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Mr. Phill Bamford, Mr. Jamie Matthews & Ms. Lynn Raynor,

Spatial Planning,

Cheshire West and Chester Council,

Backford Hall,  Backford,

Chester,  CH1 6PZ.

Monday, January 18th, 2010
Dear Phill, Jamie and Lynn,

Cheshire West and Chester (CWaC) consultation on:

Local Development Framework (LDF) Core Strategy Issues and Options

Local Transport Plan (LTP) and Sustainable Community Strategy (SCS)

 

– joint NW TAR/CPRE response
Please note that this response to Cheshire West and Chester Council’s concurrent consultations on the Local Development Framework (LDF) Core Strategy Issues and Options paper, the Local Transport Plan (LTP) and the Sustainable Community Strategy (SCS) is a joint one on behalf of the North West Transport Activists Roundtable (NW TAR) and the Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE).  
The NW TAR is one of eight regional roundtables that were established 10 years ago under the auspices of the Campaign for Better Transport (formerly Transport 2000).  The transport roundtables are voluntary alliances which represent many non-governmental organisations.  We lobby for sustainable transport outcomes, sustainable land use, a low carbon future and healthy lives. 

CPRE is a charity that was established 80 years ago.  It promotes the beauty, tranquillity and diversity of rural England by advocating the sustainable use of land and other natural resources in town and country.  Its patron is the Queen.

Before embarking on this submission, we would like to thank you, Phil and Jamie, and your housing colleague, for the meeting which Ann Jones, Roger Parkin, David Clarke and myself had with you at Backford Hall in December.  We would also like to thank you for agreeing to an extension to the cut-off date for comments for our submission.  Unfortunately, although I checked in advance about being able to continue accessing the electronic consultation after Wednesday January 13th, I find I am in fact locked out of it, despite having registered and begun saving draft responses on the system.  Hence this hard copy response.
Yours sincerely,

LILLIAN BURNS, Convenor, NW TAR
CWaC  LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK (LDF) CORE STRATEGY ISSUES & OPTIONS CONSULTATION

VISION AND OBJECTIVES

VISION

Question 1:
Do you think this is the right spatial visions for the Borough?  

If not, please suggest how it could be improved
The ‘Vision’ is good in as far as it goes but it is missing a key factor.  It is remiss in aspiring to protect nature but not the countryside for its own sake.  The opening statements promise to provide access to open spaces but not to the countryside and nothing is said about the Green Belt which is so fundamental to this local authority area.  (Green Belt purposes, as set out in PPG 2, have helped prevent urban sprawl and protect the setting of Chester, Northwich, Frodsham and many villages in Cheshire West and Chester.  Nor is there anything about breathing clean air, which would be a concomitant of the fifth bullet point (to improve air quality) under the strategic objective of’ Protecting and Enhancing the Environment’.  
Also, the confident remark in the second paragraph relating to people reducing their individual carbon footprints should be tied in with a commitment to reduce the need to travel through better planning policies.  This would cross-hatch well with CWaC’s own Sustainable Community Strategy issue of ‘Altering behaviour around current and future sustainability issues’ as well as with the UK’s Sustainable Community Strategy and with a key principle of the North West of England Plan:  Regional Spatial Strategy to 2021.
STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES
 Q2:
Do you think these strategic objective as are the right ones for Cheshire 

West and Chester Borough?  If not please explain why.  Please suggest any additional objectives that you feel should be added to the list 
Protecting and Enhancing the Environment:  Bullet point no. 1 commits to “protect and enhance the historic environment”, which is laudable, and bullet point no. 2 commits to “protect and develop new green infrastructure, including open spaces” but here again – as in the ‘Vision’ – there is no promise to protect the countryside for its own sake.  The importance of this is such that, ideally, it should be included in bullet point no. 1.  The last three strategic objectives in this section are supported.
Healthy and Supported Citizens:   The bullet-point commitments that are proposed are supported.  However, there needs to be at least one other (if not two) which make the following commitment:
· to tackle obesity and congestion by promoting healthier lifestyles as a result of encouraging walking and cycling including, where relevant, via the use of green travel plans.
Vibrant Economy:  ‘Skills development’ should certainly come under this heading, as it does, but we would question whether it appropriate for ‘school places’ to be here and whether skills and schooling should be combined under one bullet point.  We suggest that ‘lifelong learning’ should be introduced into this section.  This could by combined more happily with ‘skills development’ if needs be, but perhaps the schools places issue would fit better under the ‘Supported Citizens’ part of the section above?

