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Please note suggested changes to text are in italics and to policies in bold.

Introduction

Para 1.30: The monitoring will have to particularly consider the market and planning impacts of the Milton Keynes growth area on the south east of the West Midlands and on areas of the MUAs which are susceptible to the competition created by Milton Keynes. 
While the study of Milton Keynes is mentioned in pare 1.30, there is no identification of specific monitoring regimes to deal with this issue. Specific consideration should be given to issues of economic development, adjacent housing, environment and transport in relation to the delivery of the spatial strategy. 

Para 2.9 refers to the guiding principles in Annex B of draft RPG. We regret the loss of these key elements from RPG, especially as the relationship between 2.6 and the RSAF is doubtful. However, if they are not in the text they should be included as an annex to the RPG itself, not via a previous draft.

Para 2.15 should include a cross-reference to the transport policy to reduce the need to travel (T2).

Sustainable Development
Paras 2.10-2.15: We welcome the reintroduction of Climate Change into chapter 2 but it should be identified as a policy in bold type. 

The effects of Climate Change (not previously in RPG) are only identified in terms of limited regional impact (2.10). This gives a rather more comfortable picture than one might expect. This paragraph should include a more global view of climate change impacts.  

‘While Climate Change is often considered primarily an environmental issue with nature conservation implications, it has wide social and economic impacts, both internationally where it threatens many poor communities and in our region where recent flooding has shown how climate change can cause social disruption and affect people and businesses financially.’

Spatial Strategy
Para 3.6: We object to the term ‘making economic use of the Region’s environmental assets.’ This is too open ended, and could be seen as justifying the abuse of environmental assets for economic gain. Deletion of this phrase would not detract from the text. 

Para 3.8 (v): We do not support the expansion of peripheral employment except in very limited circumstances. ‘certain circumstances’ should, therefore, be replaced with ‘exceptional circumstances’.
Para 3.9 (iii) suggests peripheral expansion will be allowed at regional foci. We suggest changing to ‘peripheral expansion for housing resisted in large settlements. exceptional cases may be made for sub-regional foci where no alternative options exist’ (see also our comment on CF2 (Peripheral Expansion of Sub-Regional Foci))

3.14 (iv): We regret the absence of a clear policy confirming the general extent of the green belt surrounding Birmingham, the Black Country and Solihull, Coventry, North Staffordshire and Burton-upon-Trent and cross-referring to national policy in PPG2.  Green belt has been and remains a vital element of planning in the West Midlands.  Its significance needs to be strongly reaffirmed. PPG2 Para 2.2. sets out the importance of Regional Policy in determining Green Belt. This does not appear to be adhered to in the approach being taken. In any case 3.14 (iv) should only allow adjustments of green belt boundaries ‘in exceptional circumstances’ to support urban regeneration consistent with national policy. ``

Urban Renaissance
UR1 should be cross-referenced to RR4 and RR5. (For justification see comments on CF1)

We strongly support the new policy UR3.

Rural Renaissance
Para 5.2: A reference to the England Rural Development Programme should be included at the end of paragraph 5.2.

RR1 refers to environment but not landscape. The second paragraph should include ‘landscape quality’ in the list of factors.

Policy RR2, para 5.11: We are generally content with the revised policy as it affects transport in the A49 corridor, although we note that paras 9.68-69 leave the door open for future changes (see suggested rewording under Transport). However the policy begs questions about development within the corridor. These are addressed to some extent in para 5.11, but this needs greater precision, and some of it should form part of the policy.  We propose that the second sentence of para 5.11 should be included in policy RR2, with the addition of the word ‘larger’ before ‘villages’ (for consistency with other parts of RPG – e.g. policy PA15). An additional sentence should then be included: ‘Development in the corridor should normally be resisted outside those settlements.’  The first sentence of the second para of policy RR2 is purely descriptive and could be relegated to the supporting text.

Policy RR3: We are broadly happy with the policy on Market Towns, but a number of specific improvements could be sought:

· The first sentence is ambiguous. It should be made clear that the role of market towns is to help regenerate all rural areas, not just the remoter ones.

