Respondent No.  531  (AGMA)

Matter No.   2C

Locations for Development

 (i) 

1. AGMA is not aware on what evidence base Table 7.1 has been constructed.  

2. In our objection we have set out a number of concerns regarding Table 7.1 and policy RDF1, and suggested ways in which these might be improved.  These reservations include the lack of clarity surrounding the purpose of the Settlement Hierarchy and how it is meant to operate as a hierarchy in policy terms; the incomplete and confusing mix of settlements and centres in the Table; and the inadequacy of policy RDF1 in conjunction with Table 7.1 in providing a spatial framework for development in the region.  

3. The following examples, supplementing our objection, may help to illustrate why the hierarchy should be reassessed.

· Although RDF1 and Table 7.1 are meant to identify main development locations, they do not deal appropriately with the Manchester City Region (MCR) which is the sub region which will accommodate the largest amount of new development within the overall spatial strategy of draft RSS;  

· There is no mention of the Inner Areas in MCR although they are clearly a major development location for RSS (they include two URCs!);

· The Regional Centre of Manchester/Salford is included but there is no reference to the remaining parts of Manchester and Salford District areas; 

· It is not clear what the “Regional Towns and Cities” mean; for example, the towns of Altrincham and Ashton-under-Lyne are listed but not the remainder of the urban areas of Trafford and Tameside; Wigan is listed but this could mean the town centre of Wigan, the town of Wigan – excluding Leigh and other settlements – or the administrative area;

· Small towns, town centres and district centres in Greater Manchester are not mentioned at all; some of these may be identified at some future point as constituting “Key Service Centres” and some may not, however in draft RSS they are not covered in policy at all and are effectively “disenfranchised”.  The intention (para 7.2) to carry out further research leading to general criteria for identifying Key Service Centres in a future review does not help to fill this policy vacuum in current draft RSS; and

· There are important development locations such as Manchester Airport which, whilst obviously not settlements, should be identified as Main Development Locations if that is the purpose of the policy. 

4. AGMA’s view is that a rigid hierarchy as set out in Table 7.1 is not an appropriate means of guiding development to “Main Locations”.  It fails to recognise the grain at which places actually work, particularly in metropolitan areas, and it does not provide the clarity required to inform Development Plans.  It could have a number of unintended outcomes, since the settlement hierarchy and in particular key service centres are referred to in a number of draft RSS policies.

5. In its place there should be an expanded section within RSS, looking wider than “main development locations” and setting out the overall spatial strategy for the future of the region.  This would be appropriately located in chapter 7 which is intended to provide a Regional Spatial Framework.  This section should describe the role and function which places will play in the future; the key challenges they face and the scale of these challenges; and the contribution they can make to achieving the RSS aims and objectives.  This can then provide a clear framework within which spatial priorities for development and investment can be set.  

6. A clear spatial framework/set of spatial priorities is needed for a number of reasons

· Resources (both public and private sector) are finite, and therefore need to be focussed where they can have the biggest impact on achieving the region’s strategic objectives

· Since resources are limited it will not be possible to change radically the existing infrastructure, and therefore we need to make the best use of existing assets and build upon them

· It is important that RSS establishes appropriate, effective and complementary roles for the different parts of the region, so that each part of the region can play to its strengths and contribute to the whole

· Clear priorities in RSS can provide the spatial basis for other strategies such as RTS, RES
 and RHS

7. The overall spatial strategy in draft RSS should be re-cast so that first priority is given to development and investment of resources in the Regional Centres (Manchester and Liverpool) and adjoining Inner Areas, and then to the remainder of the city regions of which these are part.  (Such a spatial priority is informed/determined by function of places and locations in relation to the objectives of RSS; this is discussed more fully in AGMA’s submission on Matter 1.)  Outside the Regional Centre/Inner Areas development should be focussed in key towns and town/district centres, with greater locational detail provided in the sub regional policies.

8. Manchester City Region should have the central role in driving the strategy forward, building on its geographical position, the underlying strength of its economy, its international links via Manchester Airport, and in particular the potential for growth in GVA, jobs and households demonstrated in forecasts for the sub region.  The area is the largest existing focus of population and activity in the region and the key engine of growth in terms of future jobs, as the NWDA acknowledge.  RSS should fully support this role, and the Manchester City Region Development Programme, which identifies interventions and investment priorities to deliver this, and should recognise the scale of job growth and productivity increase this will require.

9. Therefore a very high level of growth should be planned for MCR, and the spatial priority of this needs to be reflected in the overall spatial strategy.  This level of growth is vital to deliver the objectives for the region.  Significant and targeted investment in public transport, social and environmental infrastructure and the physical urban fabric are required in MCR to make this approach deliverable.  