Accessible Places:  We would argue that an open-ended promise in bullet point 1 “to ensure that employment, leisure and community facilities are accessible by a choice of transport methods” is not in keeping with the requirements of the government’s latest command document, ‘Delivering a Sustainable Transport System’ (DaSTS) or with the Climate Change Act.   If this promise is to be made in this way, then it requires a qualifying remark to be added such as “without adding to CO2 emissions”.   In addition, the list of accessible places needs to include health facilities.
As far as the second bullet point under ‘Accessible Places’ is concerned, it is not really good enough to vaguely promise to enable and encourage public transport, walking and cycling.  There needs to be a commitment to prioritise these over less sustainable modes and there needs to be a firm promise to improve the infrastructure that will facilitate active travel.
Tackling Climate Change:  Bearing in mind the fact that the local authority has adopted, in its Local Area Agreement, National Indicator no. 186 (ie. per capita CO2 emissions in Local Authority area), it is quite inadequate to have a section with this heading which does not include in it:  “To reduce the carbon footprint of CWaC residents”.  Consequently, there should be a further bullet point here.


Question 2:  Do you think these strategic objectives are the right ones for CWaC?  If not, please 

         explain why/ suggest any additional objectives that you feel should be on the list
The headings/ objectives proposed broadly cover the issues that need to be covered, but the ‘Vibrant Economy’ one would benefit from being re-named ‘Vibrant Sustainable Economy’.  This would bring it more into line with RSS Policy DP3 ‘Promote Sustainable Economic Development’.


Question 3:  Are some objectives more important than others?  If so, please explain which 

        objectives you feel are most important
As regards importance ranking, there is not really a debate to be had if the planet ceases to exist.  However, we would also point to what the panel had to say on climate change that sat in judgement at the Examination in Public into the Regional Spatial Strategy.  They said that climate change must overlay and thread through the whole strategy.  LDFs are obliged to concur with the RSS, which is now statutory.    
SPATIAL ISSUES AND OPTIONS

Over-arching Comments
A key piece of evidence – the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA)  – is not available to stakeholders at the time this consultation is taking place.   Without it, respondents cannot be expected to make properly informed judgements.  
 In view of the fact that respondents are asked to express preferences for locations for developments, this consultation should not have taken place without the crucial SHLAA document being in the public domain.   We therefore reserve the right to amend the positions we have adopted here if the SHLAA  subsequently reveals information which causes us to reassess our thinking.  However, as a general rule, both the NW TAR and CPRE support the principle of sequential land use, as required by the RSS, with previously-developed land being utilised first.   And we promote the need to work within environmental limits.  We want to see urban areas in need of regeneration being made a priority.  This being our view, without relevant information to hand, we tend to favour a policy that focuses development primarily on the town of Ellesmere Port, which has the most brownfield land and social deprivation issues.  We also are aware of social issues in Winsford and of the ‘Winning Winsford’ and ‘Northwich Vision’ plans that have existed for some time.  By and large we support these, although not proposals for more road space.   Emphasis should be on these three locations, with Chester fourth in priority by some margin and very modest, mainly affordable, housing development in those rural villages which have indicated in their Parish Plans they would like to see it. 
Strategic Spatial Options


Question 4:  What are your comments on Option 1A?

Option 1A offers the opportunity to bring about a step-change in Ellesmere Port and this is to be welcomed.  However, although concentrating on the regeneration of Ellesmere Port (40%-60%), it suggests that Chester should accept the second highest volume of development (up to 30%) and Northwich and Winsford should accept each accept up to 20%.  We do not agree with this priority listing or with the percentage proposed for Chester which would not be sustainable.

Question 5:  What are your comments on Option 1B?

Option 1B, along with Option 1D, is the least sustainable option.  It would not be possible to deliver this level of development in the Chester area without very serious impacts on the Green Belt.  This option should not even be contemplated.

We would also point to Policies RDF 1 (Spatial Priorities), LCR 3 (Outer part of Liverpool City Region) and Policy LCR 5 (West Cheshire – North East Wales) in the NW RSS.  In West Cheshire, RDF 1 of the RSS does not rank Chester above anywhere else for growth.  It lists Ellesmere Port and Northwich as being the third priority for development considerations, along with Chester, but adds: “Emphasis should be placed on addressing regeneration and housing market renewal and restructuring”.  Policies LCR3 and LCR5 both highlight the need to “focus development in the towns and cities” and LCR5 also emphasises that any growth in Chester must be sustainable and “compatible with the conservation and enhancement of the historic City and its setting”. Meanwhile, Policy LCR3 draws attention to the need to enhance the role of key service centres of which Winsford is clearly one. 

