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Mr. Paul Griffiths,
Principal Transportation Officer,

Cheshire East Council 

    Policy & Forward Plan Team,

Floor 6, Delamere House,

Crewe, CW21 2LL.
Monday, May 17th, 2010

Dear Paul,

CONSULTATION ON CHESHIRE EAST COUNCIL LOCAL TRANSPORT PLAN  
SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL SCOPING REPORT 

Thank you for your invitation to the North West Transport Roundtable to comment upon Cheshire East Council’s Sustainability Appriasal Scoping Report for its first Local Transport Plan (LTP) and also for granting a short extension to the consultation dead-line.  In responding, we set out what we believe should be incorporated into the LTP.
The North West Transport Roundtable (NW TAR) is an umbrella body which promotes sustainable transport and healthy living.  Formed 11 years ago, we are one of eight regional roundtables in England that operate under the auspices of the Campaign for Better Transport (formerly Transport 2000).  During our existence we have been represented on the government’s multi-modal studies and many regional and sub-regional bodies and we currently hold seats on each of the regional DasTS (Delivering a Sustainable Transport Strategy) studies as well as on the sounding boards of the two national DaSTS studies that impinge on the North West.  During the course of our existence, we have accumulated a considerable amount of expertise and become a 
recognised voice representing the environmental perspective on transport issues.   
Over-arching Comments
Although Local Transport Plans will continue to be examined as part of the Comprehensive Area Assessment and through the Local Area Agreement framework, the Department for Transport (DfT) has withdrawn its own monitoring role and will no longer impose mandatory targets.  This is a source of some concern for bodies such as the NW TAR who have been very supportive to date of the LTP process and believe it has been extremely successful in achieving a more holistic, environmentally friendly and long term approach to local transport planning than existed previously.  That said, we note that the Guidance on Local Transport Plans strongly encourages local authorities to adopt more targets than exist in their LAAs or in the National Indicator set.  It also reminds them that they are accountable to their communities for the quality of their LTPs.  We therefore look to the new Cheshire East Unitary Authority to not only go through the motions of consulting with stakeholders but to reflect what they say.  We would point to Warrington as an example of best practice for this.  During the course of their first LTP, they changed their major project as a result of their consultation processes (ie.  they decided to focus on a traffic control system) and were rewarded for their reactive approach with an award from the DfT).
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In addition, we would urge Cheshire East Council to demonstrate its commitment to inclusivity by extending an invitation to the environmental NGO sector to be represented on both the LSP environmental thematic group and the LSP board itself.  
We present here our detailed comments on what is in the SA scoping report, flag up what is missing from it and indicate what we would like to see included:
Overview (page 5)
The NW TAR are well aware that other authorities are now into their third review of their Local Transport Plans and that all highway authorities are governed by the LTP3 guidance published in 2009.  However, the fact of the matter is that the forthcoming Cheshire East Local Transport Plan will be the first for the new Unitary Authority.  It would be appropriate if this were explained at the outset in future communications with stakeholders to avoid unnecessary confusion.

Content of the Local Transport Plan (pages 6 & 7)
Paragraph 2.10 (p.7) lists the “likely” themes to be addressed by the LTP and/ or by supplementary documents.  The NW TAR support these and would add two important themes to them.  We would argue that, as this is the first LTP for this new authority, it is extremely important that it and/or daughter documents should ‘set out the stall’ for transport policy in a comprehensive manner which is mindful not only of the DaSTS agenda but of environmental limits.  We would therefore make the case for inclusion in it of smart choices/ soft measures as these can – cumulatively – have a significant effect and we would flag up the omission of rail in this list.  NW TAR were often critical of Cheshire County Council for its lack of emphasis on rail, pointing to the fact that Lancashire County Council employed a rail officer in a senior position who achieved a lot as a result of the backing he received.  It is therefore somewhat disconcerting to note that, although all LAs have now been given more freedom to influence and invest in rail projects and initiatives, the theme does not even appear in the ‘likely’ list in 2.10.  We sincerely hope that this is no more than an oversight and not indicative of the fact that CEC regard it as a very low priority.   

