Respondent 531 (AGMA)

Matter 3A

Working in the North West



3A(i)

1. It is inappropriate to base employment land requirements on past take-up as described in policy W3.  This is acknowledged in paragraph 3.161 of the RSS Technical Appendix (RSSTA).  Similarly, government guidance states that historic data is “less useful when dealing with new and emerging sectors”
 and the North East EIP Panel concluded that “past trends are unlikely to be a guide for future provision”
.

2. The issues identified are particularly pertinent for the North West’s rapidly restructuring economy, promoted elsewhere in RSS, the Regional Economic Strategy (RES) and the Northern Way Growth Strategy (NWGS).  There are likely to be significant changes in the amount, type and location of land required, a point acknowledged in paragraph 8.10 of RSS and the RSSTA. 

3. Whilst the NWRA has sought to take account of future growth through an additional land allowance attributed to projected increases in GVA, this approach raises further concerns:

i. There is not a simple equation between units of GVA growth and employment land demand;

ii. The identified levels of GVA growth have been taken from the Regeneris forecasting model
 and the scenario with the highest level of growth for each sub-region has been applied.  They are therefore not compatible and may introduce an element of double counting (acknowledged in the RSSTA paragraph 3.165); 

iii. Notwithstanding 1 and 2 it only acknowledges a growing, rather than a rapidly restructuring economy.

4. It is notable that the land requirements in Table 8.3, based on economic forecasting and illustrative of the changing requirements of the restructuring economy, are significantly different from those in Table 8.2.  However, these figures are only to be used to inform an “appropriate balance between B1, B2 and B8 uses”, the quantum being left to an extrapolation of past take-up.


An Alternative Approach

5. AGMA agrees with the comments in the RSSTA that RSS should not adopt a rigid “predict and provide approach” as future land requirements are uncertain, but that “it is helpful for RSS to give an indication of the amount of land that it is currently anticipated will be required” (paragraphs 3.160 and 3.168).  However, as described above the use of past trends to identify specific land requirements does not fulfil this brief or provide an appropriate regional context to inform plans and strategies. 

6. Rather, recognising the changing economy and the focus on economic output (NWGS and PSA2), RSS should identify:

· Indicative and aspirational job growth targets;

· An increase in GVA for each sub-region, having regard to economic potential; and 

· Indicative employment land requirements.

7. Such indicators would provide an objective-led context for other economic policies within RSS and other plans and strategies.  It would ensure integration with the Northern Way, associated CRDPs and the RES.  It would also more accurately represent the aims and objectives that plans and strategies that shape the region should strive to achieve.  

8. AGMA has commissioned the Greater Manchester Forecasting Model (GMFM) to provide an indication of future growth in the sub-region
. The most recent update (April 06) identifies the following growth figures:

	
	2005-2021

	
	Base Forecast
	Accelerated Growth Scenario

	GM Employment Growth
	111,500
	209,500

	GM GVA Growth (per annum)
	2.4%
	2.9%


9. By comparison the Regeneris model identifies three growth scenarios as below (assuming constant growth over the forecast periods):

	
	2005-2021

	
	Long Term Trends
	Recent Success
	Transformational Change

	GM Employment Growth
	48,000
	118,000
	136,000

	GM GVA Growth (per annum)
	0.2%
	2.6%
	2.9%


10. The GMFM base forecast of 111,500 jobs for the period 2005-2021 is similar to the Regeneris ‘recent success’ scenario.  However, the base forecast identifies an annual GVA growth of only 2.38% and should be regarded as a minimum.  In order to achieve the economic potential of the Manchester City Region (MCR), plans and strategies need to achieve GVA growth of 2.9% per annum, in line with the Regeneris ‘transformational scenario’ and the more recent GMFM ‘accelerated growth scenario’.  The former identifies 136,000 additional jobs, the latter 209,500.

11. It is imperative that RSS supports the step change sought through the NWGS, that identifies the MCR (along with Leeds) as having the greatest potential.  Taking into account the characteristics of the changing economy – more B1, higher job densities, less land per job - job forecasts are important, not least as an indicator of infrastructure investment priorities.  Therefore, the higher figure should not be discounted and an indicative employment growth range for GM should be identified as 110,000 – 210,000, with GVA growth of 2.9% GVA per annum as identified in both models.

12. In terms of future land requirements, AGMA has recently published an employment land study based upon the GMFM
.  It identified the following requirements for 2005-2021:

	
	B1a Office
	B1b/c/B2 Industrial
	B8 Warehousing

	Scenario
	Base
	Accelerated
	Base
	Accelerated
	Base
	Accelerated

	Net land requirement

(hectares) incl. 20% churn allowance
	103.96
	188.51
	-469.06
	-381.99
	25.03
	143.67


13. Whilst the figures inevitably differ from those in RSS Table 8.3, the trends are the same.  It is clear that office development will be the dominant growth area.  It is further evident that this growth, and that of B8 uses, will contrast with a decline in industrial uses.

14. However, there will still be a need to allocate land arising from economic restructuring and the replacement of land and premises that no longer meet business needs.  This can only be quantified by detailed employment land reviews at the local level (in line with PPG3
 and government guidance in respect of employment land reviews
).  Therefore, RSS cannot be definitive about district employment land requirements. 

15. The evidence base for the employment provision is therefore not sufficiently sound but, more particularly, the way it has been used is inappropriate.  Policy W3 should be amended to provide indicative sub-regional employment land requirements based upon the factors outlined.  

3A(ii)

16. As identified above, given the need for all local authorities to undertake detailed assessments of their employment portfolio in its totality, it is inappropriate for RSS to identify detailed land requirements for each district.  Indeed government guidance describes that a key task for individual local authorities is to interpret quantitative land requirements assessed sub-regionally in light of local information”
.  We strongly support the NWRA’s position in this regard
. 

