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NW RSS EIP – Matter 2A: Overall Spatial Strategy


(i) Does the draft RSS sufficiently express a spatial strategy that addresses the region’s priorities for growth, regeneration and investment? Does policy RDF1 provide sufficient detail on the spatial priorities for main development locations?
There is much we can support in the broad thrust of the strategy: its focus on the city regions (especially the core and inner areas of Manchester and Liverpool) and connectivity within and between them; its emphasis key growth sectors (W1) and the knowledge economy (W2, MCR2 and LCR2); promoting rural diversification; increasing the amount of housing whilst respecting environmental limits, seeking to reduce the need to travel and address climate change.
However, we feel that the RSS would have more impact if the key elements were articulated with greater clarity. We believe that the inclusion of an overarching spatial framework (as we suggest in Briefing Paper No 2) would greatly assist understanding how these high level matters translate into clear spatial priorities. It would provide a clear statement of regional priorities against which to test the subsequent thematic policies and locational choices. It would also provide a clear context for any sub-regional advice needed to address strategic deficits. It is arguable that the sub-regional frameworks as currently drafted do not do this.
We believe that the overarching spatial framework should:
· align with the Regional Economic Strategy (RES)
 and Regional Funding Allocation (RFA)
 spatial visions;
· establish priorities within and between the city regions more clearly, encompassing the essence of the advice currently contained in sections 12, 13 and 14 of part 4. This includes addressing the current ambiguity around Preston’s role and resolving issues around the potential of Chester and Warrington. It should also clearly address the balance of development in north and south Manchester;
· emphasise the importance of connectivity within and between the city regions and the key corridors involved. This should include the consideration of links with other city regions in the UK, notably Leeds;
· clearly identify other locations for growth where opportunities exist – Carlisle, Lancaster and Crewe;
· establish the spatial priorities necessary to enable the unique needs and opportunities in Cumbria to be addressed and spread the benefits of focussing on key economic drivers;
· encourage rural development in line with the Regional Rural Delivery Framework
 priorities, acknowledging the spatial variations in rural issues and allowing for more than local needs development in some places currently defined as key service centres;
· express clear regional regeneration priorities focussing on Barrow and West Cumbria, Blackpool and East Lancashire, and including the Housing Market Renewal Areas and Urban Regeneration Companies (not just in respect of housing investment) and concentrations of worklessness / poor skills;

· explore how regional assets such as the Universities, airports and ports, and the Lake District can contribute to achieving overall objectives. We think the Plan could do more in this respect.

· highlight the links between Chester and North Wales, which are a unique feature of the spatial planning process in the North West, and also links with High Peak and North Staffordshire, and between Carlisle and Scotland. The NW is unique in that it abuts two devolved administrations;

· flag up the importance of green infrastructure as an integrating tool to promote the protection and enhancement of the environment.
These priorities then need to find clear expression in housing, employment and transport policies taking account of a clear set of strategic principles relating to issues such as sustainable communities, environmental quality, accessibility, reducing the need to travel and making the best use of the existing infrastructure, including the highway network. 

Whilst we support the overall increase in housing numbers in the region to support economic growth, we do not find the methodology for distributing it between districts sufficiently transparent to assess the extent to which these matters have been considered. We also seek to better understand how the housing distribution relates to the employment locations (core areas and regionally significant economic development) and the implications of this for the Regional Transport Strategy (RTS) (see Briefing Papers 4 and our statement on Matter 5).
Briefing Paper no 6 explains our position on RDF1 and table 7.1 

(ii) Do the thematic policies and sub-regional policies amount to a consistent and coherent regional strategy?

