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NW RSS EIP - Matter 3A: Economic Development


Context 
· PPG3 Update Supporting the Delivery of New Housing (ODPM Jan 2005)

· PPS6 Planning for Town Centres (Mar 2005)

· PPS11 Regional Spatial Strategies (Sept 2004)

· Employment Land Reviews: Guidance Note (Dec 2004)

· Employment Land Study – Arup for NWRA (June 2005)
  

(i) Is there a sound evidence base for the employment land provisions set out in Tables 8.2 and 8.3?
The Arup Employment Land Study commissioned by NWRA is thorough and comprehensive. The approach adopted closely reflects Government Guidance and, as recommended, it deploys several complementary methodologies. Three different approaches have been explored: projecting forward historic trends (gross requirements); converting potential changes in employment (based on NWDA scenarios) into a quantitative assessment of likely land usage (net requirements); and a qualitative market-based assessment of demand for employment land.

Table 8.2
The first of these has been used to set out figures in table 8.2 for land requirements by sub-region for five year periods up to 2021. We are unsure how projecting forward past rates will deliver the step-change required to address the productivity gap highlighted by Northern Way, but we are aware that not all employment growth requires B1, B2, B8 allocations. Much of the growth being planned for will take place in city centres in business and financial services, or in health and education.
Figures are presented by old County areas, and do not relate easily to the regional and sub-regional frameworks. It is difficult to see how the distribution at this scale reflects growth and regeneration priorities across the region. We also seek clarification on the appropriateness of the 1:0.5 ratio between Gross Value Added (GVA) growth and increase in employment land take-up.

Table 8.3

By contrast table 8.3 is based on the NWDA employment growth scenarios and looks to 2025. These are more aspirational, being based on the transformational scenarios everywhere except Cumbria. Given the need to ensure that the availability of employment land is not a constraint on economic growth, it would seem appropriate to use the transformational scenarios, but the different approach in Cumbria may introduce an internal methodological inconsistency. 
Also, we note that the broad locations of regionally significant economic development are outwith the Arup quantitative assessment. Not all of these are for inward investment. If they are not special sites as defined in para2 on page 79 of the Final Report of the Arup Employment Land Study, it could be argued that they should count against the figures in table 8.2. This point needs clarifying.
Having said this, the forecasting of employment land is not an exact science. Numerous assumptions have to be made (converting Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) to Use Classes; employment densities; plot ratios; vacancy rates; allowances for choice; on top of all the demographic and participation rate assumptions in the scenario modelling). These appear to be largely based on best practice advice.

In view of the limitations of any forecasting or projection techniques, we propose that policy W3 should be more firmly based on a plan-monitor-manage approach, perhaps introducing greater flexibility by reference to ranges rather than single figures. We expect the Implementation Framework
 to set out appropriate indicators, including market signals, to underpin this approach.  Para 3.168 of the Technical Appendix states that it is not appropriate for RSS for adopt a “predict and provide” approach to the allocation of employment land, but policy W3 as currently worded appears to do this.          

(ii) Should the draft RSS set out employment land provision at a district level as well as the sub-regional level?
It is important to get below the regional picture to understand sub-regional markets, and their demands for different types and sizes of sites / premises in light of existing supply. The problem is that the geographic areas used for the NWDA scenarios, and the Arup work on the quantity and quality of existing and future portfolios, do not relate well to the city regions and their sub-areas, notably in the cases of Manchester and Liverpool which subsume the county of Cheshire.  

Recommendation 5.1 of the Panel Report of the North East EiP states that the next RSS review should adopt a City Region approach to the analysis and allocation of employment land.  We believe this is a sensible approach, and would suggest this is adopted in the North West to take proper account of economic restructuring and sub-regional diversity, and relate to the City Region Development Programmes (CRDP). This should be done in terms of the same sub-areas (eg the northern part of the Manchester City Region; or East Lancashire) referred to in the overarching spatial framework.
We do not believe, given the inexact nature of the exercise, that it would be helpful to specify figures for individual Districts in RSS. We feel it would be more appropriate to encourage partnership working between Districts in the context of the RSS strategic principles and spatial framework and relevant sub-regional strategies to apportion the figures for the city region sub-areas and county of Cumbria.
Currently in draft RSS the distribution of housing provision is based on a total figure for the NW that is somewhere between the recent success and long terms trends scenarios, whilst the employment land figures are largely based on the transformational scenario.  As we point out above, this is not a major issue. The problem is that the actual housing distribution, based on discussions with the districts and not the economic scenarios, has not been fed back into the employment land model, which is based on the economic scenarios. This lack of a holistic approach could result in unsustainable commuting patterns. It is, therefore, important that the employment land apportionment process at sub-area or local level takes proper account of the RSS housing (and implied population) distribution, and this in turn should reflect the overarching spatial framework for growth and regeneration.     

