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Matter 2:-  Spatial Strategy
Change requested:  Add Nelson/Colne/Brierfield to Burnley as a Regional Town and City in table 7.1.
1 Pendle Borough Council would initially wish to re-iterate its disappointment at its exclusion from being able to participate in the Panel session into this and other issues. The undemocratic process of non-participation of Councils across the Region is one that Pendle has previously made objections to and can not support. 
2 The following comments are in addition to those that have already been lodged against the detail of this policy.
3 The basis of the objection is that the settlement hierarchy has not been produced in a way that  reflects accurately the position of different settlements in that hierarchy.  More fundamentally, it will result in an artificial construct in policy that will be a dis-benefit to some spatial areas to the advantage of others. If the underlying premise behind the selection of the categories in which settlements are allocated is not backed up by evidence then that in itself will lead to distortions in the spatial development of parts of the north west and will not assist in bridging the GVA gap between the north west and the south of England.
4 Pendle supports the overall objectives of RDF1. If the GVA gap is to be closed, and economic advantages exploited, growth must be concentrated in those areas which have inherent advantages in the drivers of economic performance such as scale, expertise, location, transport opportunities etc. Sustainable growth is at the centre of this process.
5 The purpose of the RSS is to provide a planning framework that will engender economic prosperity in those settlements that can accommodate growth in a sustainable way. The purpose is to reduce the economic disparities between the north west of England and the south and this is to be achieved by aligning the RSS with other initiatives and regional policies. The northern way and the Central Lancashire City Region (CLCR) growth proposals have been developed to drive these economic imperatives. These need to be aligned with the policies of the RSS.
6 Policy RDF1 is very specific in dictating that most development will occur in the Regional Centres and Regional Towns and Cities. That is very clear and unambiguous. Development must be centred on these areas. Planning appeals, investment decisions and the aims of Local Authorities will all have to acknowledge this policy which will have a very real impact on delivery of economic performance. It will be used as a tool by local authorities to ensure that those settlements identified will receive the majority of new growth.  It will also no doubt be use to prevent development occurring outside of those areas and as a lever by those included to induce development away form other areas.  The policy is aimed at being the key tool for decision making and upon spatial development so there should be no false illusion as to its primary importance.  Clearly there is a very real need to ensure that the policy accurately reflects those areas that can and should receive such growth.

7 The text to the policy indicates that the policy adapts that contained within RPG 13 and that it has added into the equation new challenges and opportunities in identifying the various centres. It does not however indicate how that balance has been arrived at nor how it has taken account of more recent adopted policies such as the Joint Lancashire Structure Plan (JLSP). For example the JLSP has a key economic driver (policy 3) of developing a site at Euxton as a strategic location for development. That is not reflected in the settlement hierarchy as Chorley remains as a Key Service Centre and not a Regional Town.  Chorley is bracketed in the same terms as for example Whalley which is a small settlement with only local industry and services. 
8 In policy terms, under RDF 1, therefore major new development should not be directed to Euxton but to the 4  identified Regional Towns. That is despite the second bullet point under 5.3 of the RSS identifying Euxton as a Regional Investment Site and to the content of policy W2. If RDF 1 is supposed to be refined in only wishing to concentrate specific sectors of the economy to those specified centres then it should say so as at present it requires that all categories of new development should be located in the Regional Centres and Towns, not in the Regional Investment Sites.  This lack of clarity is at the heart of the purpose of the policy and leads to the question of how the hierarchy been established and the empirical evidence and indicators used.
9 The point of this is to illustrate the inconsistencies in the approach that has been undertaken in assessing in which categories settlements should be in and the difficulties Councils will face in interpreting the policy base. The Panel are asked to consider the designations on the basis of empirical evidence and to reconsider the premise on which the hierarchy has been engineered. Specifically the position that Pendle, or rather Brierfield, Nelson and Colne, is in needs to be looked at as it's grouping as a Key Service Centre is illogical and poorly aligned with the indicators that should be used to support such designations.
10 5.3 of the RSS identifies the plan as, amongst other things, building on the regions economic strengths. It further goes on to recognise the Regional Economic Strategy 2006 for the North West (RES) as being of particular importance in driving investment and change. The RES identifies, as the first element in the Key Assets for the CLCR, that aerospace is of critical importance to the region’s economy. It encourages the increase in economic activity and transition to higher value manufacturing alongside increasing performance across the board in educational attainment. 
11 Information has already been submitted detailing the relative economic performance of Pendle compared with Burnley. For brevity that will not be repeated again here and the Panel will have access to that information. Performance is above that of Burnley in almost all economic indicators. The exception is that of retailing where Burnley clearly has a higher place in the shopping hierarchy. Burnley and Pendle are physically joined together. They have very similar profiles in terms of size and population (Burnley 87,700, Pendle 89,300) and both have excellent links to Manchester and the Central Lancashire City Region via the M65. They have similar housing and employment markets and people cross the boundary to and from each Borough each day to carry out their day to day tasks.  Yet the proposed settlement hierarchy ignores these and places Burnley on a higher tier which WILL affect the ability of Pendle to continue to be the main economic developer in this part of east Lancashire.
12 Pendle has a stronger economy than its neighbour, with particular regard to the aerospace industry in which Rolls Royce are a world leader in the design and manufacture of engine fan blades. There is a strong base of complementary industries supporting that aerospace technology and this is clearly linked with the Preston and Warton plane manufacturing and development sites.
13 The only distinguishing aspect between the two key areas of east Lancashire (excluding Blackburn which is clearly the major higher order centre) is that of retailing.  It seems however an illogical step that an economic area, which is adjoined to another in all physical, social and economic ways should be significantly disadvantaged through the artificial construct of the policy based purely on one factor which is that of retailing.  The clear and logical solution to this would be to recognise that the economies are indistinguishable from each other, have a symbiotic relationship and need to be placed on the same policy footing in order not to achieve an own goal and, for purely policy purposes, weaken what is currently the stronger economy.
14 Published statistics in April 2006 by Lancashire County Council indicated that the highest GVA in Lancashire was Fylde followed by Blackburn and Pendle.  The same published statistics show that the greatest reduction in manufacturing businesses was in Burnley and Rossendale.  Whilst only snapshots, and there are other economic indicators which need to be looked, at it demonstrates that the economy to build on is that of Pendle (along with Burnley). The settlement hierarchy is not reflective of that economic performance or opportunity.  The appended table taken from data published by Lancashire County Council again illustrates the profoundly stronger economy in Pendle which needs to be harnessed alongside that of Burnley with a view to gaining a stronger economic profile across to east Lancashire.  The policy base as set out in table 7.1 will have a potential to harm one economy at the expense of another and that seems to the Borough of Pendle to be a self defeating policy.  As it stands should the policy not be altered then investment will be directed towards an area that is weaker economically in east Lancashire and will not help to sustain investment and growth in economic activity in what is a complimenting area.
	Table 6 Gross Value Added per Head by District, 2000/01-2001/02