Question 6:  What are your comments on Option 1C? 
Although this option is described as “Weaver Valley based development”, it still opens the possibility to unsustainable levels of development in Chester and is therefore unacceptable.


Question 7:  What are your comments on Option 1D?  

Bearing in mind that all three previous options propose allotting virtually nothing to rural settlements, this one suddenly – and totally disproportionally – inexplicably suggests that rural settlements should accept up to 30% of development.   This is an extraordinary option to canvass, particularly in view of how much of the rural area is in Green Belt and/or is designated as Areas of Special County Value (ASCVs). This option would involve losing too much countryside currently used for food/dairy production and, in any event, the physical infrastructure almost certainly does not exist to support anything more than the most modest amounts of development in rural areas.


Question 8:  Are there other options we should include?  If so, please provide details
We note the statement in para. 5.48 that:  “The final Core Strategy approach may be a combination of more than one option”.  From the limited information provided, we would suggest/ probably favour the following distribution of development:
Ellesmere Port – No less than 50%


Northwich - Approx. 15 - 20%



Winsford – Approx. 15 - 20%


Chester – No more than 10% of total and preferably less



Rural settlements – No more than 5% of total in accordance with local community wishes 


Key Areas and Strategic Locations
Question 9:  Do you think we should identify broad strategic locations in the Core Strategy, rather than just identifying individual strategic sites?  Please explain the reason for your view.

The obvious danger in identifying broad locations is that developers will opt for the easiest options within those broad locations, which are usually greenfield sites.   The fact of the matter is that there is already a plethora of employment sites within Cheshire West and Chester, including the Chester Business Park which was very poorly sited in an unsustainable Green Belt location and has caused problems every since.  It is worth listing how many existing sites there are in the Chester and Ellesmere Port area alone already, many of which have expansion and/or regeneration plans and/or vacant sites.  They are:


Chester Business Park (CDLP expansion)

   
Countess of Chester Sub-Regional Hospital (health park expansion)

Ministry of Defence Army Dale Camp

Capenhurst nuclear facility (vacant sites)


Chester University (expansion plans)

Chester Zoo (expansion plans)

Shell complex (vacant sites)

 
Vauxhall Motors, Ellesmere Port

Quinn Glass (European scale)

Chester Gates/ Costco Wholesale (sub-regional scale)


M & S Retail/ Cheshire Oaks, Ellesmere Port (second largest development of its type in UK)


Ince Marsh Resource Park and incinerator (European scale), Ellesmere Port


West Cheshire College (expansion/ three campuses)


Bumpers Lane Employment Park (expansion)


Chester West Industrial Park (Sealand Road)


Saighton Camp (regeneration site)


Northgate redevelopment


Chester Central regeneration

There is also the Frodsham Marshes wind farm plan, which CPRE is opposing.  In addition, it is worth noting that the Department for Transport’s ‘Station Champions’ concluded that there is an extra £50,000 of retail potential p.a at Chester Railway Station in their  ‘Better Stations’ report accepted by Government in November – Chester Railway Station being identified in the RSS as a regional interchange and gateway.   And, there are at least half a dozen large cross-boundary employment sites, located nearby in Wales, ie.  

Warren Hall Business Park

Dee Side Industrial Park

 
Wrexham Industrial Park

 
British Aerospace, Broughton

Broughton Shopping Centre


Hawarden Business Park


All of this provision applies only to the western half of the CWAC local authority area. 

It is understandable, therefore, why the panel which sat in judgement at the RSS examination in public came to the conclusion that the sub-regional area of Cheshire and Warrington had a significant over-provision of employment sites.

Question 10: Do you think that we have chosen the correct strategic locations?  Please give reasons for your view.  If you feel that other strategic locations or sites should be included, please provide details.


The correct strategic locations have not always been chosen in the past.  For instance, quite apart from the fact that the Chester Business Park was awarded a greenfield/Green Belt site, it was located on the wrong side of the A483 for it to be able to take advantage of the railway line.  A robust green travel plan was not a part of the planning permission.  Lessons need to be learnt from such mistakes in future.  We fear they may not be, especially when we read phrases in the Issues and Options paper relating to Chester such as:  “At the same time, dealing with the constraints of land availability” (para.  5.53).  This strongly implies that the Green Belt is seen as a constraint rather than an asset.   However, if the setting of the historic city of Chester is any further eroded than it has already been by park and ride sites, it will in fact lose much of what makes it what it is.  It would become significantly less attractive.  This should not be allowed to happen.

