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DRAFT REGIONAL SPATIAL STRATEGY FOR THE NORTH WEST EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC, 2006/07

STATEMENT BY THE NORTHWEST REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT AGENCY 

Matter 1: Vision, Objectives and Overall Approach

	Matter 1B: Spatial Principles

	(i)
	Does the draft RSS set out the right underlying principles for spatial planning in the region?

	1
	It is not clear to the Agency what tests might be employed to determine whether the right underlying principles have been used for draft RSS.  However Planning Policy Statement 11 (PPS11, Core Document PP11) sets out a number of requirements for RSS at paragraph 1.7.  Using these requirements as a testing framework, the Agency’s views are as follows:-

	
	· RSS does articulate a spatial vision and, through the SEA, has determined how this will contribute to sustainable development

· RSS provides a concise spatial strategy and a key diagram (although this would benefit from some amendment)

· RSS does adequately address most regional and sub regional issues and generally avoids involvement in local  issues (although we suggest that key service centres are essentially a matter for LDFs)

· RSS is broadly consistent with and supportive of the Regional Economic Strategy and is specific to the region.

· RSS is not site specific

· RSS does contribute to achieving sustainable development



	2
	The Agency is less certain about whether there is adequate focus on delivery mechanisms and monitoring.  However applying the tests from PPS11, paragraph 1.7, in overall terms we conclude that RSS does set out the right underlying principles for spatial planning.

 

	
	

	(ii)
	Are the different elements of DP1 clearly stated, and how will they be monitored?

	1
	As stated in our formal consultation response, we consider the first part of Policy DP1 (sub headed ‘Make more sustainable, transparent decisions’) to be, essentially, about process rather than policy; we suggest it is deleted. 
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	2
	Given that they are intended as overarching principles, we consider that the remaining parts of the policy are expressed with sufficient clarity. We support the second part of the policy subject to our comments on the sequential approach (see Matter 1B(iii) response) and the reference to ‘reducing the need to travel’ being amended to ‘reducing the need to travel by car’ (see Matter 1E(iv) response).  

	3
	We welcome and support the third part of the policy regarding the need for high standards of design and construction although we suggest that reference should be made to the use of the bre/wwf appraisal toolkit for physical developments which, with robust minimum standards set, would provide a useful mechanism to measure improvement. We also suggest that `efficient resource use’ should include reuse/recycling of materials.  

	4
	We suggest that in the fourth part of the policy emphasis should be placed on the need to develop robust carbon reduction targets at the regional and sub-regional level.  Monitoring of improvement measurements could relate to MW of low carbon energy installed; the energy savings resulting from the uptake of national and regional energy efficiency programmes; and numbers of organisations committed to taking action on climate change through pledge schemes.  The term ‘vulnerable areas’ may require better explanation or definition.

	
	

	(iii)
	Is the sequential approach in DP1 appropriate?

	1
	The sequential approach within DP1 promotes the re-use of existing buildings before the use of previously developed land. This goes beyond the sequential search advocated in Planning Policy Guidance Note 3 on housing (Core Document PP3a). Whilst the wording is drawn from Policy DP1 of current Regional Planning Guidance (Core Document REG8) associated wording regarding taking account of local circumstances and the characteristics of particular land uses has been removed. Consequently, if the sequential approach in DP1 is rigorously applied, it would mean that the North West has a more constraining policy than applies elsewhere in the UK.  This would appear to run counter to the aspirations of the RES; Government’s Public Service Agreement Target 2; and the RSS Objectives and Outcomes (bullets 1 and 2). 

	2
	We suggest that to avoid this outcome, the policy is revised such that it only prioritises the re-use of previously-developed land and existing buildings over the development of other (i.e. greenfield) land.
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