North West RSS Examination in Public

Written Statement on behalf of Friends of the Earth North West

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?

Attempting to respond to this is placed outside the reach of the lay person, as the significant data refers to “B1, B2 and B8 uses” without explaining these.  It would also be more meaningful to give percentage (of total land/developed land, etc) figures to provide context to the raw amount of hectares stated.

Once this minimal degree of transparency has been achieved, the onus must be on the proponents of these provisions to explain them at the EiP in a manner that non-experts can clearly understand.
(iii) On what basis have the broad locations for regionally significant economic development in Table 8.1been selected and are the locations sustainable?...How do they reflect and reinforce the spatial distribution of economic growth, regeneration priorities and broad housing locations, and what are the transport implications?
The designation of these development sites is not justified in the draft RSS (or wholly inadequately explained in Policy W2) and is inconsistent with the sequential approach, upon which we have commented at Matter 1B(iii).  There is a danger that the adoption of many of the proposed sites would undermine brownfield re-use, and protection for green field/ belt, and quite possibly lead to urban coalescence based on unsustainable travel patterns. 
Many of these locations would encourage substantial extra car and/or road haulage journeys, being remote from significant public transport, housing and facilities.

Additionally, the high number of such development sites (more than doubled from RPG13) needs to be justified – initially by defining far more precisely than is done in Policy W2 what makes a site “regionally significant”, and positing what an appropriate number for the region might be.
a) To what extent is the designation of the sites consistent with the sequential approach?

1. The designation of the prestige and reserve employment sites is entirely inconsistent with the sequential approach. There is no evidence in the draft RSS that the sequential approach has been applied to their selection, and indeed it appears to have been entirely disregarded.  

2. The draft RSS makes no attempt to justify or explain the designation of these sites, or to demonstrate that more sustainable ones were considered but ruled out
For other points on this Matter, please refer to Friends of the Earth NW’s Response Form to Submitted Draft RSS for the North West (June 2006).