Building on the success of Chester

The statement is made (in para. 5.61) that the North West Development Agency (NWDA) has identified ‘Chester Central’ as a “strategic regional site”.  It is worth noting here that this has no statutory basis and, at the latest count (as of July 2009), the NWDA had endowed that title on no less than 35 sites, none of which are recognised by the extant RSS.  

Improving the image of Ellesmere Port


Question 11:  Do you agree with the proposed ways of improving the image of Ellesmere Port?  

We support the idea of high quality landscaping; we believe it will help enormously with the image of Ellesmere Port.   We are also pleased to learn that consultants are being or have just being appointed to address this issue.  They should consider whether it might be possible to have a policy of extending the Mersey Forest into parts of this area. 


Implementation of the Northwich Vision
We support the 15-20 year programme of regeneration for the town centre but not aspirations for more road capacity.  The transport part of the programme ought to focus on sustainable and active travel.


Regenerating Winsford

Equally, we are supportive of most of the initiatives outlined in the consultation document to regenerate Winsford, but would point out that the remark about “identifying any further investment that would be needed in the road network”(para. 5.83)  does not chime with ‘Delivering a Sustainable Transport System’.
Appropriate Development in Rural Areas
It is important that the approach adopted to rural areas is a balanced one.  They should not be viewed primarily from the perspective of ... where do the economic opportunities lie?   Landscapes must be valued and so must the ability of the countryside to produce food.  Food security needs to come into spatial planning considerations, not to mention the health benefits of having an accessible natural and farmed environment.  Policy RDF2 of the NW RSS says that plans and strategies for rural areas should not only “maximise the economic potential of the .... rural areas” and “improve access to affordable housing”, but also:

· “support sustainable farming and food
· ensure fair access to services for rural communities

· empower rural communities and address rural social exclusion and 

· enhance the value of our rural environmental inheritance”
Question 12:  Which option [of those identified]  do you think is the best way to deal with new buildings and conversions in the countryside?

CPRE’s policies lie somewhere between options 7A and 7B.   CPRE does not say that there should be no building at all in the countryside and it is particularly in favour of the provision of more affordable housing, but this must be for local need and very carefully located.  Due cognisance should be given to Parish Plans and to Village Design Statements to help identify where appropriate amounts of affordable housing might go and what is should look like.

Question 13:  Which option [of those identified] do you think is the best way to deal with the location of new development in rural areas? 
Of the two options presented, 7F (“within villages”) is most sustainable and most in keeping with RSS policy.  However, the point to make here is that PPG2 on Green Belt already allows for exceptions arguments to be made in special cases.  If a case is good enough, it will be approved.  It is entirely in-appropriate that policies should positively favour greenfield/ Green Belt development as developers will always favour this option, particularly in a ‘honeypot’ area such as rural Cheshire.   Such a policy would make it impossible to focus developers’ attention on areas in need of regeneration.
THEMATIC ISSUES AND OPTIONS
HOUSING
Supply of Housing

Question 14:  Which option do you consider the best way to achieve the RSS target and additional Growth Point requirements, while ensuring that the right land is used for housing at the right time and that at least 80% of new housing is built on previously developed land?
Experience has shown that, regardless of when land is released or planning permission granted, private developers will move at their own pace in terms of when they start to build and how fast they deliver.  In order to ensure compliance with RSS and protect the Green Belt, brownfield land must be prioritised (ie. Option  8C).  As far as the comment about employment sites is concerned, this is precisely what the RSS EIP panel recommended.  They said employment land should be re released because of over-provision. 
Mix of Housing



Question 15:  Are there any particular types of housing that should be provided?

CPRE’s position is that local need and opinion on design and sizes of dwellings should be a major determining factor in the type of housing in any area.   The housing assessment exercises being carried out should take into account the desires of local communities as expressed in Village Design Statements and Parish Plans.
 It would merely be repeating the mistakes of the past if ‘the market’ (ie. developers) were allowed to decide housing mix.  Sufficient affordable housing will never be provided if ‘the market’ is the determining factor.

Of the two options offered, 8E is preferable, ie. being strongly guided by the Strategic Housing Market Assessment.

