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NW RSS EIP - Matter 9A: Central Lancashire City Region Sub-regional Strategy


Context

· RPG13 (Policy SD3)

· Joint Lancashire Structure Plan (March 2005)

· Northern Way Growth Strategy

· Central Lancashire City Region Development Programme (CLCRDP) 2005
 and 2006 update

· PPS11 Regional Spatial Strategies (Sept 2004)

GONW views

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? If not how should the strategy be modified?
In our view the strategy could better reflect the sub-region’s distinctive qualities; its polycentricity for example, its unique mix of rural and urban landscapes, and the opportunities (and challenges) presented by the proximity of the Greater Manchester and Merseyside conurbations. In not paying sufficient regard to these aspects the draft policy proposals lack clarity in certain areas around: 
· the relative priority attached to the 4 major settlements (Preston, Blackpool, Blackburn and Burnley)
· the challenges and opportunities applicable to each of these settlements
· the role and relative priority of other large or market towns (particularly in East Lancashire)
· inter-connectivity, and connectivity with other sub-regions

· the role of the sub-region’s significant rural area

We think that this lack of clarity calls into question the cogency of the whole strategic approach for the sub-region. For example, whilst support for tourism-based regeneration in Blackpool and Elevate Pathfinder programme in East Lancashire as expressed in Policy CLCR1 is welcomed by GONW, endorsed in complementary regional and sub-regional strategies (for example the Regional Economic Strategy (RES) and Regional Housing Strategy) and appears to have widespread support within the sub-region, policies relating to Preston and its immediate surrounds are ambiguous about the role of the city. Ranking Preston as one of four equal “growth centres” is also inconsistent with the RES, whose Vision says that “Manchester and Liverpool are vibrant European cities and, with Preston, are key drivers of City Regional growth”
. In our view the evidence indicates that Preston is predominant in terms of its contribution to the sub-region’s GVA and potential for economic growth. The spatial framework does not currently reflect this.

In clarifying Preston’s role as a key economic driver within the sub-region (see Briefing Paper 3 para 3.1), RSS also needs to address the implications for the other three towns, for example by reference to how increased economic activity in those areas (eg through tourism-led regeneration in Blackpool and economic and other forms of diversification in East Lancashire) might be complemented and further enhanced through greater inter-connectivity within the sub-region, and particularly with Preston. 
The CLCRDP provides encouraging signs of a shared view amongst key agencies on how the sub-region’s potential for economic and social advancement can best be met. An earlier version of the CLCRDP
 helps, in our view, to further advance understanding of the how linkages and connectivity within the sub-region can support interventions in areas such as housing and transport infrastructure which benefit the sub-region as a whole. RSS should provide (and in GONW’s view currently does not) a spatial planning framework which enables and encourages partnership working in the sub-region. 
a) Do the proposals for employment, housing, transport and the environment amount collectively to a coherent and appropriate vision for the sub-region;
Employment matters are covered in our Statement on Matter 3A
Housing matters are covered in our Statement on Matter 4A
Transport matters are covered in our Statements on Matter 5 
Environment matters are covered in our Statement on Matter 6A 

b) Are the proposals for employment land (of various kinds) appropriate and achievable;
Employment land matters are covered in our Statement on Matter 3A
c) Are the transport proposals adequate and logical in relation to the strategy as a whole;
Transport links within and beyond the subregion are crucial to its future economic performance. Draft RSS rightly addresses this by attaching priority to the need for appropriate measures to increase accessibility to East Lancashire and promote Preston’s role as a “Transport Gateway”. However the transport infrastructure between Greater Manchester and the subregion is crucial in respect of both these issues. Further detail is provided in the Statement on Matter 2A.
d) Is adequate attention paid to issues of climate change and the protection of the environment;
GONW’s response to climate change in RSS generally is covered in Statement 6A. However there appears little acknowledgement of the need to protect and nurture the sub-region’s considerable environmental assets (eg two Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and an extensive Pennine hinterland) which are key to the sub-region’s distinctiveness and, in our view, integral to its economic “offer”.

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 set out in Briefing Papers 1-3. These address the need to change the structure and the overarching strategy of the plan and also the need for alignment between RES, Regional Funding Allocations (RFA) and RSS. They also address our concerns about the spatial framework. 

Our statement on Matter 11A also sets out areas of the RSS which do not form an adequate basis for Local Development Documents (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 be identified. In particular it is not clear how the requirements for employment land and targets for energy generation can be disaggregated to sub-regional level and below. As set out in our statements on Matter 11 this lack of disaggregation will cause difficulties in monitoring sub-regional performance. No targets and indicators have currently been set for sub-regions. Our statement on Matter 11 also sets out concerns about implementation and the reliance at a sub-regional level on co-operation and joint working between both local authorities and external organisations. 

f) Do you believe the proposals to be deliverable, through the development plan system or in other ways;
Many aspects around deliverability of the sub-regional policies are addressed through our statements on the thematic chapters and our Briefing Papers. Our statement on Matter 4A and the Housing Briefing Paper address our concerns about the deliverability of housing on previously development land. Issues about deliverability of transport infrastructure are addressed in our statement on Matter 5C. Our statement on Matter 11A addresses general concerns about the deliverability of RSS policies as a whole in the light of resource implications (which draft RSS does not consider in any detail) and the need for co-operation from a wide range of organisations in order to achieve policy delivery.      