· We would like the meaning of the second bullet point in the first para to be clarified. It should be clear that ‘potential to provide a focus’ does not imply that a village could be turned into a market town.

· We are uneasy about the fourth bullet point in the first para. Growth may not always be necessary for a market town to remain effective, and it may already be a sustainable community. References to the environment and character of the town should be included. Suggest ‘the environment and character of the town, and the capacity to accommodate new growth (if it is needed) and to develop a sustainable community.’ 
Paras 5.19-20: We would prefer the deleted policy on Open Countryside to be retained. It defined clearly what types of development should be permitted, with effective cross-referencing to other RPG policies, and added value to the policy towards countryside protection in paras 16 ff of draft PPS7. The need for this policy is considerably increased by the impending abolition of structure plans. At the very least, the text should be expanded to say clearly why it is important to keep the countryside open and to include the more specific cross-referencing from the old policy.

Policy RR4: While content with the overall thrust of the policy on Rural Services, we have some concerns about para 2. We do not believe there is a simple relationship between housing and other development and the retention or expansion of services.  As it stands, this aspect of the policy is likely to be exploited to promote development which would encourage long-distance commuting and which would impact adversely on village character. 
‘Development plan policies for housing and other forms of development should take into account the adequacy of the provision of services and facilities for the communities concerned.  New development, which can be justified in accordance with other policies, should be planned to support the provision of local services.’ 
We would also like to see a to h from the old policy retained in the text because they give useful clarification of how the policy should be implemented.

Monitoring: We consider that the market towns indicators should refer to completions, not planning permissions.

Communities for the Future
CF1: Policy CF1 aims at increased redevelopment rates and gives particular emphasis to the two Pathfinders (Stoke and Birmingham). Policy UR1 suggests the need to maximise the use of existing stock. Para 4.4. suggests demolitions are based solely on demand. While Policy QE4 identifies the need for enhanced (and sometimes increased) urban open space and Policy QE5 identifies the regeneration value of the historic environment, including some old housing (Victorian and early nineteenth century) there is no cross referencing from either CF1 or UR1 as there is in Policy RR3 which deals with Market Towns. This seems to lay greater emphasis on quality in Market Towns than in the Major Urban Areas and, specifically Pathfinders.

While there is a limit to how far RPG can ensure we achieve the correct balance in practice, at a minimum, we would like to see cross-referencing of UR1 and CF1 to QE4 and QE5, similar to RR3.

CF2; 6.9: The new environmental safeguards in CF3 are welcome, as is the rejection of urban extensions to the MUAs. However it remains unclear why ‘continued peripheral expansion’ may be necessary in the longer-term at the five sub-regional foci.  This differentiates them from the major urban areas, where no peripheral housing development will be allowed, and may provide too open-ended a safety valve for the urban renaissance strategy (see also earlier comment on 3.9(iii). 

Footnote to CF2: Although the definition of local housing needs has been changed, it still seems too open-ended. By implication, it allows unlimited inter-regional and international migration into the region, and requires housing to be provided to meet it, whatever its destination. It should not be assumed that these elements of migration are entirely outside the control of RPG. The definition should exclude them.

Old CF4; 6.20-21: We strongly object to the Secretary of State’s rejection of the Panel’s recommendation of a policy on housing densities. Omission of this policy seriously weakens the spatial strategy and reduces pressure on local authorities to make good use of land. The Panel referred to ‘the critical importance of raising density standards to the achievement of the spatial strategy’ (para 5.2.18), but that conclusion seems to have been ignored.  

PPG3, on its own, has failed to bring local authorities up to the mark. Monitoring shows that only 9 out of 33 authorities are currently applying densities of 30 dph or over (Table 9, Appendix 1 of the 2002/3 monitoring report.) Table 15 of the same Appendix indicates that of the 16 authorities which have provided information, only 1 (Wolverhampton) plans to meet the PPG3 density range for all 5 future categories of committed housing development, and 6 do not plan to do so for any of the categories. With land shortages in a number of parts of the region, there is little chance of the housing provision in policy CF3 being achieved without much more efficient use of available land, and that is most unlikely to happen without a clear density policy.

