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Introduction

1.
Questions raised under Matter 3B include:

i. 
Have the appropriate centres been listed in Policy W5?

ii. 
Should a more hierarchical approach be adopted?

iii. 
Is the floorspace requirement shown in Table 8.4 realistic?


Have the appropriate centres been listed in Policy W5?

3. A key thrust of national planning guidance is to create sustainable communities (PPS1 – para 6).  Draft RSS highlights that building sustainable communities and achieving regeneration is a national as well as regional priority.  This means ensuring that existing communities have facilities, including shopping provision, to meet their needs.   A number of areas in the north west, for example Kirkby, have serious economic problems and run down town centres in need of substantial regeneration and investment.  A key driver to policy must therefore be to make such communities more sustainable and remove the need for people to travel elsewhere to meet their needs.  Sustainable development is at the core of planning (PPS1 – para 3).

4. Consequently, additional centres should be identified under Policy W5 to encourage enhanced comparison shopping.  Such investment is essential to the creation of sustainable communities.  These include:

· Workington (substantial investment has been achieved and this should be reflected in the policy status of the centre);

· Whitehaven (experiences substantial outflow of comparison spend and needs comparison shopping investment);

· Maryport (in need of investment to support regeneration);

· Ulverston/Wigton/Keswick (should perform the role of important service centres but currently do not perform that function due to need for additional facilities); 

· Walkden (important large town centre north west of Manchester and this should be reflected in Policy W5); and

· Kirkby (this centre does not perform the function necessary to retain shoppers and is in need of major investment to aid regeneration of the centre through substantial comparison and convenience shopping facilities to meet people’s needs).  Such investment is vital to its future vitality and viability.

· Salford Shopping City / Pendleton – centre in need of regeneration and investment which serves a large population.   


Summary of Amendments Sought

a) The inclusion of centres listed above in list of region’s network of centres where comparison shopping is to be encouraged and enhanced.



Should a more hierarchical approach be adopted?

5. The ability of existing town centres to contribute towards achieving sustainable communities requires those centres to the meet the needs of those living in the area.  The ability to meet the need for new investment/regeneration in centres in the north west could be adversely affected by implementation of a rigid hierarchy.  Enabling people’s shopping needs to be met near where they live will reduce social exclusion and contribute to sustainable communities and patterns of transport. 

6. PPS6 (paragraph 2.10) recognises that networks and hierarchies change over time.  Retail is a dynamic sector and it is important that at the strategic level the framework facilitates investment in line with overall Government objectives.  A flexible approach is necessary for the achievement of wider policy objectives.

7. The RSS Technical Appendix (paragraph 3.186) highlights the use of a ‘network’ as being more flexible and allowing centres to change overtime.  In general terms the use of a network rather than rigid hierarchy is supported.  This offers flexibility on the precise nature and scale of future investment in town centres.  

8. Whilst centres listed in Policy W5 are locations where comparison shopping should be enhanced and encouraged, this does not remove the need for investment in other town centres.  If a centre has lagged behind it may not meets the needs of those using resulting in unsustainable transport patterns.  Substantial investment may be required to rectify this position.  When looked at as part of the LDD preparation process, this may require particular encouragement for investment in what is currently a smaller town centre. 

9. A different approach to hierarchy is used in Table 7.1.  This sets out the ‘settlement’ hierarchy and it is important that the supporting text highlights that Table 7.1 is not used to apply a more rigid hierarchy when assessing retail proposals, compared to that envisaged under Policy W5. 

This is particularly relevant in the food retail sector where investment in food retail in one town may need to be of a certain scale to meet the ‘need’ (quantitative and qualitative) and prevent people continuing to shop in more distant destinations.  

10. The list in Policy W5 includes most of the Regional Towns and Cities in Table 7.1 (except Ellesmere Port, Runcorn, Skelmersdale and Widnes) and one of the Key Service Centres (Kendal).  For the sake of clarity in Policy W5 the list of centres should be expanded to include all regional towns / cities and a number of KSC’s rather than just Kendal (see comments earlier).   


Summary of Amendments Sought

· Maintain the network approach but ensure that the list of centres identified in Policy W5 is extended in line with earlier comments.    

· Ensure that supporting text to Table 7.1 highlights that it is not to be used to apply a more rigid hierarchy to retail proposals than that identified in Policy W5.


Is the floorspace requirement shown in Table 8.4 realistic?

11. In my view, inclusion of sub-regional floorspace requirements (albeit indicative) does not allow for planning at the local level for sustainable communities where the needs of individual towns can be assessed in more detail.  It could also thwart regeneration in particular town centres and increase social exclusion.  

12. Table 8.4 goes beyond the level of detail required in the RSS (PPS11 – paragraphs 1.2,1. &,1.5) and indicative floorspace requirements should not be set at a sub-regional level.  The RSS should provide a strategic framework for planning at the local level (paragraph 2.12 PPS6) and include in ‘broad terms’ an assessment of the ‘overall’ need for additional floorspace.  Even then this should not be prescriptive.  More detailed assessments should be done at the local level or in support of individual proposals.  WYG accept that more robust figures are best achieved at the local level by respective planning authorities having regard to local circumstances (paragraph 7.96 WYG Town Centre Assessment Study June 2005 [TCAS]).

