Lake District National Park Authority 

Respondent Number 573

Matter 1C: Assumptions underpinning the Draft RSS

	Question:

	(i)
	Are the economic assumptions (including growth and activity rates) in draft RSS appropriate and achievable?


The Lake District National Park Authority considers that insufficient emphasis has been given in RSS to the Regional Economic Strategy’s proposals to address the economic and social problems facing Cumbria.  The economic and social diversity of Cumbria as a whole and the variety of its needs should be encapsulated within RSS through better policy direction within the vision, objectives and overall approach.  This should include:

· Recognition of the need to improve the range and quality of local employment opportunities and raise local incomes to improve GVA to a level commensurate with the rest of the region

· Paying sufficient attention to the problems facing rural areas: lack of affordable housing, poor accessibility to jobs and services, need to diversify the rural economy, and enabling rural communities to remain viable and sustainable in terms of local provision. 

· Enabling the identification of key and local service centres at the local level through LDFs, guided by criteria based policy in RSS.

· Enabling the planning of employment land and premises to reflect the particular needs and circumstances of different areas at the local level.

(see also comments on Matter 1A(i))

(Word count for (i): 189)

	Question:

	(ii)
	Are the assumptions about population change in draft RSS appropriate?


The Lake District National Park Authority endorses the comments made by Cumbria County Council (Respondent Number 715) on this matter.

(Word count for (ii): 20)

	Question:

	(iii)
	Are the economic, population and other assumptions consistent between the regional and sub regional policies in the draft RSS?


To ensure an appropriate approach for the Lake District National Park, RSS should recognise that Key Service Centres have been identified in a different manner to other areas of the region, due to the area’s need and capacity for development.  This issue was fully discussed at the Examination in Public into the Cumbria and Lake District Joint Structure Plan in October 2004 (see Panel Report, para 2.1.18 to 2.1.29, Core Document CU1c)  The Panel concluded that the settlements named within the National Park should not be where development was focused.  Structure Plan Policy ST6 deals with Key Service Centres within the National Park and paragraphs 2.21 to 2.23 explain that other settlements will be examined through the LDF process to define both Key and Local Service Centres based on an assessment of the needs of the locality, roles, functions, capacity, size, character and environmental capacity of individual settlements to accommodate further development.

The National Park Authority has requested in its earlier response to draft RSS that the wording of Policy CNL3 should be amended to include wording currently contained in paragraph 15.3 of RSS.  This requires the National Park LDF to develop a suitable framework that meets local needs by assessing the roles and functions of settlements and their relationship with areas outside the National Park to identify settlements which have the capacity and need for development and those to act as service centres.  This should be integrated into policy to allow greater weight to be placed on this method and give recognition to the approach needed within the Lake District National Park.

The Lake District National Park Authority also endorses the comments made by Cumbria County Council (Respondent Number 715) on this matter.

(Word count for (iii): 284)

	Question:

	(iv)
	Are the national and regional constraints on development clearly articulated?  Are the development proposals consistent with Green Belt, flood risk policies and other constraints such as transport, water supply and sewerage infrastructure?


RSS does not give adequate guidance on environmental considerations.  In not wishing to reinterpret national policy on protecting environmental assets, RSS is not providing clarity for developers, investors or local planning authorities, for example.  Although Policy DP1 requires plans and strategies to contain policies which set out elements of environmental, social and economic capital where there is a presumption against any harm arising from development, Policy EM1 now shoe-horns a suite of 6 previous policies from Regional Planning Guidance (Policies ER1 to ER6) into one policy and loses valuable clarity in the process.  Constraining such a wide range of subjects into one policy results in a lack of clarity and an imbalance in the level of detail compared with other policy areas within the Strategy and does not adequately reflect the importance of these areas or give the necessary strategic direction and policy stance.  Cumbria and Lake District Joint Structure Plan policies E34 to E40 do give these issues consideration but are intended to be replaced by RSS policy on adoption and these policies would then be lost.  RSS currently does not mention sites with statutory protection, such as the Lake District National Park.  It would be preferable to reinstate the earlier approach developed in RPG through policies ER1 to ER6 to give adequate attention to these important assets, if Structure Plan policy is to be superseded.  Further detail on this issue is given in the Authority’s earlier response to the draft RSS consultation.

The Lake District National Park Authority also endorses the comments made by Cumbria County Council (Respondent Number 715) on this matter.
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