A regionally-specific policy is therefore essential. In our view the policy recommended by the Panel is consistent with PPG3 and its supporting guidance, and is exactly the type of policy needed to give regional definition to national policy. In the light of the Grimley, Llewellyn Davies and other reports, we see no reason why it should threaten high quality design. Without such definition the remaining text becomes vague and open to local misinterpretation. The reference to ‘ranges of housing types and sizes’ is not helped by the lack of reference in the text to either the 30-50 dph or the 1.5 parking spaces in PPG3.  A cross-reference to T7 would also be appropriate.

We believe the policy recommended by the Panel, or something very like it, should be reinstated. 

CF4; 6.22-23 and Table 3: We consider that the recycling targets in the policy may well not be stretching enough given the information included in the text and the table. The figures in Table 3 (p45) of the Secretary of State’s version should be altered to those included for 2001-2011 in the Stage 2 Update of Table 1 submitted by WMLGA prior to the Public Examination and used as the basis for it. The revised figures were based on the Regional Housing Land Availability Study and are, therefore, much more authoritative. They would raise the regional percentage from 68 to 76. This would justify recycling targets of at least 70% up to 2011 and perhaps 75% beyond. 

However it is, also, essential that this is achieved in a way consistent with policies on urban heritage, design and density, in all areas. For example, the recycling of small houses, particularly terraces and those without garages, can lead to a less sustainable use of urban land. We would not advocate trying to reach the recycling target of 65% (rising to 70%) by increasing the demolitions of properties, and thus recycling without increasing housing overall (at 1:1 replacement rate), and in the case of Stoke (with a 1:0.6 replacement rate) reducing the amount of housing and lowering densities. The text should refer to the RPB working closely with Heritage and Environmental Bodies and other interested parties to ensure the recycling rates are achieved in a way that does not compromise the quality of our towns and cities. (see also comments on cross-referencing to CF1 and UR1) 

CF4; 6.18: Vacancy rates are treated largely as an independent variable whereas reducing them should be an integral part of the RPG housing strategy and should be covered by a more proactive policy. Little reduction in vacancies has been achieved and Policy CF4 (c) will only bear fruit if more local targets are set. Ideally we would want an approach, which set each authority a target of reducing its vacancy rate by 20%, with perhaps more specific targets for Pathfinder and other housing renewal areas.  If that is not considered acceptable, we think local authorities should be required to produce a target of their own. A sentence should, therefore, be added to policy CF4, probably between the first and second paragraphs: 

‘Local authorities should include in their development plans a target for reducing vacancy rates in their area, in accordance with the Government's target.’ 

Item c of the last paragraph of the policy should then be adjusted to refer to the LPA target as well as the government target. 

In CF4 (c) we also believe the reuse of industrial land should be caveated to allow for open space/biodiversity issues to be considered. 

CF5; 6.24-27: The Affordable Housing policy focuses particularly on the south and east of the region – a corridor stretching from the Malvern Hills to the Warwickshire border with the South East Region. This reflects the wording of the submitted RPG but ignores the Panel’s para 5.5.4, which argues for a more broadly based approach which we prefer. 

CF6; 6.28-31: The Plan Monitor and Manage policy is well intentioned but too vague. In particular, it does not say what tolerance there will be around each housing provision figure. If it was made clear, for example, that average annual provision could vary by + or – 10% from the RPG figure for a particular strategic authority, according to circumstances and subject to the advice of the RPB, local authorities and other interests would know where they stood. The second half of para 6.31 provides some helpful clarification and should be included in the policy, but it needs minor redrafting to make it more even-handed and clarify references to other areas. We welcome the proposal for an annual seminar

Suggested redraft of policy CF6:

Development plans should incorporate policies and measures which manage the release of housing land in a manner consistent with the implementation of the spatial strategy of RPG and at the rates set out in Table 1. In doing so, they should: 

· allow for the managed release of new housing land, so as to secure the development of previously developed land and conversions, taking account of the need for any new infrastructure and ground preparation, and 

· take account of potential housing land provision and the policy framework in adjoining local authority areas so as not to undermine urban renaissance in other districts, and 

· take account of advice from the Regional Planning Body on the need for a short-term increase or decrease in supply to compensate for excesses or shortfalls elsewhere. 