(ii) On what basis have the broad locations for regionally significant economic development in Table 8.1 been selected and are the locations sustainable?  Do they reflect the regional spatial framework and sub-regional policy framework in the draft RSS.  How do they reflect and reinforce the spatial distribution of economic growth, regeneration priorities, and the broad housing locations, and what are the transport implications?  (Note – for the avoidance of doubt the Parkside Colliery proposal falls within this policy)
The broad locations for regionally significant economic development are taken from the Regional Economic Strategy (RES)
. This is useful step towards securing alignment and we welcome the close joint working between NWDA and NWRA on this issue. However, as we point out in our Briefing Paper no 3, we are not convinced that the RES and RSS are working to the same spatial vision. In Briefing Paper no 2 we propose a clear overarching spatial framework to address this. Without this, there is the possibility of unsustainable commuting patterns resulting from a distribution of housing growth that is misaligned with broad employment locations. We do, however, appreciate that not all economic growth will take place in the broad locations for regionally significant economic development, and welcome the focus on housing together with employment growth in the regional centres and inner areas of Manchester and Liverpool. This needs to be supported by a clear framework for sustainable transport solutions.
Although paras 3.59 to 3.136 of the Technical Appendix
 do throw some light on relevant issues, we are unsure the extent to which the broad locations have been tested in terms of the RSS spatial framework; constraints (such as flood risk; transport infrastructure and environmental concerns); potential to serve regeneration priority areas and other areas of need; and accessibility, notably by public transport. The Highways Agency accessibility and stress mapping work and the Environment Agency work on environmental capacity may help in this regard. 
PPS11
 para 1.7 is clear that the RSS should not be site specific. However, we are aware that in some cases sites within the broad locations mentioned in table 8.1 have already been identified in adopted plans or have planning permission. In broad locations where this is not the case we propose that the strategic principles we suggest in policy SP1 in our Briefing Paper no 2 should act as criteria for site selection. These same principles will also have value in helping to determine the phasing of development of sites already allocated or with planning permission. Para 3.138 of the Technical Appendix correctly states that the RES strategic regional sites are not land use planning designations and they must be tested through the planning system. The strategic principles we propose will help in this.
(iv) Are the land designations in W2 focused enough in terms of use, or will they allow for significant B1 office development, which could undermine more sustainable town/city centre locations?
It would help if the final sentence of para 8.6 was included within policy W2 to clarify the purpose of the broad locations for regionally significant economic development and why they are outwith the calculations in table 8.2.

It should be made clear that the penultimate para in W3, concerning office development, is equally applicable to W2, and that the PPS6
 sequential test will be applied. Specific mention of knowledge nuclei and headquarters functions in W2 would seem to suggest that this is not the case and raises concerns about large scale office development on out-of-centre sites. Along with the strategic principles we suggest in our Briefing Paper No 2, the PPS6 sequential test will be an important consideration in site selection. It should not be confused with the DP1 sequential test. (Note: this comment is also applicable to policy W5)
(v) Is there sufficient clarity regarding the types and scale of development, which will be permitted on reserve sites?  Do current trends in inward investment support the retention of reserve sites for “large scale manufacturing”?
It is not clear how the clause on reserve sites will operate, whether they are exclusively for inward investment and how they relate to the growth sectors.









� PP3b Core Document List


� PP6a Core Document List


� PP11 Core Document List


� ECO12 Core Document List 


� SDL/GONW/12


� REG11  Core Document List


� ECO10 Core Document List 


� REG13  Core Document List


� PP11 Core Document List


� PP6 Core Document List





1