In this particular sub-region there are a number of ambitious regeneration intiatives (eg the Blackpool Masterplan, the Preston City Vision and the Elevate Transformational Agenda in East Lancashire) which will require significant buy-in from the local community, a commitment to partnership working, and the allocation of significant resources. The achievement of Blackpool’s aspirations is also dependent of course on a successful casino bid. Our view is that overall the proposals are nevertheless realistic overall; evidence suggests that community engagement in many areas has been robust and largely constructive, and that the local authorities concerned have drawn up realistic and deliverable timetables for the establishment of local development frameworks. Early work on a joint core strategy by Preston City Council, Chorley and South Ribble Borough Councils is particularly encouraging. 
g)  The extent to which cross-border issues have been considered;
There is, in our view, insufficient analysis in Draft RSS of the wider important links which exist between parts of the sub-region and other areas, both within and outside the North West  (eg between Central Lancashire and Greater Manchester, between East Lancashire and West Yorkshire, and between Preston, North Lancashire and Greater Manchester). SURF research
 shows that travel to work patterns along these axes are significant, in some cases more so than those within the sub-region. Also there is nothing on the implications of the delivery of housing and employment distribution policies in other sub-regions (eg North Manchester and Lancaster) for the Central Lancashire City Region. 
h) How will the sub-regional sub-area priorities be monitored.
See Statement on Matter 11B
(ii) Does the Central Lancashire City Region have any coherence in functional, social/cultural, geographic or economic terms?

This sub-region is well established as an economic entity in the Northern Way Growth Strategy, the RES and the CLCRDP, all of which precede draft RSS. These generally define the City Region as the County of Lancashire excluding the districts of Lancaster (because of its functional and geographical links with Cumbria) and West Lancashire (because of its similar links with Merseyside). In our view RSS should nevertheless pay regard to the important links these districts retain with the sub-region, eg by reference to them as important areas of influence outside the City Region boundary.

Whilst the sub-region could possibly provide a geographic basis for strategic spatial planning policies, we think that a “place-based” approach consistent with the RES and RFA
 would provide a more effective overarching spatial framework. Draft RSS briefly defines the characteristics of the sub-region at para 2.6, but in doing so highlights that each of the four major settlements constitute a “looser, multi-centred geography”. That RSS goes on to identify “the need and opportunity…for a future approach to development that emphasises green infrastructure” is very welcome (and is concordant with the latest CLCRDP slogan “The Green City with Room to Breathe”) and we think RSS could explore this concept in more detail.
The strength of this sub-region should lie in the inter-connectivity of the four major settlements, or at least in a shared view as to their strengths and potential for further growth. In our view there is evidence that this inter-connectivity is lacking. The SURF research on travel to work patterns shows that the four “growth centres” have relatively little inter-dependency in travel-to-work terms, whilst travel from the north and south (ie along the M6 and rail corridor) to Preston is significant. Whilst Draft RSS acknowledges that accessibility between East Lancashire and Greater Manchester is relatively poor, the evidence suggests greater connectivity between those two areas than that which exists between East Lancashire and Preston. In our view the dynamics of the relationship between East Lancashire and Greater Manchester are integral to the future economic wellbeing of the former, but are given insufficient expression in draft RSS. The Ecotec research
 has also indicated that there are a number of distinctive housing market areas within the City Region which serve to emphasise the relative insularity of Blackpool and its surrounds, the central core, and East Lancashire respectively. However these travel to work and housing market patterns also suggest that there is considerable potential for greater inter-connectivity between the major settlements, with consequential opportunities for mutual economic benefit. These patterns also serve to indicate the importance of all key stakeholders within the City Region working together, both to look for ways to increase such inter-connectivity where this would be in the sub-region’s interest, and to establish a shared vision of the major towns’ respective future roles and opportunities for growth. 
(iii) Should the draft RSS provide a more proactive and coherent framework for the regeneration of the East Lancashire Towns?

Whilst housing-led regeneration forms a key platform of Elevate’s programme to “re-invent” parts of East Lancashire, the vision for this area is given no clear policy expression in draft RSS. The emphasis afforded by “regeneration priority area” status given to East Lancashire in RPG13 is understated in draft RSS which focuses instead on Blackburn and Burnley as two of the four “growth centres” in the sub-region, but without being specific as to the interventions required.  Also, by saying “development will be located primarily in the regional city of Preston and the three regional towns of Blackburn, Blackpool and Burnley”, existing policy calls into question the future role of other East Lancashire Towns such as Accrington, Nelson, Colne and Rawtenstall. Although Burnley is identified as one of the four major “growth areas” in the sub-region, there is no clear “vision” delineated for the town appropriate to its particular character and role within the sub-region, or which takes into account its geographic (and other) links with Greater Manchester and West Yorkshire.
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