We are aware that there is no longer a requirement for LAs to produce separate bus strategies.  In any event, we would not wish Cheshire East to adopt the extant one that Cheshire County Council produced in something of rush and consulted upon over a Christmas holiday one year.  The need is for something more enlightened and imaginative than that – something which includes taxi-buses and shared taxis as part of a flexible, demand-responsive approach.  These modes of transport can be equally applicable to rural areas and to housing estates, dependent upon the circumstances.  We also want to see the cycling and walking sections or supplementary documents covering ‘quiet lanes’ and greenways and the road safety theme addressing the poor safety records on many rural and semi-rural roads.  In respect of parking, which is on the list, we would merely wish to record that the outcome of the Partial Review into the Regional Spatial Strategy is currently awaited.  This will set a statutory framework for parking, to be complied with, until and unless there is a review of the planning system which does away with RSSs.
NW TAR trust we will continue to be consulted about all of these themes as they develop.  We do want to be involved in helping to formulate policy for the new authority.
Associated Documents (pages 8 & 9)
Cheshire East Council has indicated on any number of occasions that its intention was to consult at the same time on its LDF Core Strategy, its LTP and its Community Strategy, (ie. as happened in Cheshire West and Chester).   This would have been the most logical approach as all three major documents are evolving simultaneously and this presents a rare opportunity for them all to be aligned and for stakeholders to see the bigger picture emerging more clearly.  Towards the end of this consultation on the LTP Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report, a consultation has been launched on Cheshire East’s Community Strategy.  However, there is no sign of the LDF Core Strategy.  This is a great pity - a wonderful opportunity missed.
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Assessments (covered under ‘What is a Sustainability Appraisal?’ pages 9 – 13)
The S.A. document highlights health impact and equality impact assessments as well as the Habitats Regulations Assessment.  However, it has nothing to say about rural proofing.  This process is recommended by Natural England whose predecessor, the Countryside Agency, produced a rural proofing checklist of 15 tests.  It asks policy makers to establish whether their proposed policy is likely to encounter the challenges presented by rural circumstances.  The tests to be applied are:-
1. Will the policy affect the availability of public and private services?  (In other words, might it encourage closure or centralisation which has a disproportionate effect in rural areas).

2. Is the policy to be delivered through existing service outlets such as schools, banks and GP surgeries? (Consider how rural residents can access services in areas where outlets are few and far between).

3. Will the cost of delivery be higher in rural areas where clients are more widely dispersed or economies of scale are harder to achieve?  (Costs could greater either because of longer distances and greater travel times or because it is necessary to operate out of smaller units).
4. Will the policy affect travel needs or the ease and cost of travel?  (Public transport is poorer in rural areas and there is a greater car dependency).
5. Does the policy rely on communicating information to clients?  (How will clients access information in rural areas where there are fewer formal places to obtain advice?)

6.  Is the policy to be delivered by the private sector or through a public-private partnership?  (Is there sufficient market to attract the private sector?)
7. Does the policy rely on infrastructure for delivery?  (How will the policy work in rural areas where the existing infrastructure is typically weaker, some infrastructure does not exist and upgrading of infrastructure may be difficult or expensive?)
8. Will the policy impact on rural businesses, including the self employed?

9. Will the policy have a particular impact on and-based industries and therefore on rural economies and environments?  (How will the policy affect the agricultural sector?  Will there be a knock-on effect on the environment?)

10. Will the policy affect those on low wages or in part time or seasonal employment?  (A higher proportion of the workforce in rural areas are engaged in part time or seasonal employment and the agricultural and tourism industries tend to pay low wages).
11. Is the policy to be targeted at the disadvantaged? (Rural disadvantage is not usually concentrated in neighbourhoods.  Have indicators such as access to services, access to job opportunities and housing affordability been taken into consideration?)
12. Will the policy rely on institutions for delivery?  (Can it be effective in rural areas where private, public and voluntary sector organisations tend to be smaller and have less capacity to build partnerships?)

13. Does the policy depend on new buildings or development sites?  (Where will these be located in rural areas, given that there are few brownfield sites and few locations that will be acceptable?)
14. Is the policy likely to impact on the quality and character if the natural and built rural landscape?  (In particular, might it affect landscape and biodiversity sites, conservation areas or the Green Belt?)

15. Will the policy impact on people wishing to reach and use the countryside as a place for recreation/ enjoyment?  (Will it affect the tourism and leisure industries which are so important in rural areas?)
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New Approach to Appraisal (NATA) (pages 13 - 15)
The NW TAR welcome the fact that the new Transport Minister, Theresa Villiers, is committed to reviewing the transport appraisal process.   It is currently slanted in favour of road building and gives far too much weight to tiny amounts of individual time savings.

