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NW RSS EIP - Matter 11A: Delivery


i) Could the clarity and consistency of the draft RSS be improved? Is the draft RSS “user friendly” in terms of understanding the strategy and how the policies are to be implemented?

We believe the clarity and consistency of draft RSS could be significantly improved and have already set out our views on this in our response to the consultation, and in our Briefing Papers. In summary, we feel that:

· no clear spatial priorities are expressed for growth and regeneration. In the absence of an overarching spatial framework (for Regional Transport Strategy (RTS) as well as RSS) these must be gathered from reading across the regional, thematic, sub-regional and sub-area policies. This is confusing and is not user-friendly;

· there are inconsistencies between RDF1 – 3 (incl table 7.1) and the thematic and sub-regional policies (see Matter 2A);
· there is no clear cascade from high level vision / objectives through a clear set of guiding principles and spatial priorities to policies;

· the inter-relationship of RSS and RTS could be improved;
· supporting text is overlong and frequently elaborates rather than explains or justifies;

· maps and diagrams could be used more effectively;

· draft RSS does not take the opportunity to be innovative as suggested in Planning Policy Statement 11
 para 1.20. 

Our Briefing Paper No 2 sets out some proposals to address these concerns to assist the Panel.
We agree that it is appropriate to have a separate monitoring and implementation framework, and acknowledge that this document will continue to evolve over time. We encourage NWRA to develop it further, especially in respect of specific actions and resource requirements to deliver the strategy, and associated targets and indicators.
ii) Does the draft RSS provide an appropriate level of detail for the preparation of Local Development Documents? Does it provide appropriate guidance for other local plans( eg LTPs) and delivery mechanisms? Do the proposals in Chapter 19 of the RSS adequately provide for the transition from Structure Plans to the new LDF system? 

In our view the deficiencies outlined above will all impact on the ability of Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) to interpret the RSS easily and with certainty. Whilst we support the broad thrust of the strategy, we believe it could be articulated better to provide a clearer and more consistent context for Local Development Document (LDD) preparation, to avoid confusion and align approaches. Moreover the Implementation Framework
 needs to be clearer about who will do what when to deliver the strategy.
Our proposals in Briefing paper No 2 for reshaping the spatial framework and setting out clear strategic principles to guide not only RSS preparation, but also the many plans and strategies seeking to implement it (including LDDs), are designed largely to overcome these issues.  
We have specific concerns in relation to LDDs about:  
· the failure of draft RSS to specify the mechanisms for disaggregating requirement figures, for example in relation to employment land. This leads to uncertainty about how specific Local Authorities (LAs) will be affected. Also the Implementation Framework gives insufficient emphasis to the partnership working arrangements necessary in this regard, and to achieve the sub-regional targets eg for waste and energy; 
· lack of clear guidance on flood risk and infrastructure constraints (incl transport and water supply) which will affect not only the location, but also the pace of development; 
· the failure to identify broad locations for renewable energy and waste management facilities;
· the failure to identify criteria for site allocation within the broad locations for regionally significant economic development, especially in terms of transport infrastructure and accessibility. The strategic principles in our Briefing Paper No 2 would assist in this; 

· lack of sufficient guidance on leisure and office developments, and provision for gypsies and travellers. We are pleased to see that these issues will be tackled in subsequent reviews;

· lack of sufficient guidance on the distinction between substantial strategic change and detailed boundary changes in connection with green belt;
· lack of advice in relation to policy and monitoring approaches in the sub-areas mentioned in part 4 which at times extend over administrative boundaries and at others relate to parts of LAs;

· the requirement for housing may not extend over a sufficient timescale to provide an adequate framework for LDD preparation. Also, the housing typology areas may need to be adjusted to take account of the Ecotech work
. The housing market areas frequently cross administrative boundaries and good partnership working arrangements will be needed to ensure consistency with the housing figures articulated at District level and appropriate policy responses based on a “plan – monitor – manage” approach;

· supporting text strays into policy (note the frequent use of the term “should”, for example, in paras  11.20, 11.21, 11.31 and 11.32. It is unclear the relative weight that should be attached to these statements. Also it is unclear why specific guidance, such as the criteria to define the coastal zone (A2.8) has been relegated to Appendix A of the Implementation Framework, and what the status of this guidance is.

On the other hand, we feel that it is unnecessary to list the Key Service centres in the RSS. This is too detailed for a regional document. 

In relation to the question of whether or not the RSS provides appropriate guidance for other local plans, our statement on Matter 6B is unequivocal that RSS does not provide the relevant guidance for the preparation of Waste and Minerals local plans. In relation to Local Transport Plans (LTPs), the different timescales of the LTP and RSS processes, the lack of integration between the two processes and the lack of clarity about the RSS and RTS objectives and the links between them, means that guidance provided could have been improved (see statement 5A/B).  
The proposals in Chapter 19 indicate the Structure Plan policies to be replaced by RSS policies, however, no indication is given of the proposals with regard to those policies which are not considered to have been replaced.   
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