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NW RSS EIP - Matter 3B: Retail

i)
Have the appropriate centres been listed in policy W5?
ii)
Should a more hierarchical approach be adopted?

Context

· Policy W5 should be considered in line with the following national guidance:

· PPS6 - Planning for town centres

· PPG13 - Transport

GONW Views

There are inconsistencies between the set of retail centres identified in policy W5 and the set of regional towns and cities identified in Table 7.1 accompanying policy RDF1.  Ellesmere Port, Runcorn, Skelmersdale and Widnes are only included in Table 7.1.  Kendal is only included in Table 7.1 as a key service centre, but is listed amongst the regional network of centres in Policy W5.
Our concerns about the consistency of Table 7.1 and policy W5 to a large degree result from our more fundamental concerns about the submitted draft and the inadequacy of RDF1 and part 4 as a spatial framework for the Region. The definition of a hierarchy of settlements in table 7.1 does not help to determine broad priorities for growth, regeneration and investment. We, therefore, propose the deletion of table 7.1 as an aspect of the regional spatial framework, but the retention of a hierarchy in W5.
The approach adopted in policy W5 to the identification of centres does appear consistent with the advice in PPS6 (para 2.9) concerning networks and hierarchies of centres.  We note that the policy states that schemes should be consistent with the scale and function of the centre, should not undermine the vitality and viability of any other centre or result in the creation of unsustainable shopping patterns.
There is scope for confusion in that Policy W5 refers to extensions to out of centre retail developments having to be justified against the sequential approach, though it is not stated that this is the one set out in PPS6.   This should be clarified to avoid confusion with the sequential test set out in policy DP1, which would presumably apply in addition to the PPS6 sequential test.

Suggestions to address GONW concerns

As stated above, the RSS would also benefit from policy wording to state that the PPS6 sequential test will apply to all key town centre uses including retail, office development and leisure development.  Whilst we do not wish the RSS to duplicate national policy, there is a need to avoid confusion with the sequential approach in policy DP1. 
(iii) Is the floor space requirement shown in Table 8.4 realistic?
Context

As Above

GONW Views

GONW does not wish to raise concerns in relation to the assessment of the total requirement for retail floorspace.  However, it appears that the distribution of the indicative floorspace figures by sub-region in table 8.4 are based upon trend based population projections, rather than taking account of the proposed housing distribution and overarching spatial framework.
We accept that an assessment of the need for leisure and office development has not been carried out to inform the emerging RSS. We would, however, urge the NWRA to undertake subsequent assessments on this at the earliest opportunity.  Forthcoming DCLG guidance, to be issued later this year, on assessing need and impact for retail, leisure and other main town centre uses will provide advice on a methodology for how this can be carried out. 
Suggestions to address GONW concerns

Policy W5 needs to take account of the housing distribution and overarching spatial framework.
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