Respondent 536
Merseyside Policy Unit

Matter 3A

REGIONAL SPATIAL STRATEGY FOR THE NORTH WEST – EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC
SUBMISSION BY MERSEYSIDE POLICY UNIT

MATTER 3A – ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT
1
Is there a sound evidence base for the employment land provisions set out in Tables 8.2 and 8.3?

1.1
The evidence base relies on forecasts from the NWDA about changes in economic activity to forecast likely employment land take up. The highest forecast for employment land for each sub-region has been used as the basis of the employment land requirement. Given the regeneration needs of the region and the possible harm to employment creation and retention caused by a lack of suitable employment land, this approach of ensuring the highest possible need is able to be met is supported by the Merseyside Authorities

2
Should the draft RSS set out employment land provision at a district level as well as the sub-regional level?

2.1
The draft RSS proposes that local authorities within a sub-region will work together, facilitated by the NWRA, to agree the distribution of employment land within the sub-region. It is unclear how this will work in practice and what weight this agreement can be afforded in LDFs because the figures would not be in the RSS and would not have been subject to independent examination. This is also contrary to paragraph 7.7 of the ODPM’s Employment Land Reviews
 which states ‘emerging RSSs will need to set out sub-regional and individual authority employment distributions and targets’. 

2.2
Employment land figures for districts would be useful, as it would help to avoid under or over provision within each sub-region and the region. A breakdown by employment land type (as in Table 8.3) per district should be considered, possibly with a figure for B1a office space. This would be comparable with the approach taken to housing to help ensure development is directed to areas in need of regeneration. Unfortunately no research has been undertaken for RSS to show whether employment needs for a district could be met by adjoining districts or elsewhere in a subregion. Furthermore no forecasts of need for districts have been prepared. Therefore it is not possible to set out employment provision at the district level in this RSS but the NWRA and local authorities within sub-regions should work together to prepare forecasts for employment land types (including office space) at district level to inform the next review of RSS. 

3
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)

3.1
The Merseyside authorities have objected to Policy W2 and Table 8.1 because the evidential basis and rationale is unclear and there are important omissions in the broad locations identified in the Liverpool City Region. The Merseyside authorities have no objection to Policy W2 in so far as it relates to inter-modal freight terminals and support the broad areas of search for inter-modal freight terminals. An objection by the Merseyside Authorities to Table 8.1 seeks clarification that the broad locations concerning Newton-le-Willows and Birkenhead Waterfront are situated within the Liverpool city region.

3.2
The basis for defining the broad locations in Policy W2 and Table 8.1 is set out in the Technical Appendix paragraphs 3.59 to 3.141. However, there is no explanation in RSS or the Technical Appendix about the selection process such as what other areas were considered and how the final list of areas was arrived at. There is a close (but not perfect) relationship between the broad locations in Table 8.1 and the 25 ‘Strategic Regional Sites’ (SRS) identified by the North West Regional Development Agency as critical to the delivery of RES objectives. The most recent review of these sites is set out in the NWDA report on Strategic Regional Sites – Evidence Base and Emerging Issues published in January 2005
. This relationship is explained in paragraph 3.137 and Table 3.8 of the Technical Appendix.
3.3
There has been no formal search for, or sustainability appraisal of, broad locations in RES, only the identification of sites. RES has identified sites primarily on an economic development potential basis, with less weight given to sustainability and regeneration concerns. This is demonstrated by the designation as Strategic Regional Sites in RES 2006 of West Lakes and Chester Business Park expansion which both failed sustainability and planning policy appraisal in May 2002 (Appendix C of Strategic Regional Sites, January 2005). Sites located in the core urban areas, particularly Merseyside & Halton, have consistently scored higher in terms of sustainability and in supporting existing RSS policy than sites in other locations in past assessments (part 8.3, page 99, NW REL Study
).

3.4
Of the 25 sites identified by NWDA all but three (Ashton Moss, Tameside; Wavertree Technology Park, Liverpool; Alderley Park, Macclesfield) appear to be incorporated within one of the broad locations in Table 8.1. No specific explanation is given for these omissions. There are also three broad locations for ‘knowledge nuclei sites’ in Table 8.1 that do not have any apparent relationship to any of the SRSs (Central Manchester Arc of Opportunity; Central Preston; Central Carlisle). The reasoning for the inclusion of these sites is given in the Technical Appendix, which is broadly that particular regeneration or sector development potential of regional significance has been identified in these locations.

