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Matter 11. Delivery, Monitoring, Implementing and Review 
Matter 11A: Delivery
i)
Could the clarity and consistency of the draft RSS be improved? Is the draft “user friendly” in terms of understanding the strategy and how the policies are to be implemented?
1.
RSS will be part of the development plan and policies will be used not only in the preparation of LDD’s but also in the determination of planning applications and in appeals.  The policies of draft RSS are not sufficiently clear or concise for development control purposes.   This point is made again in relation to question (ii).

2.
There could be significant improvements in the clarity and consistency of the draft RSS in terms of its layout and appearance.  It is not particularly user friendly and is difficult to navigate.  It would help if the different sections i.e. Regional Development Priorities, Regional Policy Framework, Sub-Regional Policy Framework, including each City Region and Implementation and Review Sections were clearly defined in terms of colour coding to ease navigation.
3.
Also the ordering of the sub-regional policy framework is not logical, South Cheshire is hidden at the back of the City Regions, after Cumbria and South Lancashire, while its geographical linkages would suggest that it should be located nearer Manchester in the Sub-Regional Policy framework order. 
4.
The Headings in the Regional Policy Framework do not give the reader an idea of what topics are covered by that policy section.  For example, ‘Enjoying and Managing the North West’ covers diverse topics covering policies on land and water management, regional parks, minerals extraction, waste management and energy generation. 
5.
The Regional Transport Strategy (RTS) is not set out anywhere within the document in its entirety.  The RTS is fragmented throughout the document.   It would be helpful to have a separate  appendix on the RTS which sets out the objectives and list of policies within it. 

6.
The implementation of the policies is set out in Part 5 of the draft RSS and in the separate Implementation Framework.  When reading the individual polices of draft RSS it is not clear how they will be implemented.  RSS would be more user friendly and it would improve the readers understanding of how the policies would be implemented if the Further Explanation of Implementation of Selected Policies text for each policy was included within the RSS document.  When viewing the policy in draft RSS the reader would then understand how the policy was expected to be delivered and who should be involved in the implementation, instead of having to refer to another document.   This would address some of the County Council’s concerns particularly in relation to the implementation of the renewable energy policy EM17. 
ii)
Does the draft RSS provide an appropriate level of detail for the preparation of Local Development Documents? Does it provide appropriate guidance for other local plans (e.g LTP’s) and delivery mechanisms? Do the proposals in Chapter 19 of the RSS adequately provide for the transition from Structure Plan’s to the new LDF system?
7.
The County Council has in its previous responses to draft RSS commented on the transitional arrangements and for the Cheshire 2016 Structure Plan Alteration and the policies that we wish to save.  It is not considered that draft RSS provides a sufficient level of detail in several areas.  Some of these areas are of a strategic nature and should be covered in RSS, while others are local issues which would be addressed by LDD’,s however, it is not clear how this would be enforced.  It would be useful if RSS had a table which set out which Structure Plan policies were covered by RSS,  which should be included in LDD’s and which policies are saved.    Also as mentioned for question (i) policies of draft RSS are not written concisely in terms of strategic policy for development control use.  The policies refer to the requirements for producing plans and strategies and not to development proposals.  Therefore it may be appropriate to save Structure Plan policies for development control purposes in some instances.

8.
The County Council would welcome discussions with the Regional Planning Board to put forward submissions to the Secretary of State to extend the life of some Structure Plan policies beyond the current 3 year period from the date of adoption, in accordance with the DCLG Protocol published in August 2006.  The County Council consider that some policies address strategic policy deficits that RSS and LDD’s will not cover.  
Matter 11B: Monitoring
iii)
Are there sufficient processes in place such as Annual Monitoring Reports, to ensure that thee impacts of the RSS can be monitored? Have the right targets and indicators been identified in the Implementation Framework to ensure that the RSS can be effectively monitored? 

9.
It is claimed that draft RSS has been developed and will be put into practice using the Government recommended approach of ‘plan, monitor, manage’.  The success of which is dependent upon an effective monitoring system and firm evidence base.   There needs to be a rigid monitoring framework to ensure that policies within RSS are instigated.  The current targets set out in the Implementation framework are not sufficient in certain topic areas.  There is a lack of definitive targets particularly in key areas such as affordable housing, renewable energy and climate change (as discussed in matter 1E(iii)).  Without specific targets, the need to review policy or put mitigation measures into place will not be know. 
iv)
Should the draft RSS include a specific policy for monitoring?

10.
A monitoring policy would be helpful in clearly setting out who is responsible for producing the annual monitoring report, when it will take place, how often procedures will be reviewed and what it would set out to achieve. 

Matter 11C: Implementation and Review

v)
Are there sufficient and appropriate links to delivery agencies and funding mechanisms to ensure delivery?

11.
In the Implementation Framework Implementation Mechanisms table there is reference to the lead and supporting organisations that will deliver the policies and the mechanisms to bring the policies forward.  It is not clear what role the organisations should take in delivery and how they should work together to achieve the implementation of the policy.  

12.
There is also a reliance on local planning authorities to deliver policies through LDF’s.   However, it will be a significant time before LDF’s are in conformity with the policies of RSS, and therefore the deliverability by this mechanism is questioned.  There should be more responsibility on the NWRA to monitor polices at a regional level.  
vi)
Are the implementation mechanisms appropriate for addressing any cross-border issues that may arise?

13.
It is not considered that the implementation framework has considered how cross-border issues will be dealt with.  For example the implementation mechanisms for the Liverpool City Region which includes policy LCR4 the Overall Spatial Policy for West Cheshire does not include reference to the North East Wales West Cheshire Study and the delivery mechanism and organisations involved in its implementation.  Recognition should be made of the involvement of Welsh local authorities and the Welsh Development Agency, along with local authorities in the North West.  This does therefore not reflect the implementation mechanisms that will be required for Policy LCR4.
14.
Also in terms of the implementation mechanisms for the sub-regional policy for South Cheshire there is no mention of cross border relations with Staffordshire which may need to emerge in the future if issues arise. 
vii)
Is there a need for a focused early review of RSS? If so what should be the focus and timetable, and what would be the implications for Local Development Documents? 

15.
The County Council feels that in certain areas due to the lack of evidence base to produce the policies in draft RSS there will need to be a focused early review of some policy topics of RSS.  
16.
As set out in our earlier submissions, the County Council considers that there is not a sufficient evidence base in terms of the emerging requirements of PPS3, particularly in relation to Housing Market Assessments and affordability targets. Also an early review would allow the work on Gypsies and Travellers site provision to be incorporated into RSS, following the publication of the current research.  The timetable for this would be determined by the preparation of the evidence base. 
17.
Our response to matter 6B refers to the need for an approved evidence base in terms of regional waste requirements in order to produce a more coherent strategy for the region.  Regional waste management issues and conformity with PPS 10 may lead to the need for an early review of the waste policies.  
viii)
When will the research mentioned in paragraph 9.11 on the future requirements for gypsies and travellers be completed and how will this be incorporated into RSS? 

18.

The County Council will be interested to see the outcomes of the research mentioned in paragraph 9.11.  This could be incorporated with an early review of the housing polices as set out above. 
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