As mentioned above, we believe that the impact of the RSS could be considerably improved by:
· revising the structure of the document and reducing the need to read across between different sections and different geographic units;
· adopting a more holistic approach to housing and employment land; 

· clarifying the inter-relationship of RTS and RSS (notably the strategic principles and spatial framework) ie How will the land use elements of RSS contribute towards reducing the need to travel, making the best use of the existing infrastructure and ensuring good accessibility (especially from areas of need to employment locations)? How will the transport policies and investment support the spatial framework for the region and connect jobs and homes sustainably?
· replacing RDF1 with an overarching spatial framework that articulates priorities between places.
Our proposals for a revised structure for the document (as set out in Briefing Paper no 2) with clearly stated strategic principles and an overarching spatial framework will help to resolve some of the inconsistencies and provide a more coherent structure.
We also propose that the geographic units for which policy is articulated (notably the sub-regions and sub-areas) should be as consistent as possible across the strategy, potentially using groupings of housing market areas approximated to district boundaries.
We propose clearer RTS objectives and policies that link more closely to an overarching spatial framework, and the articulation of schemes in terms of these objectives / outcomes. We propose objectives for each of the other thematic chapters to facilitate the monitoring of desired broad policy outcomes. 
We seek an improved understanding of the factors and constraints that underpin the distribution of housing within the region, and how this relates to the spatial framework and employment locations - the aim being to resolve inconsistencies and ensure sustainable relationships in the patterns of movement and sustainable modes of travel. The Highways Agency work on accessibility and stress mapping may help in this, and also the work on environmental capacity being undertaken by the Environment Agency.
We propose that the concept of sustainable communities and related issues of health and education / skills be more firmly embedded as a key principle, cross-cutting all RSS and RTS policies. 
(iii)  Does the spatial strategy provide a framework for improving accessibility to jobs and services by sustainable modes for all parts of the region?

There are various strands to the concept of accessibility:

· removing barriers to social inclusion – a clearer exposition of regeneration priority areas, including concentrations of worklessness and low skills, would help to align initiatives to tackle deprivation, enabling more people to share in the benefits of economic prosperity;

· proximity – ensuring the locations for housing and employment growth are as closely related as possible, and in particular providing job opportunities close to areas of need. Whilst the focus on core and inner areas of the city regions seeks to achieve this, the relationship between other employment locations and the distribution of housing is not clear. The locations for regionally significant economic development are directly related to the RES / RFA spatial visions, but these visions do not find clear expression in RSS (see Briefing Paper 3);

· sustainable transport – physical proximity may not always be possible, and connecting homes and jobs and services sustainably, therefore implies an emphasis on public transport. Our statements on Matter 5 discuss how the RSS addresses this;

· rural areas – the focus on centres which will act as public transport hubs and foci for employment and a range of other services is welcome, but we have reservations about the list of key service centres in table 7.1 and whether it is appropriate to include this in a regional document. See our statement on Matter 2D – Rural Issues. 
(iv) Is it appropriate for Draft RSS to omit the previous designation of Regeneration Priority Areas?

Draft RSS does not express clear priorities for regeneration. We believe this is a significant omission. Priorities are currently expressed in different parts of the Plan in an ad hoc way in the thematic and sub-regional chapters. There is no sense of a regional overview of this or of the relative priorities between those mentioned in a sub-regional context. We propose something much closer to the RES vision (see Annex 1 to our Briefing Paper no 2) to clarify regional regeneration priorities as part of the overarching spatial framework. On the other side of the coin, we also propose a much clearer definition of regional opportunities to build on success.      

(v) Is the Key Diagram fit for purpose and do the Sub-regional Diagrams add value?

The Key Diagram could be improved by reflecting a clear overarching spatial framework. In addition to the city regions, it should illustrate priority places for growth and regeneration as well as the key transport assets already shown. It would be much clearer if it omitted Key Service Centres of only local significance (ie only included centres such as Chorley, Kendal and Penrith where growth is proposed). It would be helpful if it included regional public transport interchanges and corridors. It could show the broad locations for regional parks, renewable energy and waste management facilities.
We find that the sub-regional diagrams add little value in terms of summarising policy and priorities, but do help to identify the sub-areas referred to in policy.
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