Para 6.31 would then be redrafted as follows: 

The RPB will monitor permitted supply and need on a sub-regional basis and provide an opportunity for the results to be discussed with other stakeholders at an annual seminar. The RPB will then issue advice to local planning authorities on whether there needs to be a short-term increase or decrease in supply in particular areas to reinforce the spatial strategy. As a general rule, it may be possible for annual average provision to vary by up to 10% above or below the RPG figure in a particular local authority area without undermining the overall spatial strategy. 

Prosperity For All
PA1 (c), while welcome, is muddled because it does not distinguish between the environmental economy and environmental assets, which appear to be confused in the text. It should simply refer to ‘enhance the region’s economy’.  A separate bullet point may be needed to specifically identify the need to support the environmental economy in terms of economic levers and site availability. The criteria for greenfield sites are acceptable but there is a need to deal with the review of greenfield sites when previously developed sites come forward. Suggested addition to the policy:

‘Greenfield sites identified in Local Development Plans should be reviewed if suitable sites on previously developed land come forward.’
PA3 generally covers our concerns about High Technology Corridors, even if it is not clear how the conditions in Para 7.20 could be applied to ensure the ‘right kind’ of development. It may be that Local Authorities should liase with AWM on this subject. A reference to land purchases by AWM might be appropriate.  

We do not agree that the words ‘focus for transport improvements’ should be applied to HTCs, particularly when the example given is a road. Neither the priorities in the Transport Chapter nor AWM’s Transport Priorities are directed at HTCs and the M54-M6 Link could be considered more of an exception than a rule. The second two sentences in Para 7.21 should, therefore, be deleted.

We welcome PA4.

We strongly support the removal of old PA5 ‘Other Strategic Corridors’.

We welcome the application of the RLS policy in PA9 only to North Staffs and Telford.

PA6 The wording on green field land in PA6 (c) is too open-ended. The need for green field sites applies more to larger site where the options are necessarily more limited. This should not become a justification for all kinds of green field development. 

We suggest rewording to:

‘...but to recognise that the use of greenfield land for major and regional investment sites (policies PA7 and 8) may be required as a last resort only where no suitable previously developed sites are available. ‘ 

An additional bullet point is needed to allow for deallocation. This is needed because where green field sites are allocated but remain unoccupied over long periods of time this can lead to prejudice against new opportunities on previously developed land.

‘d. greenfield sites which have been allocated in the past but should be deallocated when alternatives on previously developed land have become available’.

7.40: Given that the Birmingham Business Park serves the East Birmingham/ N.Solihull RZ and the Birmingham UDP Inspector has not found there are exceptional circumstances to justify the allocation of Bassetts Pole, the latter site should in our view be removed from para 7.40. The Longbridge site could meet the needs for the A38 corridor and the West Birmingham and South Black Country RZ and we would support such a proposal in principle.

PA8: We see no case for Peddimore remaining in the list of MIS’s and strongly recommend its removal. It has been examined thoroughly by the Birmingham UDP inspector, who has concluded that it has not passed the exceptional circumstances test after carefully considering all aspects of the proposals (something that could not be done at the RPG Panel Examination. In the light of that conclusion, its retention in policy PA8 cannot be justified.  Its exclusion would also assist in the marketing of the Wobaston Road site, which is on previously developed land and is benefiting from substantial interventions by AWM, and would leave open the possibility of identifying a further, more suitable site elsewhere.

PA10: Although we would have preferred a separate tourism policy in the Rural Renaissance chapter, the protection for the landscape and environment is generally good and we welcome the reference to limiting particular types and scales of tourism.

7.60/7.65: We welcome the stronger role for the RPB in retail policy, although we are concerned that individual authorities may ignore their advice. There is still no limit to retail expansion of Birmingham, which could damage other centres. If this issue cannot be fully resolved now it should be a matter for early review.

7.66: We would be concerned at any possibility of retail expansion of Merry Hill, which may yet be recommended by the Black Country Study. The final RPG should specifically encourage diversification of use and development of a more balanced land use portfolio and better links with Brierley Hill Town Centre.  

PA13: doesn't allow out of centre developments to become town centres. This is welcome.

