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NW RSS EIP - Matter 7A: Manchester City Region and South Cheshire


Context

· PPS11 Regional Spatial Strategies

· Northern Way

· Manchester City Region Development Programme 2005
 and 2006 update

· Cheshire Structure Plan Alteration 2016

· PPG2 Green Belts

· Draft PPS 3 and PPG3 Housing
 

· Regional Economic Strategy (RES)

The sub-regional dimensions of RSS are not found exclusively in part 4 of the document. The regional development framework and thematic policies also have much to say on sub-regional issues. It is arguable that the structure of the document, as currently drafted, is not user-friendly and inconsistencies between different sections can lead to tensions and lack of clarity.

In our Briefing Note No 2 we have made some suggestions to address this. We believe there is a need for an overarching spatial framework that captures the essence of part 4 to replace RDF1. If the Panel are minded to do this, they may wish to reconsider the role of part 4 and whether it adds value, since to some extent it currently merely “cuts” the strategy differently, largely cross-referring to thematic policies.

Accordingly, our comments under Matters 7 to 10 are not directed exclusively at part 4, but rather address the broad thrust of policy on the relevant sub-region across the whole Plan. We ask the Panel to consider the best way of presenting this dimension of the Plan and the relationships to other non-statutory sub-regional strategies.

(i) Does the strategy communicate a clear, sustainable and appropriate vision for the sub region?

Notwithstanding the content of the Briefing Papers as referenced above, the concerns about the Manchester City Region (MCR) in RSS are that:-
· There is insufficient information about the character and distinctiveness of the MCR, including Manchester’s actual contribution to NW Gross Value Added (GVA)  and a lack of clarity about the sum total of policies and roles for specific places;
· It is not clear where priorities lie overall within the MCR. In terms of housing and employment, for example, the relative importance of the sub areas such as the regional centre, as opposed to the primarily Housing Market Renewal areas surrounding the city centre and the north and south of MCR is not clear;
· It is not clear how transport infrastructure capacity has influenced the spatial priorities and how the transport strategy supports the spatial strategy to ensure sustainable movement; 

· The Ecotec study
 (see appendix 1 and 2) has identified a Housing Market Area( HMA) smaller than the MCR based on travel to work. Whilst GONW is not challenging the MCR geographical definition in RSS, there is a need to consider the policy implications of the findings such as issues of accessibility and self containment within and between different parts of MCR.         

Government Office Proposed Approach  
We propose that :-
· The importance, distinctiveness and role of the MCR and its sub areas should be clearly set out; 

· The spatial priorities for the MCR need to be consistently and clearly stated and need to be closely related to the overarching strategic principles of the plan;   
· The tension between the need to reduce disparities and the proposed approach to allow further economic growth in already successful clusters should be addressed. The benefits of economic growth need to be spread throughout the city region and the policy needs to be clearer how accessibility, connectivity, environmental enhancement, improved housing offer, education and training can enable regenerating areas with lower levels of investment to benefit not only from local improvements but from the economic success of the south and the regional centre; 

· The transport strategy for the city region should address the need to encourage sustainable transport use. The location of development should either minimise the need to travel or maximise use of existing and approved sustainable transport infrastructure.
How should the strategy be modified? In particular: 
a)do the proposals for employment, housing, transport and the environment amount collectively to a coherent and appropriate vision for the sub region ?

See i) above and also Statement on Matter 3A, 4A,5 and 6A
See also Briefing papers 1 and 2.
b)Are the proposals for employment land (of various kinds) appropriate and achievable;
For general response on Employment policies see Statement 3A  

· There is a lack of clarity about the relative priority of the employment proposals particularly the relative importance of the south of the MCR, and the regional centre. 
· There is a lack of clarity about the location, priority and scale of employment development in south Manchester and there seems to be a potential conflict between policy in the MCR policies and that in the ‘Working Chapter’ which proposes the de-allocation of land in Cheshire half of which is located in the south of MCR.  
· It is not clear the level of support for local employment generation in MCR outside the clusters and sectors identified given that many of the towns in MCR have a large degree of employment self containment
(see appendix 1 and 2)  
· The role of Manchester airport as a growth driver is acknowledged by GONW, however there needs to be more clarity about what this means in terms of the location, nature and amount of development in the vicinity of the airport. See Statement 5D and Statement  2Cii). 
· It is hard to assess the achievability of the employment policies given the lack of clarity about relative priorities, the necessarily broad brush nature of potential locations for development and the concerns about transport infrastructure ( see statement 5) In addition there are concerns that employment policies may not lead to the reduction of disparity and inequality delivered unless supporting policies are in place to spread the benefits of economic growth beyond the favoured areas   

c) Are the transport proposals adequate and logical in relation to the strategy as whole;
The transport issues are addressed generally in Statement 5A and in particular in relation to Manchester airport in Statement 5D. Section i) of this statement identified concerns about the consideration which had been given to the way the spatial strategy was related to existing and future transport infrastructure. GONW is concerned that the lack of clarity with regard to spatial priorities, could lead to unsustainable distribution of development. If the focus of development is in areas which are highly accessible and well linked by sustainable modes of transport, there will be fewer concerns. However, it is not clear that the spatial MCR policy and the associated transport policy will ensure that areas of need and opportunity will be linked sustainably.      

d)Is adequate attention paid to issues of climate change and the protection of the environment;
See statement 1D and 7A i)
e)Are there any other material deficiencies, which you perceive in the plan as it affects the sub region;
Many of the material deficiencies of the sub regional section are addressed through the Briefing Papers(1-3).The briefing papers address the high level strategic concerns that GONW has with the spatial framework. 