Relevant Plans, Policies and Programmes (covered under ‘Setting the Context’, pages 18 & 19)
The LTP needs to comply with relevant plans, policies and programmes.  These include, of course, the emerging Cheshire East Sustainable Community Strategy (SCS).  This calls for the issue of access to be addressed and says it may involve having to take “services to the people”.  This is an approach which we would favour as it reduces the need to travel – a key principle of the extant Regional Spatial Strategy.  The draft SCS, ‘Ambition for All’, also goes on to list the following actions in relation to transport:
· Work with public transport operators in Cheshire East to work towards delivering a more integrated public transport system
· Improve the quality of the public transport offer
· Encourage technological development in public transport services in partnership with operators
· Improve the safety and condition of our roads
· Explore and pilot opportunities for innovative transport solutions in rural communities
· Create better integration between different modes of transport through a targeted infrastructure fund and programme of work to implement infrastructure improvements, including broadband, safe routes to schools, cycle routes. Road improvements, road maintenance, park and ride, consideration of visitor economy needs and other modes of transport
· Improve facilities for cycling and walking so that it is attractive to cycle or walk shorter journeys
· Influence the location and delivery of key services to enable access by non car modes
· Improve access to information and accessibility to services for residents and visitors through contact points or by using other media or the web
(Page 29, ‘Ambition for All’, Cheshire East’s Sustainable Community Strategy for 2010 to 2025’, currently out for consultation).
The North West Transport Roundtable can condone about 90% of these proposed actions.  The exceptions are the blanket statements within bullet point no. 6 relating to road improvements and park and ride.  Road ‘improvements’ can include the provision of significant amounts of extra highway capacity  as is the case with the A556 ‘Improvement’, to which we are opposed, and park and ride sites are often poorly located on greenfield sites that can only be accessed by car.  If these two statements are to comply with the Climate Change Act, the DaSTS command paper and the national Sustainable Development Strategy, they are going to need to be qualified with commitments not to increase carbon emissions or ignore environmental capacity.  We also suggest that there should be a cross-reference from the LTP to this section of the Community Strategy and a cross reference from the Community Strategy to the LTP.

 Sustainability Issues (page 19)
The outline of the processes to be gone through in the development of the LTP makes no mention of applying the Sustainable Development Impact Test, recommended by DEFRA nor of carrying out an assessment of environmental limits, although this is a key part of the UK’s Sustainable Development Strategy.  These omissions should be addressed.
continued ...
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Appraising the effects of the Draft LTP (pages 20 & 21)
We welcome the commitment in C1 (para. 2.43) to predict effects in social, equality, environmental and economic terms, but would also reiterate here the need for the environmental assessment to consider page 3 of this submission where we emphasise the need for rural proofing. 
We also wish to point out two typographical errors.  In para. 2.43 on page 20, the word in the second sentence between ‘quantified’  and ‘possible’  should be ‘where’, not ‘were’  and - in the heading to C3 - in para. 2.45 on page 21 the word should be maximising’ , not ‘maximise’.


Screening (page 23)
Paragraph 3.7 at the bottom of page 23 states: “While it is unlikely that the LTP will have a significant impact on habitats, there will be a need to undertake detailed analysis of the Implementation Plan later in the process”.   This is not an accurate statement unless CEC are about to drop their previously declared support for the A556 Improvement (potential impacts on wildlife using Rostherne and Tatton Meres).   We therefore suggest the removal of the first part of this sentence up to and including ‘habitats’.    

STAGE A1:  RELATED PLANS AND POLICIES (pages 24 – 26) 
CEC QUESTION 1: ARE THERE OTHER PLANS AND PROGRAMMES?

ANSWER:  Table 4-1 (Summary of related plans & policies, p. 25) fails to list the following plans/ policies:
National:  The new National Policy Statements and the 2009 LTP3 Guidance are not listed.  Neither is the 2007 White Paper ‘Delivering a Sustainable Railway’. And should not the Climate Change Act be included?

