  It should be noted that both DCLG and DfT are partners in the West Cumbria Strategic Forum which has commissioned the Masterplan.

Question (ii)

· Nuclear Issues: The Council is very concerned that draft RSS does not provide adequate coverage as regards policies on nuclear waste.  Policy EM14 and supporting text is fairly short despite the complexity of the subject and is more of a description than a policy stance e.g. there is no reference to a requirement for low level radioactive waste to be dealt with at its origin.There is also concern over the absence of any policies in relation to new nuclear power generating development.  The Energy Review looks at new nuclear generating options where an area like West Cumbria, previously host to nuclear production could be considered appropriate for new development.  The RSS needs to include some reference to this option and a policy stance would be useful, particularly if backed up by criteria which could be included in any “off-set package” assessment.  The contribution such alternative energy sources could make should also count against the sub-region’s overall energy contribution, including the renewables targets.  

