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Matter 3A: Economic Development
(i) Is there a sound evidence base for the employment land provisions set out in Tables 8.2 and 8.3?

The methodology for calculating the figures in Table 8.2 does not appear to be robust. In particular, 
1. the assumed ratio of 1:05 between GVA increase and employment land take-up is questionably high, and 1:0.25 may be more appropriate, given: 
a. the changing structure of the economy, particularly the lower land requirements of high-value, knowledge based industries, increased rates of and potential for homeworking, and the aspiration to decouple economic growth from resource (including land) use
b. the greater impact of productivity increases over employment growth in the transformational scenario that is assumed for three of the sub-regions

c. the potential for employment growth in existing vacant or under-used employment premises

d. the effect of the sequential approach in making more efficient use of existing buildings, land and infrastructure

e. the need for increased productivity to drive the reduction in the gap between GVA in the North West and the highest-performing regions (75% of the gap is reckoned to be productivity-based)

2. The non-inclusion of strategic regional sites in the figures for land already committed for employment use, while take-up of land on strategic regional sites (on which the indicative required employment land supply for 2021 is based) is included, skews the picture. While we appreciate that judgements can only be made on the evidence available, it is misleading to use these two sets of incommensurate figures. At the very least, an informed estimate of the impact of this disparity should be noted.
3. The relationship between the need stated here for 1707 ha of sub-regional and local employment land, and for the alleged need for (very approximately) 5000 hectares of employment land on sites of regionally significant economic development given by Table 8.1 is unexplained. Given point 2 above, there is clearly a relationship and this needs to be made explicit.
4. The scenarios assumed to calculate employment land allocations differ from the scenarios on which the housing provision figures are based. Draft RSS therefore seems to be internally inconsistent.
(ii) Should the draft RSS set out employment land provision at a district level as well as the sub-regional level?

Setting out sub-regional provision is probably a better way to ensure that employment land is allocated in the most sustainable way possible. However, given the significant level of co-operation and joint working that will be required to apportion land across district boundaries, it may be wise for the Assembly to develop criteria and a process to inform Local Authority consensus-building on this provision if possible. These criteria should primarily be focused on the environmental, social and economic sustainability of such provision. 
(iii) 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?

Summary: The locations in Table 8.1 should be reassessed against a set of appropriate, sustainability-based locational criteria. This will also address the transport implications and relationship to the regional spatial framework. As it stands, many locations have been imported from the RES without due regard to their sustainability. 

The broad locations for regionally significant economic development have not been selected on a consistent basis. Many of the locations are clearly not sustainable. 
The majority of the locations are derived, unquestioningly, from the RES, in order to align with that strategy. While we appreciate the need to align regional strategies, we do not feel that draft RSS has adequately established the locational criteria appropriate for such development, as required by PPS11 (para 1.17). Such criteria must include, and in our view be primarily based on, sustainability considerations. The locational criteria that draft RSS does establish that could contribute towards this end, in DP1 and RDF1-5, are not consistently met by the locations in Table 8.1. Alignment between strategies is not in itself sufficient justification for promoting unsustainable proposals.
Given that PPS 11 (para1.17) states that RSS “should” establish these locational criteria, and only “may” identify broad locations, CPRE believes that Policy W2 needs substantial reworking. As a first priority, appropriate criteria for sites for regionally significant economic development should be developed. The Assembly should then assess the currently proposed locations (and any sites already identified within them) against those criteria, accepting only those which meet them.
Social and environmental sustainability criteria can be derived from the Vision, Objectives, Regional Development Principles and Spatial Framework. That is, sites for regionally specific economic development should:-
· be within urban areas

· be within or immediately adjacent to areas in need of regeneration

· be easily accessible by walking, cycling and public transport, particularly from areas in need of regeneration
· be on brownfield land, unless it can be demonstrated that there is insufficient brownfield land available

· not be wholly or partially within the Green Belt
· not be wholly or partially within nationally, regionally or locally designated landscapes, habitats or wildlife sites
· not be in areas subject to risk of flooding

These criteria must be supplemented, as a minimum, by the criteria specific to Inter-Modal Freight Terminals (IMFTs) in Appendix RT5.1 for all IMFTs.