We welcome policies PA15 and PA16 and the emphasis on landscape, countryside and environmental issues. We also welcome the priority given to economic activity appropriate to rural areas and aims to concentrate them in towns and large settlements.

Quality of the Environment

QE1: We acknowledge that the concept of environmental capital lacks clarity This new policy and text however does not make explicit the principles or process for considering environmental concerns. 

We are particularly concerned that the Secretary of State has not followed the Panel’s recommendation of a ‘no net loss’ approach. While it is important to secure wider social and economic objectives, this must not be at the expense of the region’s environment. If the spatial strategy is to be achieved it is fundamental that the quality of the environment is improved, as recognised in the first paragraph of QE1. 

To address our concerns we propose the following additional wording to the end of QE1:

e. define planning conditions needed to mitigate or compensate for any loss of environmental assets to ensure that there is no net environmental loss to the region; 

f. work with partners to identify locally significant environmental assets and assess their contribution to the broader quality of life indicators.

8.7 We do not agree with the concept of substitution of assets in 8.7. An alternative, less pejorative text would be: ‘Where reduction of less sensitive assets is inevitable to achieve economic or social advantages, substitution and mitigation should be pursued to negate the impact’. 
8.9 In the supporting text at the end of para 8.9 the following wording should be added.

In undertaking this work local authorities should apply the following principles:

i. harm to the environmental resources should be avoided wherever and as far as possible;

ii. harm, which cannot be avoided, must be clearly justified by the need for the development, which outweighs the damage to the environmental resources affected;

iii. unavoidable harm should be reduced to a minimum through mitigation measures; and

iv. any residual harm should be compensated for, preferably in a relevant local context;

QE2: Environmental improvements should not only be judged by their regeneration impacts. Suggest adding ‘for their own sake and as a means of regenerating areas...’ to QE2 (a).

QE3: We would like ‘assessing and minimising’ to replace ‘assessing’ light and noise pollution.

QE4: We welcome and support the inclusion of this new policy. The only concern we have is the loss of reference in the Modifications to the value of the urban fringe for providing accessible open space and leisure pursuits such as rambling. In many cases this provides complementary benefits. Within the structure of the modifications we suggest this might be incorporated in this policy section. We also suggest one minor, but important, change to the wording. At the end of the policy, delete ‘artificial lighting should be used sensitively to aid safety’ and insert ‘artificial lighting, where it is required to aid safety, should be used sensitively’.

QE5: While the policy is generally welcome the reference to ‘recognising the value of conservation led regeneration’ is weaker than the previous requirement on local authorities to ‘promote’ such regeneration. We believe the proactive approach should be reinstated. The reference to a Character led approach and the specific examples given in the old 8.23 should also be included.

QE6: We welcome the reference to noise and light, but it is not clear how these will be tackled. Again ‘assessing and minimising’ should replace ‘assessing’.

QE7: The approach to biodiversity is welcome. 

QE8: The woodland policy is welcome. 

QE9: The policy on water resources is welcome but we are concerned that there is no longer a Development and Flood Risk policy for the region. Flooding is a particularly serious problem in the West Midlands. A policy in line with the draft RPG should be reinstated.
Energy

8.50: The need to contribute to meeting the national target on renewables should take into account the limitation on renewable options in the region i.e. no offshore wind.

Add ‘This will have to take into account the lack of offshore wind options in the region’.

8.52 & EN1: The identification of large scale energy from wind in the high ground of the Marches and Staffordshire concerns us because it is likely to be interpreted, especially by developers, as directing large wind projects to specific areas (indeed many of the most sensitive high landscapes). We would prefer the geographical references to  be removed and suggest the following wording:

‘Energy from wind is likely at two orders of scale. Technology for Major Multi Turbine developments supplying the national grid is currently advancing at a speed which will allow economic developments on lower ground than in the past, which local authorities will need to take into account in identifying sites and granting permission. Smaller installations supplying power directly to housing or business premises, which are already possible throughout the region, should be given priority.’

Minerals

M1: Reviewing unpermitted allocations in mineral local plans is welcome. We have particular concerns about the emphasis on sites on the periphery of urban areas, sometimes in Green Belt. We also have concerns about large landbanks.  (f) should refer to using previously developed land.

