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1.
Matter 2C: Locations for Development

 (1)
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?

1.1.1 The evidence base for Table 7.1 is unsound. The Central Lancashire City (CLC) authorities of Chorley, Preston and South Ribble consider that the Central Lancashire City (CLC) area should be identified in the settlement hierarchy in RDF1 and Table 7.1 and that Preston should de defined as a regional centre within the Central Lancashire City Region (CLCR) (in line with the Regional Economic Strategy (RES)).  This would ensure consistency with Manchester/Salford and Liverpool, which are defined as the regional centres within their respective City Regions.   

1.1.2
The current RSS includes spatial development policy SD3, which provides guidance for key towns and cities outside the North West Metropolitan Area and recognises the roles of key regional cities, including Preston, as key gateways to the region.  However, the submitted draft RSS includes these key cities within a second tier of 28 centres and provides no clarification of their special roles.

1.1.3
The CLC authorities therefore consider that the settlement hierarchy should be amended to include:

· Regional Centres – Manchester/Salford, Liverpool and Preston;

· Regional Towns and Cities; and

· Key Service Centres 

1.1.4
The draft RSS approach to Key Service Centres is unacceptable.  It lacks clarity and the recent research into Key Service Centres is flawed.  Apart from being undertaken too late in the process of preparing RSS to be properly addressed, it only considers the merits and characteristics of those settlements currently identified in draft RSS.  This, combined with the uncertainty of which settlements are included within the regional towns and cities (e.g. para 14.8 of draft RSS reference to Preston), means that there are many towns and large villages across the region that are not identified as Key Service Centres, even though they perform as such.

1.1.5
This uncertainty is likely to cause difficulty in promoting more sustainable development and balanced communities within Local Development Frameworks.  Within the ‘Greater Preston’ CLC area, the following settlements have a wide range of services and should, along with Adlington, be designated as Key Service Centres within RSS:

Bamber Bridge*

Clayton Brook/Green*

Coppull

Euxton

Lostock Hall*

Penwortham*

Walton-le-Dale*
Longton

*Included in ‘definition of Preston’ in paragraph 14.8 of draft RSS.
1.1.6
The definition of Leyland and Chorley as Key Service Centres underlines the inconsistencies within this policy area.  As an example, Leyland is a large town physically incorporated within the wider CLC urban area and it is set to experience significant economic growth.  As such, its definition as a ‘Main Town’ in the Joint Lancashire Structure Plan is far more appropriate than the RSS definition which, according to policy RDF2, seems to relate to smaller settlements that serve rural hinterlands.  There is a major ‘missing link’ (i.e. a specific category and policy for the ‘Main Towns’) between the regional centres identified in RDF1 and the apparent theme of RDF2, which relates to smaller settlements.  This needs to be addressed by a fundamental reassessment of this policy area.  
 (2)
When, and in what circumstances will there be a need for a review of the Green Belt?

1.2.1
The CLC authorities consider that RSS should clarify the precise meaning of ‘small scale boundary changes to the extent of Green Belt’ within policy RDF5, as the definition is not clear.  A proposal to maintain the general extent of green belt until 2011 is considered acceptable, provided it would allow scope for earlier limited reviews.  Before this date there could be a requirement for a limited review of the green belt area in South Ribble and Chorley, for regeneration and economic purposes.  Although a limited review could be facilitated through the LDF process, there is a requirement for the principle to be included within RSS. 

2.
Matter 2D: Rural Issues

(1)
Are rural issues, including the development needs of small towns, adequately addressed in the draft RSS?

2.1.1
Policy RDF2 is an important policy, especially as it is cross referred to by other policies such as CLCR3 – Development in Other Parts of the Central Lancashire City Region.  Without a fully developed list of Key Service Centres it may be difficult to ensure that sustainable development and balanced communities are achieved.  Consistent with the points raised in section 1 of this statement, the CLC authorities propose that a more consistent and logical approach to the identification of Key Services Centres be adopted.  In addition, more guidance should be provided on the envisaged scope of local service centre policies to be pursued through LDFs.  Such a reference would help to fill the policy gap that currently exists in RSS between Key Service Centres and development in ‘sparse rural areas’.
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