10. The Liverpool City Region has an important role to play within the pan-regional and regional strategy, particularly in terms of its strong cultural role, its recent success in bringing forward strategic development/investment areas and enhancing the city centre, and its international links via its ports and airport.  The importance of improving disadvantaged areas in the inner areas of Liverpool, and in Knowsley and Halton is recognised.  However the scale of opportunity and potential for economic growth here is significantly less than in the MCR.

11. The strategy recognises the complementary role of other parts of the region e.g. Preston, Crewe and Carlisle in providing growth of benefit to their sub regions; in responding to the regeneration needs of East Lancashire, Blackpool, and Barrow; and in the need to ensure the economy of the region as a whole is successful e.g. particular issues for areas such as West Cumbria.

12. Development within the city regions and sub regions must comply with the overall spatial strategy and be subject to clear spatial planning principles e.g. development should only take place in locations which are accessible, or can be made accessible by public transport.  These criteria could be set out in a revised and strengthened policy DP1 (as discussed in AGMA’s submission on Matter 1).  This has particular implications for certain regionally significant development locations currently proposed in draft RSS e.g. under policy W2.

13. The overall spatial strategy should provide an integrating mechanism for the thematic (employment, housing, transport and environment) and sub regional policies which follow.  This does not happen at present.  Particular areas of concern are the broad locations for economic development, which do not appear to reflect any spatial strategy or locational principles for the region; the transport policies which do not appear to link to the spatial strategy; and the absence of a clear link between economic growth and housing over substantial parts of the region.  

14. AGMA has several concerns about the inclusion of Key Service Centres in Table 7.1 and about the policy outlined in RDF2.  These are set out in our objection.  Our view is that if RSS is to contain a policy on Key Service Centres it should apply to freestanding towns in a rural area, which have a hinterland which they provide services for and influence.  The policy does not translate effectively to urban areas where the resident population is generally speaking never far from such services.  If the policy is to be retained it should set out criteria which allow such Centres to be identified in LDFs.  

15. AGMA is aware of research commissioned by NWRA since the submission of draft RSS, and was provided (on 26 September) with a draft of Briefing Paper 14
 prepared by the Assembly for the Panel.  We should like to have the opportunity to comment more fully on the appropriateness of this research, its recommendations and whether/how it should be applied in RSS policy than is allowed within the constraints of this statement and given the very recent production of the Briefing Paper.  

16. In summary our initial view is that 

· There is no indication in the Briefing Paper of whether NWRA intends to propose any alteration to Table 7.1; therefore it is assumed the current absence of coverage of small towns, town centres, district centres and key service centres in Greater Manchester will remain; 

· The NWRA acknowledges that the research has not fully considered the relationship between smaller centres and those identified as regional centres/towns/cities and that this is a weakness in urban areas;

· There is a clear recognition that the naming of centres can be “improved” through the application of local knowledge, but there is no indication of how and when this process will take place;

· The NWRA accept that current policy RDF2 with its focus on Key Service Centres does not provide a clear policy framework for centres in urban areas (para 3.5 in the Briefing Paper), however there appears to be no recommendation as to how draft RSS should be changed to address this weakness;

· The research is suggesting a new typology based around freestanding towns, towns in a local network, towns under a strong urban influence, sub regional urban centres and local urban centres, but this will be taken forward in a future review.  This is leading to a far more complex categorisation of centres which is not appropriate in an urban area; 

· Centres assessed in MCR are divided between towns and a long list of sub regional urban centres, but there appears to be no recommendation from the researchers for the latter to be added to Table 7.1 and the NWRA Briefing Paper is silent on this

· Although the category of “sub regional urban centre” is recommended, the researchers do not know what policy should be pursued in these centres since further analysis of roles and functions in city regions is required; the Briefing Paper does not make clear how the policy wording in RDF2 is meant to impact on urban areas

· the NWRA study has weaknesses in its methodology (for example, it fails to take account adequately of the differences between rural and urban areas, it does not clearly define the services which should be used to identify Key Service Centres, and the data output areas used skew the results). 

17. Overall the research and the Briefing Paper do not address the significant shortcomings in the policy framework contained within Table 7.1, policy RDF2 and references to Key Service Centres in other policies (e.g. RT6), in terms of the inconsistency and incompleteness of this approach when applied to city regions/conurbation areas.  Most importantly the policy framework is not sufficiently clear to be applied in Development Plans.

 (ii) 

18. All GM authorities anticipate being able to accommodate the forecast levels of housing and employment development without strategic change to Green Belt boundaries before 2021.  A local review of the Green Belt around Manchester Airport will be required, in order to accommodate the operational requirements of the Airport
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