3A(iii) and 3A(iv)

17. Under the guise of ‘broad locations’ Policy W2 identifies 26 sites for regionally significant economic development, including 23 of the 25 Strategic Regional Sites identified in the NWRES (a relationship clarified on pages 28-29 of the RSSTA).  Relying on existing sites, many of which have planning permission or are under construction, the policy provides no criteria with which to consider the identification of specific sites or additional/alternative broad locations.  This legacy-based, inflexible policy has the capacity to soon become outdated and runs counter to the guidance in PPS11
.  The two additional broad locations identified within the NWDA submission to Draft RSS clearly demonstrates the need for flexibility
. 

18. Advancing the approach in RPG13
, RSS should present a criteria-based policy applying to genuine broad locations that are effectively targeted to deliver key spatial objectives, along with specific criteria to bring forward a site or sites within each location.  A suggested draft policy is presented in core document SDL/AGMA/27 to assist the examination if the Panel feels that it would be helpful. 

19. The NWRES defines the role of Strategic Regional Sites as sites to “provide a portfolio of opportunities to support knowledge-based growth, key sectors, sustainable freight distribution and economic restructuring”
.  It is critical that the policy provides a greater level of specificity in terms of appropriate uses on individual sites in order to ensure the sustainability of the sites identified and that strategic spatial opportunities are exploited.

20. In this respect the identification of sites to provide for knowledge-based uses, which could be located on knowledge nuclei sites and regional investment sites under the current policy in draft RSS, raises the most concern.  Knowledge-based growth is key to the economic growth of the region.  It is primarily office or office-type research and development based, but also includes manufacturing.  Planning policy needs to maximise the ability of these sectors to drive forward economic growth by seeking to enable sites to be brought forward which fulfil their locational requirements.  The identification of broad locations/sites for regionally significant development is of course a key mechanism with which to lever policy focus and public investment.

21. However, the sites currently identified are large and accessible primarily by car, a point verified in the RSS Sustainability Appraisal
. A number of the sites therefore have the potential to conflict with the guidance in Policy W3 of Draft RSS in respect of office development.  

22. To make the current list of sites appropriate for office development would require huge investment in public transport and infrastructure improvements. This would have obvious implications in terms of achieving the Government’s objectives for sustainable development and its environmental impact, as well as impacting upon public funding requirements. 

23. Therefore, whilst AGMA generally supports the sites identified within Greater Manchester, a different approach is required for their identification, particularly in facilitating knowledge-based uses with a focus on the regional centres, main research Universities and other research establishments, and other centres in line with the over-arching spatial strategy.  The EiP Panel for the North East RSS raised similar points in respect of the ‘prestige employment sites’ proposed in that strategy
.

24. However, many of the sites listed in Policy W2 are or could be suitable for meeting knowledge sector manufacturing or regionally significant logistics and large-scale manufacturing and freight distribution which do not have the same location requirements.

25. The suggested policy in core document SDL/AGMA/27 seeks to address all of these issues, suggesting the introduction of a region wide partnership approach, involving the NWRA, NWDA and local authorities, to identifying broad locations targeted at regional priorities and issues, and the sites within them. 

3A(v) 
26. There is not sufficient clarity regarding the types and scale of development, which will be permitted on reserve sites.  Three of the reserve ‘sites’ are knowledge-nuclei sites.  These are intended for the regional growth sectors and, as outlined above, are predominantly office-based.  These do not require large sites but tend to loosely cluster on small sites in town centres or close to educational and research facilities.  There is no need for reserve sites for ‘knowledge nuclei’

27. It is for regionally significant logistics and large-scale manufacturing that a reserve site or sites might be needed, to ensure that the region is able to respond to opportunities for internationally significant inward investment requiring a large site that if developed piecemeal, would become unavailable.  However, the evidence presented in Table 8.3 of RSS would suggest that there is unlikely to be significant demand in this area.  If sites are to be ‘reserved’ for such uses then a full justification is required.  It is of note that similar concerns were expressed by the NE RSS EIP Panel in respect of reserve sites
.

28. ‘South East Rochdale’, otherwise known as Kingsway Business Park, has planning permission and is under construction.  The identification of the whole site as a reserve site does not reflect reality.

29. In the policy, investment that “would otherwise be lost to the region” could include development that is relocating within the region but could relocate outside of the region.  Is this intentional or should it mean inward investment that might otherwise not locate in the region?

� Core document - ECO12 (paragraph 5.22).


� Core document - OREG6 (paragraphs 1.39 and 5.24).


� Core document – ECO15.


� See core documents SDL/AGMA/01 – SDL/AGMA/08 for further information regarding the GMFM.


� Core document - SDL/AGMA/14. The study was based on the November 2005 version of the GMFM.


� Core documents – PP3a (paragraph 42) and PP3b (paragraph 42a).


� Core document - ECO12.


� Core document - ECO12 (Page 39, Box 5.1).


� NWRA (January 2006) Submitted Draft Regional Spatial Strategy for the North West of England (Technical Appendix, paragraph 3.168). 


� Core document – PP11 (paragraphs 1.16 and 1.17)


� NWDA (June 2006) Revisions to the Regional Spatial Strategy for the North West of England, January 2006 – Consultation Response from the NWDA June 06 - Page 13.  


� Core document – REG8 (Policy EC5 page 46).


� Core document - ECO14 (p.41)


� ENTEC (20 January 2006) North West Draft RSS – Sustainability Appraisal Technical Papers - Appraisals Matrices - 6-7 Working, page 9.


� Core document - OREG6 (paragraph 5.19)


� Core document - OREG6 (paragraph 5.65)
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