M2: While MPG6 is still being used to justify aggregates apportionment we welcome the revision of RPG following the MPG6 review.

M3: We welcome emphasis on recycling minerals but have concerns about recycling plants in the urban fringe. The phrase ‘for example on the fringes of the Major Urban Area’ should be deleted and replaced with ‘on previously developed land.’

Waste

WD1: ‘at least’ 40% of waste ‘recovered’ still goes beyond the guidance in the National Waste Strategy and puts undue emphasis on incineration. ‘at least’ should be deleted.

Transport and Accessibility
T1 : We are very concerned that the Transport policies now appear to take little account of road safety and the environment and that the specific policies on those subjects have been removed, without even retention of some text (as happened in the case of other policies). This leads to a situation in which the chapter appears to reinforce the concept that the main concern of transport policy is the provision of infrastructure. We suggest 

‘Access across and within the Region will be improved in a way that supports the RPG’s Spatial Strategy, reduces the need for travel, expands travel choice, tackles congestion, aids safety and protects the environment.’

Then: 

‘(e) measures to improve safety, particularly for vulnerable users, across the region’s road network.

(f) measures to reduce the environmental and landscape impact of transport across the region.’

T3 is generally welcome but does not give support to improving the on-road experience of cyclists or give pedestrians priority except in residential and town centres. There is also no mention of villages or rural roads. 

Suggest additions:

(b) ‘giving pedestrians and cyclists priority in residential areas, town centres and villages, including implementation of vehicle speed restrictions where necessary'

Between (b) and (c) ‘improving pedestrian crossing facilities on the primary road network, especially at public transport nodes’

Between (d) and (e) ‘improving facilities for cyclists on existing roads, through prioritisation, cycle lanes and safety measures’

T4 is welcome.

T5 is welcome but T5 (c) could replace the phrase ‘in the last resort’ with ‘where there is no other practicable solution’, We do not agree with those who would like this caveat on junction widening removed altogether, especially given the emphasis on urban heritage in QE4.

9.52-9.55: We strongly regret the loss of the Old T5 on Rural Transport and its relegation to text. In particular the new text only deals with accessibility. Old T5 (d) and (e) are lost and the final text about minimising damage to the landscape, character etc... are no longer included. In our view this unbalances the text. These concepts should be reintegrated with the text and suitable cross-references to QE policies added.

Suggested wording: ‘…This has to be done sensitively, particularly in areas characterised by their natural beauty and environmental sensitivity where large volumes of traffic could spoil the tranquillity of the area. It needs to pay particular heed to issues of safety and road damage raised by larger vehicles on rural lanes and it needs to ensure speed is controlled through villages and norm of 30 mph for villages achieved. In some instances restrictions on vehicles and physical traffic calming may be needed. The development of Quiet Lanes, Footpaths, Bridleways and Greenways should be pursued as part of a balanced package of transport measures.’

The list of sites in T6 should be deleted because identifying sites is not appropriate to RPG and the proposals were not considered at the Public Examination. We made the following site specific comments in responding to the CENTRO Park and Ride Study:

Hams Hall-Coleshill: Justification poor, a long way from Coleshill, risk of becoming off-site parking for Birmingham Airport, unlikely to have good rail service

Maypole: No rail service, would abstract if it worked from Redditch and Wythall (existing rail services), long bus journey into City Centre with congestion an issue on A435. Green Belt site and would extend urban area undesirably. 

Quinton: No rail service, greenfield site, which has been protected by local campaigns for many years. Would abstract from Stourbridge and Cross-City rail lines. 

We are also doubtful about the role of Norton Parkway (Worcs) but point to Bromsgrove Station as a suitable location. We would want to consider carefully specific proposals at Brinsford before coming to a conclusion.

We could also have concerns about Alvechurch and the M42/M40 Junction as suitable locations.

We believe ‘landscape’ should be included in the second criterion for Park and Ride.

