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MATTER 2B – CITY REGIONS
1
Does the City Region approach adequately address the different pressures and needs of the various parts of the region or are there alternative sub-regional approaches, which better reflect these needs and pressures?

1.1
The City region approach is strongly supported. It makes the essential connection between the Northern Way Growth Strategy and the City Region Development Plans which provide the action framework for delivering Northern Way objectives. City Regions based on the functional relationships between settlements (e.g. journey to work patterns and economic inter-dependencies) represent the most appropriate sub-regional framework for strategic spatial planning. We consider that the process for determining the sub-regional framework, as set out in Chapter 2 of the Draft RSS Technical Appendix, was robust and provides adequate scope for addressing the needs of all parts of the Region.

2
Should there be greater clarity about:

(a)
The geographic extent of the three city regions;

2.1
City Region geography is bound to be less clear-cut than the administrative geography of county and districts boundaries. There are complex interactions between settlements within City regions and between the regional centres themselves. This issue was addressed directly in the early consultation stages in the preparation of Draft RSS, and the Technical Appendix notes that the consultees:

•
‘Accept that fuzzy/overlapping boundaries were acceptable, but recognise the risk of responsibility for delivery not being clear’ (para 2.13, 5th bullet)

2.2
This complexity is well illustrated in respect of travel to work patterns by Figure 1.2 in the ECOTEC Study into the Identification and Use of Local Housing Market Areas 
.

2.3
Merseyside has also made representations in respect of the inclusion of the Cheshire District of Vale Royal within the Liverpool City Region. The Merseyside authorities would welcome any further clarification that the Panel is able to give on this matter and the general extent of the City Regions based on emerging evidence.

(b)
The broad scale of development they should accommodate;

2.4
Subject to the specific issues addressed in our Statements on Matters 1C, 2C, 3A, 4A and 8A and B, we consider that the draft RSS provides sufficient clarity on the broad scale of development to be accommodated within the City Region.

(c)
Their role in relation to each other and to towns beyond the city regions such as Carlisle and Crewe?

2.5
Greater clarity on the relationships between the city regions and with the other regional towns and cities would of course be welcome, and this point was included in the Merseyside representations. Whilst there is already a substantial body of evidence in the work undertaken for the Northern Way Growth Strategy, in the preparation of the City Region Development Plans as well as the evidence base under-pinning the Regional Economic Strategy
 (RES) we do recognise that more needs to be done, as set out in the RES:

‘The shared understanding of how the region’s key economic drivers function and relate to each other, the rest of the region, and key growth drivers in adjacent regions, is a critically important piece of development work which will be pursued during this RES period.’ (p.15)
2.6
We do not think that the draft RSS is seriously flawed by lack of evidence or understanding of these inter-relationships. 

3
Are the City Regions to be treated as being equal or is there a hierarchy?

3.1
The Vision for the North West set out in RSS states the following:

‘By 2021 we aim to see Manchester and Liverpool firmly established as world class cities thanks to their international connections, highly developed service and knowledge sectors and flourishing culture, sport and leisure industries. The growth and development of the Central Lancashire City Region as a focus for economic growth will continue, building on the existing individual strengths of the urban centres around commerce, higher education, advanced manufacturing and resort tourism.

3.2
Manchester and Liverpool are Core Cities of national, European and, in some respects world significance. They support a unique range of financial, commercial, cultural and transport gateway functions which are well-documented in the Manchester and Liverpool City Region Development Plans
. This underpins the visions set out in the CRDPs for consolidating their ‘world class’ and ‘premier European’ city regions status. Preston, which is the primary centre for the Central Lancashire City Region, is a regionally important city but clearly does not support the same scale or range of functions as Manchester or Liverpool.

3.3
In spatial planning terms the regional dominance of the two core cities is reflected in the geographical extent of their functional housing and labour markets. This influence is documented and mapped in the recent report by ECOTEC Study into the Identification and Use of Local Housing Market Areas which identifies Manchester and Liverpool as the ‘regional centres’ which constitute an ‘upper tier’ of Housing Market areas, superimposed on the pattern of more localised HMAs.

3.4
The Merseyside representations on the draft RSS have strongly supported the wording in Policy RDF1 – Main Development Locations which, in the first bullet point, clearly articulates a bi-polar regional spatial framework based on ‘the two Regional Centres of Manchester/Salford and Liverpool’, a framework which is then confirmed and expanded in the Settlement Hierarchy in Table 7.1.

3.5
The Merseyside objections on this matter relate to subsequent wording in the Part 4 Sub-Regional Policy Frameworks which could be interpreted as introducing a hierarchy, in which Manchester is referred to as ‘the Regional Centre’ (Policy MCR1 – Manchester City Region Priorities – first bullet point) and Liverpool as ‘the core city and major economic driver for its city region’ (paragraph 13.4 - second bullet point) and similarly as ‘the regional centre of the Liverpool City Region’ in Policy LCR2. If nothing else, this terminology is confusing and the clarity of Policy RDF1 should be carried through into the sub-regional frameworks.

3.6
The Merseyside representations seek to improve clarity in respect of a key role of RSS (as set out in PPS11
) - to provide a spatial framework which can inform and guide the strategies, priorities and investments decisions of government and national and regional bodies and agencies. They are not an expression of any spurious city-region rivalry or regional capital status-envy. The GVA figures above speak for themselves in simple terms of city-region scale.  The synergies and inter-relationships between the two core city regions – in terms of transport gateways, connectivity, economic structures, tourism and cultural activities – are recognised in the CRDPs. The Regional Economic Strategy (page 15) identifies the better understanding and development of these core city relationships, both within the North West and with adjacent regions, as a ‘critically important’ activity. 

3.7
In this context we believe a regional spatial framework which seeks to harness the potential of the two core city regions as the major engine of regional sustainable development – i.e. the bi-polar framework of Policy RDF1 – is most likely to achieve the RSS Vision for 2021 and the Northern Way objective of narrowing the North-South productivity gap.  Introducing a Manchester-Liverpool hierarchy into the spatial framework would be unhelpful and potentially counter-productive. It could potentially undermine the completion of the Merseyside renaissance triggered by the huge European, national and regional regeneration programmes of the past decade. The RSS needs to be unambiguous in its support for the succession programmes of the next 5+ years.
3.8
A draft European Structural Funds Operational Programme for the North West
 has been prepared by consultants Regeneris and this gives a broad indication of the future scale of ERDF funding available to the Region and the priority attached to completing the transformation of Merseyside:

	
	Merseyside
	Rest of North West
	Total

	Indicative ERDF resources 2007-2013
	£210m
	£280m
	£490m


(European Structural Funds Operational Programme for the North West Table 3-2)

3.9
The immediate investment priorities required to realise Merseyside’s enterprise, assets and opportunities for the benefit of the North West is documented in the Merseyside Action Plan
 for the period April 2006 – March 2009.
3.10
The general statements in RSS on the prioritisation of investment to support city region strategies for Liverpool (paragraph 13.5) and Manchester (paragraph 12.2) are therefore appropriate. They should however take more into account the relative scale and balance of intervention illustrated above, which is required to enable Merseyside to overcome the remaining obstacles to the sustainable growth of productivity and enterprise. In our representations on Policy RDF1 we have suggested that this would be the appropriate place in RSS to give a clear indication of the priority for growth and investment in the two core city regions as primary vehicles for delivering the Regional vision.

3.11
Our proposals for changes in the Liverpool City Region Policies (LCR1, LCR2 and LCR3) take into account the matters addressed in this statement and are set out in our statement on Matter 8A.
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