DRAFT REGIONAL SPATIAL STRATEGY

FOR THE NORTH WEST

EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC
STATEMENT OF ALLERDALE BOROUGH COUNCIL

(RESPONDANT NO: 392)

MATTER 3B :  RETAIL

(i) HAVE THE APPROPRIATE CENTRES BEEN LISTED IN POLICY W5?

(ii) SHOULD A HIERARCHICAL APPROACH BE ADOPTED?

(iii) IS THE FLOORSPACE REQUIREMENT SHOWN IN TABLE 8.4 REALISTIC?

3B(i)


1.
It is considered that the list of centres included in Policy W5 is not appropriate.  The reason given for including the list is … “to ensure a sustainable distribution of high quality retail facilities outside of the regional centres:” …


The centres listed will be the “primary focus for … future growth and development although they are not the only centres that should receive development” …  Although the text of the RSS implies that the choice of centres has been on a geographical basis, this is not confirmed and explained.

2. There is a hint of a hierarchical approach.  With one exception, all the towns listed are Regional Towns or Cities in the Table 7.1 Settlement Hierarchy.  Why the one exception, which is Kendal, a Key Service Centre?  Was Kendal chosen to fill a gap between Lancaster and Carlisle?  Or perhaps because it has a large catchment with a high total comparison turnover?  Either way the precedent has been set and raises questions concerning the exclusion of other Regional Towns and Cities, and other KSCs.

3. If there is an element of geographical distribution in the choice of towns in Policy W5 then why does it not mention a town in West Cumbria?  There is a cluster of population of approximately 80,000 in the West Cumbrian towns, and these are 50 miles from Kendal, 30 plus from Carlisle.  Arguably both Workington and Whitehaven could be included in the list but if one takes a view that the roles of the West Cumbrian towns should complement each other, then Workington would be the best candidate for inclusion.  Food retail spending in Workington is comparable with Kendal, and the town centre redevelopment in Workington is adding 11,000 sq. m. of comparison goods floorspace to the town centre, including a new Debenham's department store, which will raise non food spending to be comparable with Kendal’s.
4. Historically, West Cumbria has had a high leakage of comparison goods expenditure to Carlisle and elsewhere.  On any assessment of sustainable shopping patterns Policy W5 should include a West Cumbrian town.

3B(ii)

1.
PPS6 “Planning for Town Centres” states at paragraph 2.1:


“Regional Planning Bodies and Local Planning Authorities should: …

· Define a network and a hierarchy of centres each performing their appropriate role to meet the needs of their catchments; …”

So the guidance is clear.  A hierarchical approach should be adopted.  The real debate is about the basis upon which a hierarchy should be built.  Policy W5 of Draft RSS lists towns which are designated Regional Towns and cities in the Settlement Hierarchy of Table 7.1, but not all such designations in Table 7.1 are listed.  Also as stated in Matter 3B(i) above, one Key Service Centre, Kendal, is included.  The text of the RSS should explain these exclusions and inclusions.
2. It can only be assumed that the list in W5 takes geographical location and the interrelationship of towns into account.  If this is so then a town in West Cumbria should be included (See 3B(i) above).

3. It is right that any retail hierarchy should relate closely to the Settlement Hierarchy in Table 7.1, but we feel that it should not slavishly echo that hierarchy.  There will be geographical and catchment reasons for towns at various levels of the settlement hierarchy to be included in the retail hierarchy.  The criteria that might influence such exceptions might include:

· Proximity to/remoteness from, other town centres or Regional Centres;

· Sustainable travel patterns;

· Regeneration;

· Non-food retail turnover figures of towns

4. It is also right that Policy W5 should allow for investment in other centres not listed, at a scale appropriate to their place in the hierarchy and to their relationship with other towns.

3B(iii)

1. Before any Local Planning Authority can include retail proposals in an LDF it must have robust evidence of retail capacity (i.e. quantitative need).  Each Authority will therefore need an appropriate, up to date, Retail Capacity Study in place, as part of the evidence base for the LDF.  This is acknowledged in paragraph 8.22 of the Draft RSS.

2. Obviously, when individual LDF Retail Capacity Assessments are aggregated (assuming such a thing were possible!) it is highly unlikely that the resultant figures would be close to those indicative comparison floorspace requirements in Table 8.4.  In that way the “requirement” is probably not realistic but may be useful as a monitoring benchmark.

3.
A concern could arise, if the NWRA puts too much emphasis on the word “requirements”, and begins to view the figures as a target to be delivered by LPAs.  This would not be appropriate, LPAs can only seek to deliver new retail floorspace in line with their own local retail capacity assessments.
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