In addition, there is the DfT’s Smart and Integrated Ticketing Strategy, published in December 2009.  This is listed on the DfT website under ‘Regional and Local’.  Wherever it appears in this list, it should be there and it ought to be feeding into the formative LTP.
Intra-Regional:  Network Rail’s ‘Northern Hub’ strategy (formerly the Manchester Hub study) would have many benefits on rail services throughout the North of England if enacted.  This should be listed along with the franchise agreements for the West Coast Main Line, North of England and Trans-Pennine because working with the Train Operating Companies ought to be a commitment in the LTP.  It would also be apposite to list under ‘Intra-Regional’ the DaSTS studies ‘Access to Manchester’ and ‘Trans-Pennine’.
Regional:  Prior to the General Election, the Conservatives flagged up their intention to do away with regional working but this will involve a repeal of the relevant legislation. The extant RSS is a statutory document and ranks above all the others listed, including the emerging single, integrated regional strategy, RS 2010.  It should most appropriately, therefore, be listed first.  Also, the North West Climate Change Action Plan – which was only recently re-launched by the North West Development Agency – is missing from the list (ie. ‘Rising to the Challenge:  A Climate Change Action Plan for England’s North West 2010-2012’, February 2010) and so are the North West River Basin Management Plans published by the Environment Agency.  In addition, at the time of this consultation, a number of regional, as well as national, DaSTS studies are drawing to a close.  It would be appropriate to list them (with the exception of ‘Access to the Port of Liverpool’) as their findings should be feeding through into the LTP, eg.  Access and Regeneration, Integrated Transport and Maintenance Blocks Funding and Behavioural Change.

 
Sub-Regional:  The Cheshire County Council Cycling Strategy and its Equestrian Strategy are both missing from the list which ought to also include the LTPs of adjoining local authorities, including the emerging one from Cheshire West and Chester.  In addition, following on from the Peak District National Park Management Plan, the Peak District Sustainable Tourism Strategy (2000) should be listed.
Local:  This should include the LSP and the Local Area Agreement.  (See recommendation in next section relating to a National Indicator which we believe should be added to those already adopted by CEC).
continued ...

6

STAGE A2:  BASELINE INFORMATION (pages 27 – 71)
CEC (MULTI-PART) QUESTION 2:  ARE THERE ANY GAPS IN THE DATA PROVIDED?  
IS THERE ANY ADDITIONAL DATA OR DATA SOURCES THAT NEED TO BE CONSIDERED?  
IS THERE ANY IMPORTANT ENVIRONMENTAL, HEALTH OR EQUALITY DATA MISSING/MISREPRESENTED?  

ANSWER:  There are gaps/ additional data sources/ misrepresentations as indicated below.
Health (General):  Neither Table 5-2 (Results of national health survey) on page 38 nor the supporting text covers the issue of respiratory diseases.  This, despite the growing number of adults and children with respiratory problems and the growing number of Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs).  The information for this is available as are figures and graphs to show how many days per year air quality tips into or close to danger levels.  These two areas of data should be incorporated into the document and year on year assessments made to understand whether the number of individuals suffering respiratory problems is increasing or decreasing and whether very poor air quality days are increasing or decreasing.  
Health (Road Safety):    The road safety information in the consultation document is out of date.  The Cheshire Safer Roads Partnership (CSRP) published a 2008 Profile Report, dated 14/10/2009, of ‘Road Traffic Collision Casualties’ which includes a number of facts and figures up to and including 2008 and a trend graph that extends into 2009. (Table 5-3 on page 39 of the CEC SA Scoping Report only carries some figures up to and including 2006). The profile report we mention, compiled by Pauline Cordingley, CRSP Safer Roads Intelligence Analyst, not only provides more salient information, it also makes a number of crucial recommendations eg. there is a need for increased resources and targeted activity to prevent/ reduce the number of children killed and seriously injured, otherwise the DfT 2010 target will not be met.  
The NW TAR note that Cheshire East have not yet adopted as one of its National Indicators NI 48 (children killed or seriously injured in road traffic collision) in their LAA.  We would like to suggest that they should.  We also recommend that the Cheshire East RTC police data maps showing serious and fatal incidents between 2007 and 2009 should be incorporated into the baseline information (see Appendix 1 to this submission).  This illustrates, amongst other things, the level of accidents on the ‘red routes’ ie. the high risk roads, which the SA scoping report points up on page 40.

