Respondent Number 585

Matter 3A: Economic Development 


SUBMITTED DRAFT REGIONAL SPATIAL STRATEGY FOR THE NORTH WEST OF ENGLAND

EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC

STATEMENT BY THE ENVIRONMENT AGENCY
(i) Is there a sound evidence base for the employment land provisions set out in Tables 8.2 and 8.3?

The Environment Agency has no comments to make on the soundness of the evidence used to development the employment floorspace requirements within RSS.  

These floor space requirements necessitate a 1700 hectare increase in employment land over the plan period beyond the current supply of committed sub-regional and local employment land.  

The provision of this net increase in floorspace over the plan period will have impacts on the environment, the capacity of the regions infrastructure and on CO2 emissions within the region.  However, estimations of the impact of growth of employment (and retail – see comments on matter 3B (iii) below) on infrastructure capacity is unknown, as it is not apportioned below the sub-regional level. 

Solutions we call for:
· More detailed consideration is needed on the impacts that provision of this scale and sub-regional distribution of employment floorspace on the environmental capacity of the region.  This should have particular regard to working within environmental limits and the need to achieve a low carbon economy, identifying any resultant infrastructure requirements.  

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

The Environment Agency recommends employment land provision is apportioned at a district level. 

A local breakdown would enable us to assess impacts on water quality, water resources and flood risk more accurately.  This could feed into LPA’s Strategic Flood Risk Assessment process to support the implementation of policy EM5 which calls for co-ordination of development with water infrastructure 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? (Note – for the avoidance of doubt the Parkside Colliery proposal falls within this policy)

It is not apparent if sustainability requirements were used in identifying these regionally significant employment locations within draft RSS. This issue has been compounded by the fact that the floorspace contribution of these broad locations have been excluded from the study of current committed sub-regional commissioned by NWRA, which did consider sustainability issues when identifying the sites which make up totals in row a) of table 8.2.

Additionally, the release of land within these broad locations is not subject to a similar positive requirement to policy W3 which aims to ensure sub-regional sites coming forward are environmentally sustainable.  The environmental sustainability of sites (for example in terms of its proximity to public transport, flood risk areas, environmental designations etc), should also include design and layout of the development, landscaping and the construction and operation of buildings.  This element of sustainability should be addressed by extension of overarching sustainable construction targets for all development (see our response to Matter 1B (ii)).

Solutions we call for:
· We would recommend the sustainability appraisal of the RSS proposed changes look at these broad locations.

· Insert into Policy W2 a similar requirement to policy W3 that the release of land within these broad locations to ensure that it is environmentally, economically and socially sustainable.  

· Sustainable construction requirements/targets within RSS which currently only relate to domestic development (policy L4, EM16).  This should be extended to cover all development.  We would recommend this is achieved by requiring all development to meet BREEAM very good or equivalent certificated standards and specifically achieve the equivalent of BREEAM excellent in relation to water efficiency (see our response to Matter 6A (iv)).  

· Ensure that planning authorities work with utility providers early in the planning process to assess impacts of retail development on the water environment, identifying any necessary additional infrastructure requirements.  

(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 is possible that the wording in W2 could allow for significant B1 office development, undermining more sustainable town/city centre locations. 

Solutions we call for:

· Impose a similar requirement within Policy W3 for sites to be identified within these regionally significant broad locations which are environmentally, economically and socially sustainable (see our suggested solution to sustainability concerns over matter 3A (iii) above).