There will be occasions when preferred sites and locations are not able to conform to all of these criteria. In such cases, specific and robust justification for departing from them and proposals for mitigation should be provided.  

These criteria can be used to generate a hierarchy of sustainability, with the most sustainable sites of each type in each sub-region being given priority for development. This would help to tackle the apparent oversupply of employment land on strategic regional sites proposed by draft RSS, as we note below.
The issue of economic sustainability has also not been adequately addressed. There does not seem to be any justification for the huge increase to 26 regionally significant sites. There is no evidence that sites at all of these locations are needed by the market, or that they will be economically viable in the plan period. A failure to address this adequately will lead to blight, a waste of valuable resources and unnecessary environmental damage.

The figure given in Table 8.2 for indicative employment land supply at 2021 (6447.44 ha) is based on current annual take up rates of all employment land, including on strategic regional sites. The current supply of committed employment land (4741.8 ha) does not include strategic regional sites. It is not clear from Table 8.2 whether the projected increase in take-up rates includes strategic sites or not. Even if we assume it does not, it would require an enormous increase in current take-up rates to justify the inclusion of somewhere around 5,000 ha of strategic sites. This seems to indicate a need for far fewer new strategic regional sites than draft RSS demands. 
Given the above considerations, CPRE believes that, in the absence of a reassessment of sustainability, the following locations should be deleted:-
· South West of Chester (Chester Business Park Extension)** 

· East of Blackburn/Hyndburn (Blackburn/Whitebirk)*

· South of Lancaster (Lancaster University/Bailrigg)*

· South Manchester (Davenport Green, Trafford)*


· Newton-le-Willows (Parkside)

· South West Greater Manchester (Carrington, Trafford)
· Greater Manchester Western Gateway (Barton)

Those marked ** have already failed a sustainability appraisal
; those marked * scored less than 50% in the same appraisal on both environmental sustainability and consistency with regional planning policies. The three remaining locations are all on Green Belt sites, and allowing their development would prevent the purposes of Green Belt in those locations being achieved.

All fail to comply with some or all of the locational criteria proposed above, due to their inconsistency with Policies DP1, RDF1, and in some cases other policies including RDF5, MCR5, and Appendix RT5.1. 
Four of these locations are also in areas that meet no regeneration criteria (South West of Chester, South of Lancaster, South Manchester, South West Greater Manchester: p 30, RSS Technical Appendix), and are therefore likely to undermine regeneration efforts in other areas nearby. At best, they are unlikely to contribute to such regeneration efforts. 

(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? 

There is a distinct danger that as currently stated, land designations in W2 could allow for significant B1 office development, thus undermining more sustainable town centre locations. For example, the ‘key growth sectors’ identified includes “Business and Professional Services” and “Digital and Creative Industries” (RES (ECO10), p 23). Further, footnote 55 in draft RSS refers to “a requirement for a site for International Headquarter functions, Government sponsored Research and Development facilities and financial and professional business services”, all of which could be classified as B1 uses.
If the criteria we propose under (iii) above are adopted, a clause could be added noting that B1 office uses will only be permitted outside of town / city centre locations under very exceptional circumstances.

(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”?

There seems to be very little clarity as to the type and scale of development that will be permitted on reserve sites. Greater clarity would be helpful, as would clarification of exactly what is meant by a ‘reserve site’.

If a reserve site were one which was to be reserved until after all other sites in the same category have been developed, this would provide something of a hierarchy of priority, although not a sufficient one and not based on sustainability as it should be. However, as development is already underway at some reserve sites, it seems it must mean the sites are just to be reserved until “investment which would otherwise be lost to the region” is at risk of being lost. Some criteria for judging what investment would qualify for this (eg scale? In target sectors?) and how this risk might be identified might be helpful.
� “Analysis of Regional Investment Sites and Mersey Belt Sites”, White Young Green, 2002, (SLD/CPRE/2). While the methodology of this appraisal could have included more elements (eg presence of wildlife and proximity to areas in need of regeneration), it does provide a useful starting point.






- 5 -