Highlighted in the CSRP Profile Report of Road Traffic Collision Casualties is the following statement:
“Cheshire East’s long term KSI casualty trend is good, however a more recent emerging trend indicates an increase in KSI casualties despite a downward trend in the number of personal injury collisions.  Early indications suggest that the 2009 casualty picture could be similar to 2008”.  
The NW TAR are aware that, before Cheshire County Council ceased to exist, a review was carried out of all ‘A’ and ‘B’ road speed limits in the County.  The resulting report should now be published by both CEC and CWaC as daughter documents to their LTPs and they, along with the facts and figures from the CRSP report, should be used to produce a speed reduction strategy across Cheshire East.  We would remind CEC that the DfT no longer require complementary measures to be in place for 20 mph limits to be introduced.  They could be made compulsory in the vicinity of schools and more use should be made of them as appropriate elsewhere.
Faith:  It is unclear what point is being made in the ‘Faith’ section on pages 44 and 45 in relation to the LTP.  If there is a direct connection, it should be made clearer.  
Water and Soil:  Cheshire is notable for its very large number of natural ponds and meres, which is not mentioned here.  Also, as with the previous point, the connection between the theme - in this case water quality - and the LTP is not made.  There is, of course, a connection - with run-off from highways and its polluting effect – but this is not explained.  Also, there is no mention of canals and yet canals offer the potential to transport non-perishable goods. This should be mentioned and the canals should be mapped.
continued ...
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Flood risk:  This section does not include an Environment Agency flood plain map, which it should, and – whilst it explains how flooding can damage highway infrastructure – it fails to explain that laying more highways and other infrastructure can cause flooding by reducing the amount of land available to absorb water.  Many flooding incidents are man-made, eg. by removing water-absorbing vegetation.  If points are to be made about causes and effects relating to flooding, they should be made from both points of view.
Air and Noise:  As an aside to the task of answering the question posed by CEC, the NW TAR cannot help but ask a question of their own at this point, in view of the fact that the A556 is a recognised Air Quality Management Area (para. 5.103, page 51).  It is this:  How would building the A556 Improvement (a new dual carriageway road) help improve the air quality of the A556 Chester Road which would be downwind of it - especially as a new, high quality dual carriageway would generate more traffic movements?  
Paragraph 5.107 (on p. 52) declaims: “policies should aim to encourage the reduction in the levels of emissions”.   Indeed they should if CEC is to comply with the Climate Change Act and DaSTS.  Para. 5.107 also speaks of:  “Ensuring development occurs in sustainable locations to reduce reliance on private transport” and “Attempting to reduce reliance on cars through provision of alternative forms of transport”, while paragraph 5.119 says:  “Policies should aim to encourage the reduction in the levels of transport related emissions of greenhouse gases”. [Should this be a reduction?] 
 Yet the authority is still intending to support the Highways Agency in the building of the A556 and to work with Stockport MBC and Manchester City Council to deliver the A555 Manchester Airport Link Roads and the A523 Poynton Bypass.   This makes no sense at all in sustainability terms.  These would be short term measures that would do nothing to achieve modal shift, reduce the need to travel or achieve better air quality.  If CEC is genuine about what it says in the paragraphs quoted (and elsewhere in this report) then it should also be making a commitment to reassess the perceived value of these road schemes against the likely environmental impacts and the generated traffic flows, including on feeder roads.  
Landscape:  We welcome the reference to Green Belt and its purposes but would like to see a map which depicts not only Green Belt but the Areas of Special County Value that are not mentioned.
Social Inclusiveness and Accessibility:  This section is remiss in not covering access to train services.  (The ‘Population & Human Health’ section mentions steps at railway station being a problem, but only in relation to older people, in para. 5.21, not in respect of parents with buggies or fit people with luggage).  This section covers access to bus stops but not railway stations.  In many instances, stations can only be accessed on one side by those whose mobility is impaired in one way or another and often there is no cover for waiting passengers, no secure bicycle parking, inadequate parking for cars and no real-time information.  The government’s ‘Station Champions’ made a number of recommendations regarding minimum standards for different station categories.  The NW TAR would like to see CEC working with the Train Operating Companies towards meeting these basic standards to encourage more people to use rail.  
There is also much that the principal authority could be doing to work towards a network of off-road greenways between and through communities and cycleways and on-road cycle lanes and ‘quiet lanes’.  

