Lancashire Economic Partnership (479)

Matter 2C

REGIONAL SPATIAL STRATEGY – EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC

LANCASHIRE ECONOMIC PARTNERSHIP STATEMENT

Matter 2C: Locations for Development

(i) Is the evidence base for Table 7.1 sound?  Should the proposed settlement hierarchy be reassessed, and should a consistent approach be adopted toward the identification of Key Service Centres?

2.3.1.1 The Lancashire Economic Partnership is in favour of flexibility, however, we understand the reason for the inclusion of a settlement hierarchy.

2.3.1.2 The settlement hierarchy can never be perfect and accepting this The Lancashire Economic Partnership broadly supports the approach taken.

2.3.1.3 The Lancashire Economic Partnership welcomes the emphasis on Key Service Centres.

2.3.1.4 In particular, The Lancashire Economic Partnership supports RDF3 in its desire to achieve “more equitable access to housing, services, education, healthcare and employment; and a more diverse economic base, whilst maintaining support for agriculture and tourism.”  This aspiration should be applied to all rural areas, not just the ‘sparse’ in line with paragraph 7.4.

2.3.1.5 The Lancashire Economic Partnership especially supports paragraphs 7.4, 7.8 and 7.9 in their acknowledgment that to achieve sustainable rural communities it may be necessary to develop smaller local service centres and elsewhere, as well as Key Service Centres.
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(ii) When, and in what circumstances will there be a need for a review of the Green belt?

2.3.2.1 The Lancashire Economic Partnership would support a review of the Green Belt as proposed with a view to achieving greater flexibility.

2.3.2.2 In support of RDF3, EM1 and EM3 The Lancashire Economic Partnership would suggest that the quality and distribution of Green Belt land should be considered when reviewed.


- 1 -