Affordable Housing
Question 16:  Which option do you think is the best way to achieve sufficient affordable housing in the Borough, without causing major problems for developers and delivery of housing?  
If the desperate shortfall in affordable housing is to be met, then a 40% target should be set Borough-wide.  (40% already is the Chester target).  The option we would favour, therefore is 9D.

Question 17:  Do you think that the Core Strategy should include a Rural Exception Site Policy? 

We are aware that PPS 3 on Housing asks local authorities to consider as a possibility allowing affordable housing anywhere in identified rural areas.  The reality, however, is that such a policy would not be practical and would be wide open to abuse.   This concept runs contrary to sound planning policy principles and is not supported.
Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpersons Sites

Question 18:  What criteria do you think should be used to assess potential new Gypsy and Traveller sites in the Borough?

Environmental capacity considerations, educational capacity and adherence to existing Council policies, including the Sustainable Community Strategy, as well as the usual planning policies governing such issues as inappropriate development in the Green Belt should all be relevant.  However, this is a very sensitive issue and in order to answer the question properly, all relevant information should have been in the public domain at the time this consultation took place.  It is understood that a Council study to identify potential sites has been conducted, but it is not available.  In addition to this, the issue is to be determined as part of the Partial Review of RSS this year.  Consequently, we decline to make any further comment for the time being. 

EMPLOYMENT AND ECONOMY
Question 19:  Should employment land requirements/ policies in the Core Strategy focus on the period to 2021 in line with RSS requirements, or should the Employment Land Review forecasting to 2026 form the basis of the Core Strategy?
For clarity, and bearing in mind that the RSS is the statutory over-arching document, it would be better if the same time-line as the RSS was adopted.

Question 20:  Are there any strategic employment locations or sites that should be identified within the Core Strategy?
There are no strategic sites identified within the extant RSS.  Instead it lists criteria which should be met.  CWaC should consider a similar approach.
Question 21:  Should the Core Strategy identify the breakdown of employment land supply by main towns and the rural area, to address the identified variation in provision across the Borough?

This is not necessary in a Core Strategy.  As far as the comment in para. 6.43 is concerned, it is not inappropriate that Ellesmere Port should have more employment land set aside than other areas if the emphasis on development is going to be here.
Question 22:  Which option do you think is the best way to provide the correct amount of employment land in the Borough?

The market should not direct the supply.  It is for the planning system to do this.  As a general principle - of the options suggested - 11C is the more logical.  However, the key point to emphasise here is that there is currently an oversupply of employment land and therefore not only does no more need to be allocated, but some needs to be de-allocated and /or re-designated for ‘mixed use’ to help supply housing land.
Policy W3 in the NW RSS demonstrates that there is an over-provision of employment land in the sub-regional area of Cheshire (West and East) and Warrington of some 483 hectares.  Paragraph 6.24 says:  “There is currently an oversupply of land in Cheshire and Warrington, and Cumbria, which results in the requirement to de-allocate land over the RSS plan period”.  And paragraph 6.15 makes the following observation and suggestion:  “In Cheshire and Warrington the average site size is over 20 hectares, far greater than in any other region.  Sites over five hectares make up 88% of committed employment land in this area.  Reducing the supply may be achieved by the de-allocation of a small number of large sites”.   


Retail and Town Centres
Question 23:  Which option do you think is the best way to distribute retail development between the main retail centres in the Borough?
Further developing out-of-town centres such as Cheshire Oaks by providing more essential and community services in such locations would not only have a detrimental effect on town and local centres, but it would be contrary to the advice in PPS 6.  Option 14A is therefore the only real option here.


TRAVEL AND TRANSPORT 
We are pleased to note that ‘reducing the need to travel’ is a ‘Key Issue’ and is mentioned again in the supporting text.   However, we would point out that the reference for this, in paragraph 6.58, is out of date.  PPG 13 (which is actually referred to twice in this para. on page 74) has been replaced by the North West of England Plan: Regional Spatial Strategy to 2021.  This does also feature ‘reducing the need to travel’ as a key spatial principle (in Policy DP1) along with managing travel demand and increasing accessibility.
Question 24:  Which option do you think is the very best way to reduce greenhouse gas emissions from transport?   
If the Council is to comply with the NW RSS, it must opt for option 15A – concentrating new development in the main urban areas with the greatest accessibility.  This approach does not need to add to congestion if the policy is accompanied by investment in sustainable transport modes and in smarter choices. 