T7 on car parking is welcome though it is unclear how local authorities will work together and with bodies such as supermarkets, NCP etc to avoid competition. While this thorny issue clearly needs intervention at a national level, we would suggest early review of how co-operation can be achieved in practice with a view to identifying mechanisms for integrating car-parking policy.  The reference to PPG3 in 9.40 is welcome. We would have concerns if it were removed, as some are arguing. Genuine concerns about the abuse of parking standards are being met in the current clarification of PPG3 and to our mind that is adequate to ensure the PPG3 strictures aren’t abused.

T8: We welcome the significant strengthening of the policy. We agree that demand management is particularly important in relation to peak time traffic but ‘peak spreading’ and the overall increase in cars suggest demand management should be implemented more widely. The approach to cordon charging is welcome but there is no suggestion of a more comprehensive approach in due course.   

We suggest the following change to the first para:

‘manage demand, particularly at peak times and on the most congested parts of the highway network’

We suggest adding ‘the introduction of road user charging, including more comprehensive and sophisticated options as the technology advances.’
9.68-9.69: The text in relation to the A49 and Hereford does not take sufficient account of the sensitive environmental issues.

Suggest: ‘Road, and rail networks need to be managed and developed in a way that maintains the role of the A49 and adjacent railway routes, protects the landscape and environment of the corridor, promotes regeneration and links areas of opportunity and need as proposed in Policy RR2’

‘This study is particularly important given that Hereford is identified as one of the locations in the spatial strategy capable of long term balanced sustainable growth but at the same time it is surrounded by sensitive environmental constraints.’

For this reason we would be against any reference to specific road schemes to bypass Hereford.

T9: We welcome the ‘last resort’ road building approach in item (v), but we do not consider this to be reflected in the schemes in policy T12. We also welcome discouragement of new accesses to the PRN.

T10 should include a bullet point: ‘manage local and rural roads to ensure that large vehicles use the most appropriate roads’. A reference to Freight Quality Partnerships could also be added as a means of controlling lorries on unsuitable roads.

T11: We do not accept that the ‘major increase in demand’ (9.86) being used to justify expansions of air travel will happen to the extent predicted, particularly if tax privileges for air travel are reduced. However, we welcome emphasis on BIA as principal airport. The criteria for terminal and runway extensions do not allow for some environmental damage to be absolutely unacceptable. ‘and the environmental impacts are deemed acceptable.’ should be added to item (i). RPG policy should ensure it is consistent with Solihull UDP Review’s policy on BIA expansion. 

We welcome the facts that the Modifications (in line with the Panel’s view) do not include any specific reference to Wolverhampton Business Airport. The airport should not be included at Modification stage nor should it be shown on any map in RPG
However, we are unhappy that the section on other airports could still licence and tacitly support controversial developments at airfields such as Halfpenny Green (Wolverhampton Business Airport) or Cosford. The reference to ‘charter or scheduled passenger services’ is particularly unhelpful and should be deleted. While public transport would have to be enhanced in any proposal the provision of public transport on its own should not become a justification for environmentally, socially and economically unsound proposals.

Suggest: ‘The further development of other airports and airfields in the Region should only be considered where a proven need exists, where the proposals complement rather than compete with Birmingham International Airport, where there is no preferable location, and where rigorous environmental and transport assessments have been completed, including addressing road access, parking facilities and the availability of Public Transport. The provision of mitigation and compensation for any unavoidable environmental damage will be a prerequisite.’

T12: We welcome the deletion of the Western Bypasses and the more pragmatic approach to widening of the M42. 

We continue to oppose the scale of motorway widening in RPG, which has now increased with the introduction of the M6 in Warwickshire. It is notable that the Regional Assembly’s draft response to the Secretary of State suggests the WM2EM Multi Modal Study is too road based and particularly highlights the impact of the additional traffic when it reaches the conurbation. This equally applies to the widening of the M6 in Staffordshire and Warwickshire. The M6 corridor in Warwickshire should be included (if at all) as a multi modal study rather than a scheme and listed alongside other studies such as the WM2EM Study. For the avoidance of doubt, it would be helpful if all studies could be listed in a separate table at the end of the policy instead of as part of the main table. 

We also believe the Felixstowe and Southampton corridor improvements should be identified as rail based.

Gerald Kells, Regional Policy Officer, WM CPRE, gerald.kells@talk21.com
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