In relation to further deficiencies, Statement 11A sets out areas of the RSS which do not form an adequate basis for Local Development Document (LDD) preparation. Given the varying spatial level of the allocations and requirements set out in the RSS it is not clear in some cases how requirements for sub regions can easily be identified. In particular, it is not clear how the requirements for employment land and targets for energy generation can be disaggregated to City Region and sub areas of City Regions level. In relation to housing Statement 4A and the Housing Briefing paper highlight the need to consider HMA, these would potentially be agglomerations of district figures.

The policy for Warrington does not reflect the town’s role as set out in RES and the large amount of already committed development that will ensure continuing growth regardless of the policy stance.
f) Do you believe the proposals to be deliverable, though the development plan system or in other ways; 

Many aspects of the deliverability of the sub regional policies are addressed through the thematic chapter statements and briefing papers. In relation to housing, Statement 4A, along with Housing Briefing Paper, addresses concerns about the deliverability of housing requirement and deliverability of housing in relation to previously developed land targets. Issues about deliverability of transport infrastructure are addressed in Statement 5C and the Transport Briefing paper. Statement 11 A  also addresses general concerns about the deliverability of RSS as a whole given the lack of detail about funding and resources and the overriding need for cooperation from a wide range of organisations in order to achieve policy delivery. There are established ways of working within the MCR core area through Association of Greater Manchester Authorities (AGMA) however there is a need to consider how the non AGMA authorities can work with AGMA more closely.

Given the concerns about monitoring (see h) below and Statement 11B) it may be unclear when policies are being delivered at sub area level.
g) The extent to which cross border issues have been considered, especially in relation to High Peak;
Draft RSS says that the NWRA will work with its East Midlands counterpart to develop a consistent policy for those parts of High Peak that are considered to lie within the Manchester City Region. It would be helpful if RSS could set out the objectives of such a policy.  
h) How will the sub-regional sub-area priorities be monitored;
See Statement 11B for general comments.
It is not clear how the success of policies can be monitored for areas which are sub areas of districts except where the areas are part of initiatives such as HMR. Regional Annual Monitoring Reports (AMR) and the Draft Implementation Framework
 and LDD AMRs do not require sub area monitoring, but the differing policy approaches which may be adopted in sub areas will necessitate it. New approaches to monitoring are being developed, such as those in the NE Wales/W.Cheshire sub regional strategy
 and with joint working and cooperation, frameworks for monitoring can be developed. However, in practical terms the success of monitoring at sub area level is dependant upon the level of data disaggregation available.     
ii) Is there an inconsistency in the strategy as it affects the Manchester City Region in that most of the economic opportunities are said to be in the southern part whereas most of the housing is not? If so does this raise issues of sustainability?

This has been addressed in part in c) above, GONW consider that :-
· A clearer overall spatial strategy and clearer priorities for the sub areas of MCR would clarify the potential sustainability issues. Priority should be given to development in areas which are accessible and well linked to areas of need and opportunity such as the regional centre and inner areas;  
· A proportion of the housing need and demand arising in the south of MCR is expected to be addressed in other sustainably linked areas such as the regional centre and inner areas. There is likely to be an adverse impact on housing demand and affordability in the south of MCR if this does not happen;   
· Where areas are not currently well linked to the areas of housing and employment growth, MCR policy needs to be clear about how this will be addressed in the short and longer term. There will be a need in some locations to consider improving sustainable transport links, enhance skills and training, improve housing offer and to enhance local employment opportunities;       
· There needs to be comprehensive monitoring of the effect of the economic development and housing policies to ensure that delivery in the regional centre and inner areas is at the level anticipated and also to monitor the effect of the policy on affordability in southern Manchester. The housing Briefing paper and statement identify issues in relation to delivery of housing, needs for household growth, Housing Market Areas and also affordability issues.       

iii) Are there any issues affecting the south Cheshire sub-region which might require the plan to be modified

·  Appendix 2 (attached) indicates that S Cheshire is fairly self-contained although it does have some links with the rest of Cheshire and Staffordshire. RSS indicates Crewe’s links with Staffordshire and Stoke. However, the Ecotech
 Study indicates strong links between Staffordshire and Congleton. Accordingly, Congleton should be included in any cross-border strategy preparation.
·  At present the section does not reflect the role of Crewe as set out in RES, and it is not clear why the brownfield land targets in L4 are considerably less that those in the rest of Cheshire.
· There is some confusion about the inclusion of towns located in Congleton Borough (in the Manchester CR) within the South Cheshire sub-area. 
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