As far as parking standards are concerned, these are currently being decided via the Partial Review of RSS.  The EIP is due to take place in early March and the only issues it is addressing are parking standards and gypsies, travellers and travelling showpersons sites.  It is expected, therefore, that the panel report should not take long to appear and both issues should be decided upon in a time frame which will mean they can be imported into CWaC’s LDF. 
Question 25:  Should the Council provide additional Park and Ride sites in the Borough and, if so, where could these be located?
Large swathes of the Green Belt around Chester, which is so important to the setting of the historic city, have already been taken up with park and ride sites – sites which are not part of transport hubs and which do not constitute best practice.  The only additional provision of any size that should be considered is to make the temporary, Christmas joint-sharing arrangement which the local authority has with Chester Zoo made into permanent one.
Question 26:  Should the Council provide additional park and ride facilities to help people access areas outside of the Borough, eg. rail-based park and ride schemes to serve Manchester and/or Liverpool and, if so, where should these be located?  

Modest-sized  park and ride facilities at railway stations are supported.  NW RSS Policy RT3 says:  “Local authorities and station operators should consider making additional provision for car parking at railway stations so as to promote maximum use of the rail network”.  There should be an on-going programme drawn up to address this issue.

Table 6.5: Options for improving local transport network

There does not appear to be a question about the options offered in this table.  NW TAR and CPRE would strongly endorse 16A – travel planning being rolled out on a much greater scale than previously.  Intensive travel planning exercises elsewhere have shown that extra Council resources are well employed in this direction.  Many people do not realise the public transport options open to them.

Question 27:  Should the Council consider the provision of major, new transport schemes to address congestion and to improve accessibility and, if so, what should these schemes be?
In view of the DaSTS agenda, the only major transport schemes which CWaC should be considering are those that achieve modal shift and which reduce carbon emissions.  It also needs to comply with the National Indicator it has adopted of reducing individual carbon emissions - including from transport (ie.  NI 186).  Consequently, it should consider packages of smarter choices such as establishing a fleet of high quality school buses and also partnering rail improvements along with Network Rail, the Train Operating Companies and others.  As the Department for Transport’s ‘Stations Champions’ identified in their ‘Better Stations’ report in November, Chester railway station needs – amongst other things – an upgrade of its platforms and more parking provision.   Meanwhile, smaller stations would benefit from a range of measures.  Also, we understand that the Halton Curve has now progressed beyond GRIP 3 and would like to see CWaC working assiduously with Merseytravel and Halton Borough Council to bring this about.   
Question 28:  Which option do you think is the best way to deal with conflicts between air quality and regeneration?  

It is not development per se which would make air quality in an area worse, it is the access to a site for people using it – the amount of parking provision, the lack of public transport and the lack of a green travel plan.  It would appear that a conflict is being presented here which does not really need to exist, particularly if buildings themselves are built to a high environmental standard.

COMMUNITY FACILITIES
Question 29:  Are you aware of any community facilities that are required in the Borough?

Community facilities are often most lacking in rural and semi-rural areas.  We would urge the local authority to do a trawl through the Town and Parish Plans that have been completed, many of which identify much-needed community and sports facilities.

TOURISM, LEISURE AND CULTURE
The ‘Options’ sub-heading under this section states:  “There are no options relating to this issue”.  The NW TAR and CPRE do not agree that this is the case.   There are options which need to be considered.  For instance, there is the issue of how to reach tourist attractions in rural areas.  There is a need to signpost tourist traffic to use certain routes, to designate some roads as ‘Quiet Lanes’ in order to protect them and give priority on them to cyclists and walkers and the need to provide better public transport to tourist attractions.    Sustainable tourism should be the key aim, not tourism at any price to the environment. 

Maximising the tourism potential of the waterways
Question 30: Which option is the best way to maximise tourism potential of the waterways?  

No reference is made to the Green Belt and yet, as most of the canal network exists in the north, we assume it all falls within Green Belt.  Consequently, there should not be a sweeping policy which ignores this fact.  Any development in the Green Belt needs to show that it has a special case.  In addition, we understand that there is a Chester Waterways Study in existence, but we are not familiar with it.

Question 31:  Which option do you support for continuing development of the Mersey Forest?
It is not entirely clear if what is being proposed here is entirely about increasing tree cover.  There are references, for instance, to building design and stifling development.   Consequently, we decline to favour any of the options presented.  However, if the proposal is merely to extend tree cover, then this is supported because Cheshire has much less than the national average of tree cover (about 4% compared to 11% nationally).  We would like to see a significant increase in tree cover in the Chester and Ellesmere Port areas.  Apart from anything else, more trees would absorb more carbon.