3.5
The conclusion that we draw from this is that the location of the 25 SRSs is one but by no means the only criterion for identifying broad locations for regionally significant economic development in the draft RSS. Circumstances change and new opportunities arise. We note, for example, that in its representations the NWDA objected to Table 8.1 on the grounds that it wished to see Ellesmere Port and East Liverpool/Knowsley identified as a broad location for a Regional Investment Site to be reserved for major investment.
3.6
The broad locations within the Liverpool City Region identified in Table 8.1 are all designated Strategic Investment Areas (SIAs). As explained in paragraph 3.91 of the Technical Appendix the eight Merseyside SIAs were identified for the Merseyside Objective 1 Programme 2000-06 as areas of major economic opportunity close to areas of greatest social need. Paragraph 3.92 of the Technical Appendix explains that 5 of the 8 SIAs are considered to have ‘potential to contribute to growth of the region’s economy as a whole’. All five of these SIAs include one of the Strategic Regional Sites. This appears therefore to be the only criterion used to identify broad locations within the Liverpool City Region.
3.7
The Merseyside authorities have objected to the omission of three designated Strategic Investment Areas (Atlantic Gateway SIA, Approach 580 SIA and St Helens SIA) and the Widnes Waterfront Economic Development Zone (EDZ) from the list of locations for Regionally Significant Economic Development. This objection is based on strong evidence that, because of major investment in progress and identified strategic opportunities, each of the locations has potential for regionally significant economic development. Further evidence to support these designations is set out in the Merseyside Policy Unit and Merseyside authorities statements in relation to Matter 8A (Liverpool City Region Sub-Regional Strategy). As drafted Policy W2 and Table 8.1 do not provide an adequate framework for the revised sub-regional strategic policies proposed in the Merseyside representations. 

3.8
The former Parkside Colliery is under consideration as the location to accommodate an inter-modal freight terminal within the Newton-le–Willows broad location identified in table 8.1. It is located on the south-eastern edge of Newton-le-Willows within the Metropolitan District area of St Helens. In the case of Parkside the potential role of the site has been recognised in a number of documents including:

•
The second Local Transport plan for Merseyside 2006-2011
(p284)

•
The Liverpool City Region Transforming our Economy (May 2005)
 (p 38)

3.9
The latter document recognises that the Liverpool City Region serves as a strategic gateway for trade and people into, and out of, the North of England and that the proposed Parkside site is close to the M6 and M62 motorways and adjacent to the West Coast Main Line and Trans-Pennine rail routes.

3.10
At the local level the future planning status of the site (which is currently Green Belt) is being pursued through the Council’s Local Development Framework. The Issues and Options were consulted on during August and September 2005 with the Preferred Options scheduled for consultation during January and February 2007. A planning application is expected in October 2006.

3.11
The Merseyside Authorities believe that the guidance provided by Policy W2 on the selection of sites could be improved. Paragraph 8.6 of the draft RSS defines ‘Regionally Significant Economic Development’ as that which will have a recognized impact on the growth and development of the regional economy by contributing to the increase in overall GVA’. However, all economic development will have some impact in these terms. Policy EDC5 (Regional Investment Sites) of the current RSS sets out criteria for the identification of RISs but the draft RSS does not provide the same level of guidance for identifying RISs, Knowledge Nuclei or Reserve sites. It is also not clear why more than one Knowledge Nuclei site will be allowed in a broad location but not more than one Regional Investment Site. Paragraph 8.6 states that sites identified within the broad locations should not be used for development that could otherwise be ‘accommodated elsewhere and should not be developed in a piecemeal manner’. There needs to be an explanation of how to assess whether development could be accommodated elsewhere, and what is meant by ‘a piecemeal manner’ (i.e. does this mean that a masterplan for the site must be prepared as part of any application?).

4
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?

4.1
B1 office developments could be accommodated on Regional Investment Sites and Knowledge Nuclei sites, and as more than one Knowledge Nuclei site will be allowed in each Broad Location there is scope for a large amount of such development. Furthermore, Policy W2 states that headquarter functions (i.e. large scale office) could be accommodated on Reserve Knowledge Nuclei Sites. As the policy does not make any mention of the need for B1 office development proposals to demonstrate that a sequential approach to site selection has been taken, in accordance with the requirements of PPS6, there is potential for policy W2 to undermine more sustainable and suitable town/city centre locations.

5
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’?

5.1
Policy W2, its supporting text and the technical appendix are unclear about what type of development should be permitted on Reserve Sites, what form they should take and how they have been identified. Reserve Sites are for ‘accommodating investment which would otherwise be lost to the region’ but the difference between this and development permitted on other sites for regional significant economic development is unclear. Is this intended to mean all forms of significant investment or only Foreign Direct Investment (FDI)? Would headquarter functions be permitted on Knowledge Nuclei Sites that were not a Reserve Site? There is no guidance regarding whether a Reserve Site should actually be reserved for particular types of investment or what amount or type of land needs to be reserved. The Merseyside Authorities believe that a restriction of Reserve Sites to FDI is not justified, as the sites may be required for significant investment by national and regional companies. Halton would be keen to see the Reserve Site part of the South East Halton RSED protected for future science growth and innovation of national and international importance which would otherwise be lost to the region.

5.2
Policy W2 states that Reserve Sites may be part of larger Regional Investment or Knowledge Nuclei sites without explaining in what circumstances this is possible. The extent and status of the Reserve Site should be clearly defined in order to prevent the loss of all or part of the Site for other employment development. 

5.3
It is unclear how the broad location of Reserve Sites was determined. The Merseyside Authorities believe this should be undertaken by the NWRA in consultation with stakeholders including the NWDA and local authorities. 

5.4
The NWDA’s ‘Strategic Regional Sites’ report (January 2005) gives a recent example of large manufacturing FDI where there was only one suitable site in the North West. It also reported that FDI into Britain, though lower than in previous years, is still the highest in Europe and trends in FDI are hard to predict. A precautionary approach should be taken to maintaining a supply of sites suitable for FDI. Without such sites, potentially highly valuable FDI in the region could be lost.
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