	 
	£
	England=100

	 
	2000/01
	2001/02
	2000/01
	2001/02

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Blackburn with Darwen
	9,350
	11,490
	71.4
	73.7

	Blackpool
	8,680
	11,930
	66.3
	76.6

	Burnley
	11,440
	10,160
	87.5
	65.2

	Chorley
	12,240
	15,800
	93.6
	101.4

	Fylde
	11,630
	16,450
	88.9
	105.5

	Hyndburn
	10,850
	11,660
	83.0
	74.8

	Lancaster
	10,810
	13,440
	82.6
	86.3

	Pendle
	10,930
	13,180
	83.6
	84.6

	Preston
	11,260
	12,800
	86.1
	82.2

	Ribble Valley
	13,380
	18,300
	102.3
	117.4

	Rossendale
	11,860
	14,800
	90.7
	95.0

	South Ribble
	13,700
	14,360
	104.7
	92.1

	West Lancashire
	10,440
	14,890
	79.8
	95.5

	Wyre
	10,200
	13,210
	77.9
	84.8

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Lancashire County
	11,490
	13,860
	87.8
	88.9

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	North West
	11,530
	13,620
	88.1
	87.4

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	England
	13,080
	15,590
	100.0
	100.0


Source: Department for Communities and Local Government/Neighbourhood Renewal Unit - derived from Inland Revenue data
15 The Council is cognisant that the rational for designating settlements into the various categories has not been fully completed.  This is illustrated in the footnote to table 7.1 in which key service centres are designated for different reasons in the different city region areas.  Again there has been an artificial  distinction made between settlements which on face value appears to be illogical.  For example reference has been made above to Chorley and to the Regional Investment Centre on the town’s periphery.  Chorley is grouped in the same category as the settlements of Rishton and Whalley which, in all aspects, can not be compared with those settlements.  Rishton and Whalley are very small settlements with low populations, little industry and which serve no hinterland other than their immediate settlement boundaries.  There is a very clear need to look at the settlement hierarchy as clearly the settlement of Chorley has a wholly different function to that of Whalley and Rishton.  It is suggested that a further category, which perhaps could reflect the importance of settlements such as Whalley in a rural area should  be added in to the table as this would make the rational more robust.  It would also, bearing in mind that the policy will be used as strongly as a driver for  investment provide for a better framework if it is subdivided further into a more logical and well thought out form. 
Conclusions
Table 7.1 as it stands would result in the application of policy RDF1 in a way which would harm both the economy of Pendle and that of east Lancashire.  It would also be contrary to the aims of the Northern Way of Growth Strategy and the Regional Economic Strategy which seeks to build on and enhance the gross value added for the North West in order to be more aligned with that of in particular the south east.  The strong sector of advantages Pendle has would be such as in the aerospace industry would be potentially harmed should the policy remain the same.  It is therefore suggested that Nelson, Colne and Brierfield be added to Burnley in the list of regional towns and cities in table 7.1. 