CLIMATE CHANGE AND ENERGY SUPPLY
CPRE have major issues with the landscape and other impacts of wind turbines.  NW TAR  do not have a policy on this.  Consequently, we will not be making any comments on the generalities in this submission.


Questions 32 – 34 on gas storage

We decline to answer these questions.

WATER

Question 35:  Do you think there is any scope for primary mineral extraction sites within the

Borough to be utilised to help alleviate flood risk through increasing flood storage capacity?
Theoretically, this sounds like a good idea in a low-lying area such as Cheshire West and Chester.  But each case would have to be judged on its own merit because of landscape and other impacts such as transport movements.

We welcome the Water Cycle Study.  The Environment Agency have expressed concerns about the levels of housebuilding proposed around the country.  There is a key issue of environmental limits which needs to be much more fully explored than it has been.
BIODIVERSITY, LANDSCAPE AND OPEN SPACE  
Under ‘Key Issues’ there should be a commitment from the Council to take account of Landscape Character Assessments where they exist and to encourage more communities to carry them out.  

The Council should also continue with the designation of Areas of Special County Value (ASCVs).  Cheshire County Council devised this local designation because Cheshire did not have any Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONBs) to afford some extra protection to special landscapes.  They may need a different title as the ‘County’ no longer exists, but it is an excellent idea to have a local, protective designation.

Questions  36 and 37 on Green Infrastructure

We would like to have the benefit of seeing the Green Infrastructure Strategy that is being prepared before answering any questions on this topic to reassure ourselves that the title of ‘Green Infrastructure’ is not being used in some circumstances to justify development in the countryside.

Question 38:  Should there be a policy to protect gardens from housing development? 
If there is a way of subverting national policy on this, it should be explored.   Presumably, however, there would need to be different minimum size criteria for different areas depending on density (?)

Protecting and improving open spaces



Question 39:  How can existing open spaces be improved?


Exiting open spaces are identified in the Local Plans which are being replaced.  These should be retained.



Question 40:  What sites are important for biodiversity and geodiversity at the local level?


Chester University did a lot of work on this topic in their Geodiversity Study.  In addition, there is the 2009 Biodiversity Audit (Chester District).  Also, Cheshire Wildlife Trust holds information on Sites of Biological Importance (SBIs).  They are all important.  The Core Strategy should include a comprehensive map.

DESIGN AND HERITAGE
Protecting and enhancing the historic environment

Question 41:  Should the Core Strategy include a specific policy relating to Chester to recognise its unique character?
Yes, it should.  Ideally, Cheshire Structure Plan Policy GEN 4 should be carried across.  This recognises the international importance of this historic city.

Question 42:  Is the Council correct in taking the approach set out in assessing design quality?

Advice is given to the Council on design issues by bodies such as CAAC and Chester Civic Trust.  This should be reported to elected members before they make their decisions on planning applications.

Question 43:  How rigorously should the Building for Life Standards be applied?

The Council should include in its design quality criteria a commitment to take into consideration Village Design Statements (VDSs) where they exist.
Question 44:  Do you think the Core Strategy should require public art to be provided or contributions towards public art, depending on the scale of the development? 
It is not possible to answer this question in the generality.  Proposals for public art need to be considered in their own context, individually, and contributions would depend very much on the state of finances  

Sustainable Design and Construction

 
Question 45:  Which option do you think is best to implement sustainable design principles?

For housing, the Council should set a sustainability level rating of Code Level 4.

CHESHIRE WEST AND CHESTER  LOCAL TRANSPORT PLAN (LTP 3)

The North West Transport Activists Roundtable (NW TAR) and the Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE)  would prefer not to address the LTP questionnaire produced by Cheshire West and Chester (CWaC) Council because of the manner in which it is compiled – inviting respondents to prioritise every issue listed.  We have already addressed a number of transport issues in our submission on the LDF Core Strategy Issues and Options consultation.   In addition to these, we would like to add our own comments to what CWaC describes as its ‘main challenges’.

Dealing with increased levels of traffic growth and congestion
Research (by Standing Advisory Committee on Trunk Road Assessment and others) and experience has shown that traffic growth is not dealt with by providing more highway capacity.  This only ever provides some short term relief.  We would refer the local authority to CPRE’s report ‘Beyond Transport Infrastructure’ of July 2006 (www.cpre.org.uk/library/results/roads) which, amongst other schemes, evaluates the Newbury Bypass and the M55 near Blackburn.  It is now generally accepted that traffic growth is only going to be dealt with in the long term through a combination of fiscal measures, achieving modal shift, smarter choices and reducing the need to travel.