As far as ‘Access from Rural Areas’ is concerned, it should be noted that the regional DaSTS study no. 5 on ‘Access and Regeneration’ covered a number of features areas.   Audlem in East Cheshire was used as an example of “a rural area with proximity to major employment and service centres”.   The findings on this in the JMP/ Regeneris Stage 1 final report, issued on April 30th 2010, should be incorporated into the LTP.
Tourism:  We welcome the comment in para. 5.189 on page 71 about “promoting access [to attractions] by all modes of travel and managing the impact of travel to these sites”.  However, we would be even happier if this section were headed ‘The Need for Sustainable Tourism’ and if CEC adopted the same approach as the National Trust of encouraging visitors to access major attractions by non-car modes and enabling them to do so by providing and advertising information to help them to do so.

continued...
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STAGE A3 (PART 1):  ISSUES
STAGE A3 (PART 2):  OBJECTIVES
CEC (TWO-PART) QUESTION 3:  DO YOU AGREE WITH THE OBJECTIVES IDENTIFIED?

ARE THERE ANY OTHER OBJECTIVES THAT SHOULD BE CONSIDERED?

ANSWER:   There are other objectives to be considered but there are also other issues.  No question is posed about whether or not the right ‘issues’ have been identified nor whether or not there are missing ones.  Both points do require answering  – and it is necessary to tackle ‘issues’ first, which we do below.
Missing ‘Key Sustainability Issue’ (in Table 6 – 1 on page 73)

Missing issues are:  
· The propensity for economic aspirations to ignore environmental limits
· Poor freight logistics and excessive food miles 

· The poor quality of a large percentage of the surface of the  minor road network in Cheshire East
 Need for amendments / improved wording to already identified ‘Key Sustainability Issues’
8. 
The current wording of issue number 8 is inadequate (ie “the need to promote sustainable low carbon solutions for all new development”).  The need is not just to “promote solutions” and only for “new development”.  The Climate Change Act requires an absolute, significant reduction in carbon emissions – and not only from new development.  Transport must pay its part.
10.
This issue is wrong to focus only on town centres.  Villages are also suffering from failing businesses and empty commercial premises, partly due to the recession and partly due to businesses centralising and down-sizing.  This issue should refer to “town and village centres”.

11. 
This point should add a reference to “valued landscapes” and also to the “historic environment”. Both are under threat and both need to be conserved. 
12.
This issue is badly defined.  It mixes up what green infrastructure is about with the wider country-side and even with the National Park!  This is a dangerous direction to take.  We suggest that this point is split into two separate issues – one which speaks of the need to promote green infra-structure and another which speaks of the need to conserve the countryside for its own sake, the setting of the Peak District National Park, the Green Belt, open spaces, woodlands, lakes and meres and private gardens.  Or, as a minimum, the word “including” should be replaced with “and” and Green Belt should be added .  N.B. See the RSS definitions in the box below.
16.
This point should refer to “bus and rail stations”, not just “bus stations”.  It is now much easier for local authorities to be a partner in rail projects than it was and CEC must consider them.
[image: image2]
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Missing ‘Sustainability Objectives’
If the objectives are to properly mirror the identified issues, as amended and improved above, they need 
to include the following:
· To pay heed to environmental capacity and work within environmental limits
· To improve freight logistics & achieve more local sourcing of products, including food 

· To value & conserve the Green Belt and only contravene it when exceptional circumstances apply
· To achieve modal shift
· Re-surface roads using quiet surfacing materials/improve maintenance of the minor road network
N.B.  Some of the extra ‘issues’ we have suggested adding on page 8 actually better reflect some of the objectives that already appear in the Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report.
STAGE 4:  SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL FRAMEWORK (pages 79 – 83)

The following ‘sources’ need to be added to the tabulation (the numbers quoted are those from the SA):
1. The North West Biodiversity Forum’s Regional Habitats Targets

2. Environment Agency flood plain maps
3. Regional Spatial Strategy

4. PPG 2 on Green Belt and Regional Spatial Strategy
5. Climate Change Act

6. North West Climate Change Action Plan

7. Regional Spatial Strategy

8. Regional Spatial Strategy

12. The regional DaSTS Behavioural Change study

SA SCOPING REPORT: APPENDIX 1 (pages 85 – 119)
Refer to our answers to CEC question no. 1 on page 5 of this submission for other important and/or statutory reference documents that should be included in this table. 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
The Cheshire East LTP Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report is remiss in a number of respects.  It gives 
inadequate emphasis to (or, in some instance, no mention of) the following:

· Environmental limits
· The Climate Change Act, which is statutory, and the NW Climate Change Action Plan
· Respiratory diseases (ie. in relation to air quality and reducing greenhouse gas emissions)

· Reducing food miles & the role of Green Belt in providing local foods for local markets
· Rail inc. improvements recommended by the DfT’s ‘Station Champions’ to stations
· Smart choices inc. car clubs & more school buses & smart/integrated ticketing on public transport
· Safety initiatives using speed limits, quiet lanes and greenways and cycle lanes

· More quiet road surfaces/maintenance of existing infrastructure, notably the minor road network
· NW Regional Spatial Strategy (which includes the Regional Transport Strategy and is statutory) and the Partial Review of the RSS (which covers parking), the outcome of which is awaited
· The national and regional DaSTS studies currently underway

The road collision information is out of date and the outcome of the speed review of ‘A’ and ‘B’ roads is missing, the document has not been rural-proofed, there is no reference to the Sustainable Development Impact Test recommended b y DEFRA, the concept of green infrastructure vis a vis the wider countryside is blurred and a number of important references sources are missing.  The NW TAR recommends that 
these issues should be addressed and hopes that this submission will prove helpful in achieving this.
Yours sincerely,

LILLIAN BURNS,  Convenor
APPENDIX 1
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LILLIAN BURNS


Director, TravelWatch NorthWest/


VSNW representative on 


 4NW Regional Transport Group/


CPRE NW Regional Group


25 Heybridge Lane, 


Prestbury Cheshire SK10 4ES


t:   01625 829492


f:  01625 828015  


e: BrLlln@aol.com





Members:





DAVID BUTLER


CTC Right-to-Ride representative


10 Gladstone Grove


Stockport, SK4 4DA


t:   0161 432 4611


e: dsbutler@ntlworld.com 





PETER COLLEY


Federation of Cumbrian 


Amenity Societies/ NW ACTs


Friends of the Lake District


12 Rawes Garth 


Staveley   Cumbria   LA8 9QH


t:  01539 821629  


e:  colleygarth@ btopenworld.com





JANET CUFF


Ramblers Association/ CPRE


33 Tatton Road North


Stockport   SK4 4QX


t:  0161 431 7654


e:  Janet.Cuff@talktalk.net





ADRIAN DUNNING


NW Association of Civic Trusts


11 Crombouke Fold, Worsley 


Manchester  M28 1ZE


t:  0161 790 9507  


e:  ajdunning@gmail.com





SANDRA DUTSON


NW TAR Treasurer/  Road Peace 


18 Trafalgar Road


Salford   M6 8JD


t:  0161 707 3546


e:  smdutson@btinternet.com





HELEN RIMMER


Campaigns Co-ordinator


Friends of the Earth


60 Duke St  Liverpool L1 5AA


t:  0151 707 4328





Webmaster:





GRAEME SHERRIFF


e: Graeme@edibleecosystems.net





Some glossary definitions from the North West of England Plan: Regional Spatial Strategy to 2021 (published September 2008 by the Department for Communities & Local Government & GONW)





Green Belt – Areas of land where development is particularly tightly controlled.  The purposes of Green Belt are to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;  to prevent neighbouring towns from merging;  to safeguard the countryside from encroachment;  to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns and to aid urban regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land.  





Greenfield Land – Land which has not previously been developed.  It can include land which used to have built development on it but where little remains, land where the development on it is limited by a planning condition which requires the land to be restored to be restored to its original pre-development condition when its useful life ends (eg. a quarry) and land where development has been used for forestry or agriculture and that development is no longer needed for that purpose.





Green Infrastructure – The network of green and blue spaces that lies within and between the North West’s cities, towns and villages which provides multiple social, economic and environmental benefits.





Historic Environment – All aspects of the environment resulting from the interaction of people and places through time, including all surviving physical remains of past human activity.





Open Space – All space of public value, including not just land, but also areas of water such as rivers, canals, lakes and reservoirs, which can offer opportunities for sport and recreation.  They can also act as a visual amenity and a haven for wildlife. 











__________________________________________________________  __________  __________________________________________________________________ 

Official address:  Greater Manchester Transport Resource Unit, St. Thomas Centre, Ardwick Green North, Manchester, M12 6FZ