13. The RSS will form part of the Section 38 (6) Development Plan and in my view will be used in an overly prescriptive manner to determine whether a particular proposal at the local level could be supported with reference to quantitative need. 

This is particularly relevant in circumstances where an LPA has not yet prepared an up to date ‘needs’ assessment.  This will pre-judge proposals at the local level rather than ‘inform’ consideration of proposals or local need assessments and could prevent future investment in town centres.  

14. Deletion of Table 8.4 and a broad indication given of overall need in the region to 2021 is sufficient to confirm that provision needs to be made in LDD’s for new comparison floorspace, the precise detail of which should be determined by more local studies.  Even then it should be emphasised that the broad quantum shown is only indicative and will change overtime.  

15. It is not appropriate for the RSS to include sub-regional floorspace thresholds given that the exercise ignores the needs of individual towns in the context of the overall objectives of achieving sustainable communities and regeneration along with reducing social exclusion by ensuring that people’s shopping needs can be met more locally.  Furthermore, the analysis has been built up based on the assumption that existing sub-regions will continue to attract the same proportion of spending in the region (market share %).  It does not allow for consideration of whether substantial outflow from one area and inflow to another sub-region should continue.  If the current pattern of provision leads to longer travel distances and unsustainable shopping patterns this will be carried forward into the future.  

16. Whilst the TCAS considers that market shares for each sub-region are broadly consistent with population in each sub-region (Table 3.20 – RSS Technical Appendix) this ignores, for example, the substantial inflow of spending to the Greater Manchester sub-region of £880.4m of which £294m came from Merseyside, £242m from Cheshire and £181m from Mid Mersey (TCAS - paragraph 7.86).  Although some outflow from surrounding sub-regions to Greater Manchester would be expected, it shows a significant outflow from Merseyside, in which Liverpool City Centre is identified as one of two Regional Centres in the RSS.  Whilst recognising proximity of population centres in the three above areas to Greater Manchester, I would question whether allowing such high flows to continue is in line with broad sustainability objectives.  

17. Moreover, the sub-region based floorspace requirements in Table 8.4 suggest that taking account of the net non food planning commitments in Merseyside (122,573 sqm) there would be no capacity for further non food floorspace provision until 2011.  However, the RSS assessment does not take account of the effect that the opening of Paradise Street (75,000 sqm net) would have on the attractiveness of Liverpool City Centre and consequent retention of trade and market share.  

18. This demonstrates that to identify floorspace requirements at the sub-regional level, albeit only indicatively, is fraught with difficulties.  I consider that inclusion of Table 8.4 goes beyond guidance given in PPS6 and PPS11 and should be deleted.

19. If the Panel recommend that Table 8.4 is retained then I comment briefly below on some of the assumptions used in the assessment (see Table 1 – Appendix 8 of TCAS):  

· Table 1 highlights that at the base year the retail economy of the north west is assumed to be in equilibrium i.e. with zero capacity.  Such an approach does not assess whether existing floorspace adequately meets existing needs.  A shortfall in floorspace provision at the base year may lead to overtrading, one aspect relevant to the overall consideration of need.  The approach only looks at new floorspace supported by ‘spending growth’.  

· Paragraph 3.189 highlights that MapInfo population projections falls below those derived from the Economic Scenarios work in the short to medium term (Table 3.19 – Technical Appendix to RSS).

· Per capita expenditure growth rates will vary over time.  WYG have adopted a growth rate of 3.7% per annum by taking a more conservative approach (sourced from MapInfo Brief 04/02).  MapInfo Brief 05/02 indicates that short term growth rates are not sustainable (8.5%) but that projected sales per capita based on medium (5.5%) and long term trends (4.8%) look more believable.  On this basis I would recommend that a growth rate of around 5.2% be used.  

· Deductions made by WYG for Special Forms of Trading (SFT) amounted to 7%, based on MapInfo recommendations at the time.  Latest advice from MapInfo (Brief 05/02) indicates a reduction of 5.3%.  This would result in higher per capita spend figures on comparison goods at the start point.  

· Constant market share assumptions over the forecast period have also been used for each sub-region and this would maintain unsustainable shopping patterns.   

20. The above illustrates that alternative assumptions would provide higher per capita expenditure figures which would increase at a greater rate year by year.  Alternative scenarios would be likely to increase indicative capacity.  Notwithstanding my comment regarding assumptions of ‘zero capacity’ at the base year, the effect of the above would be to increase capacity.

21. Local planning authorities are required to carry out need assessments as part of the preparation of LDD’s.  WYG recognise that this will take place and their assessment is not intended to replace such assessments.  Inclusion of sub-regional requirements in the RSS goes beyond the level of detail required for the retail sector having regard to advice in PPS11 and PPS6.   


Summary of Amendments Sought

22. Delete Table 8.4.  If Table 8.4 is not removed then the above comments should be taken into account and the figures updated on a regular basis.   
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