 Cheshire County Council, the predecessor to CWaC and to Cheshire East Unitary Authorities, placed little emphasis on rail and never had a rail officer of similar rank to the one employed by Lancashire County Council.  We would like to see CWaC Council taking a much more pro-active stance on rail and working with Network Rail, the Train Operating Companies, Merseyrail and adjoining local authorities to improve the rail travelling experience of its residents, in addition to continuing to work to improve bus services.

Improving  accessibility to employment opportunities and key services, especially for those without access to a car
NW TAR and CPRE would refer CWaC Council to best practice schemes which other authorities are involved in, such as the types of ‘Wheels to Work’ schemes that Liverpool and Cumbria County Council support.  There is also the issue of making public transport more accessible for the mobility-impaired.  In recent years, there has been investment in low floor buses and raised kerbs at bus stops but there is a lot yet to do in respect of rail such as making both sides of platforms accessible.  Also, more healthy people would cycle to stations if more secure cycle racks were provided.  This is not an expensive measure.
Ensuring that our roads and bridges are well maintained

We note that CWaC Council have adopted the relevant National Indicators as part of their Local Area Agreement, ie. NI 168 and NI 169, and we commend them for this.  Well maintained roads reduce traffic accidents.   We would like to see the road maintenance budget increased. 
Tackling climate change and reducing the level of carbon dioxide emissions

CWaC could do better in this area.  It has adopted NI 186, but it should also be moving towards adopting NI 185 (CO2 reductions from Local Authority operators, including transport), NI 188 (planning to adapt to climate change) and NI 194 (air quality – percentage reductions in No2 and PM10 emissions).  A big effort on the ‘smarter choices’ front would help significantly in this direction. 
Improving and encouraging the use of more sustainable modes of transport
Cheshire County Council briefly employed a Walking Officer – just long enough for her to produce a walking strategy.  She was never replaced when she left and the walking strategy has languished.  More has been done on cycling but the Cycling Officer was given other responsibilities which took the focus away from bringing about more cycling improvements on the ground.   In addition, a promise made in CCC’s first LTP, to introduce Quiet Lanes and Greenways  to the Peckforton Hill, was quietly dropped when Crewe and Nantwich Borough Council changed their minds about part-funding it.  We would like to see CWaC  Council – in this next round of LTPs - re-introducing this scheme and we would like to see more emphasis on the health aspects of active travel.

Improving safety and reducing the number of casualties on the roads

Rather surprisingly, although the Local Area Agreement includes NI 47, it does not include NI 48 (children killed or seriously injured in road traffic collisions) as an indicator.  This needs to be addressed.
We would point the officers and elected members at CWaC Council to the DfT’s announcement late last year encouraging local authorities to adopt and extend 20 mph zones, and making it easier for them to do so.  It is no longer necessary for complementary measures to be in place. Consequently, it will now be less expensive to introduce this life-saving measure.  We would urge the local authority to draw a programme up for the gradual introduction of 20 mph zones, prioritising those areas with the worst accident records.

Supporting economic growth, regeneration and new development
Local authorities now have a duty to do this.  However, in carrying it out, it is important they do not lose sight of what may have made their area attractive to investors in the first place.  In the case of Cheshire West and Chester, the countryside is a big attractor. That countryside also has an economic value itself because of the food it produces.  
Improving links to neighbouring areas, particularly Merseyside, Manchester, North East Wales and Warrington

A new regional DaSTS (Delivering a Sustainable Transport Strategy) study is currently getting underway looking at this issue of City Region Inter-Connectivity.  The North West Transport Roundtable have been awarded a seat on it and we will be arguing for better rail links, including the Manchester Hub – which will benefit all of the North of England – and the Halton Curve.
Dealing with the mobility needs of an ageing population

Everyone acknowledges that this is going to be an increasingly important issue.  This factor should be a major ‘driver’ in encouraging all local authorities to put more investment into improving access to public transport, public buildings and essential services.  It is far more important that investment should be channelled in this direction than into building new roads.
Finally, we would like to remind CWaC Council of the need to rural-proof, age-proof and climate change-proof their LDF documents, Local Transport Plan and Sustainable Community Strategy. 
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