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11A:  Delivery


11A(i)
11.1
The statements made by the County Council for Matters 1 and 2 are relevant.

11.2
There could be a more logical sequence for setting out the contents of RSS.  There is an issue in that the “place-specific” elements of the strategy are placed throughout the document.  It could be argued that this is a strength but it does mean that it is difficult to perceive the spatial strategy:  its description occurs in parts of Chapters 5, 6 and 7, some occurs within the thematic policies (e.g. W1, Table 8.1, W5, EM4) and some occurs in the sub-regional policy frameworks.  This material could be brought together, or at least there needs to be a comprehensive but succinct description of the spatial strategy at a single point in the document.

11.3
The purpose of the sub-regional strategies is unclear when the Regional Framework itself contains more detail (and sometimes for different sets of boundaries) than the sub-regional frameworks (e.g. key service centres in Table 7; Table 9.1).  An alternative presentation to Table 9.1 would be for that table to be much shorter, setting out the numbers for the North West and the five sub-regions (and thereby allowing space for the inclusion of pre‑2003 statistics for the six areas for comparison).  The district-level data in Table 9.1 could then be transferred to the appropriate sub-regional framework.

11.4
The text that follows each policy could be improved by focussing on justifying the policy, explaining how its implementation will help achieve particular objectives and setting out how the policy will be implemented.  In the submitted Draft RSS it is not clear how policies derive from, or will help achieve, objectives.

11.5
The text supporting Policies RDF1 and RDF2 is very short.  It fails to justify or explain the policy and particularly the roles (including for transport and accessibility) of each level of the settlement hierarchy.  The policies fail to give an indication of the appropriate scale and nature of development.

11.6
The RSS could also be made more “user-friendly” by:


(
including clearer statements of headline outcomes expected, key targets to be achieved and key assumptions adopted (e.g. demographic and economic growth);


(
more use of maps and charts;


(
renumbering policies in numerical sequence, starting with “Policy 1”.  In the Draft RSS it is difficult to quickly find, for example, “EM4” and know whether it comes before or after, say, “W7”.
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11.7
Many users will find it confusing that draft RSS refers to actions for the future when in fact these have already been completed:


(
East Lancashire is identified as an ‘area of search’ for a regional park (Policy EM4).  The area of the regional park has already been defined and the concept is being actively marketed and implemented.  The park is an important element in the green city concept for CLCR.


(
Policy CLCR1 (3rd bullet) refers to plans and strategies developing sub-regional employment opportunities.  A draft policy listing appropriate sites was submitted to the NWRA by the County Council and Blackpool and Blackburn Unitaries as part of their First Detailed Proposals but was not included in draft RSS.  Its inclusion would have demonstrated that progress had already been made and it would have provided a better framework for LDDs;


(
Policy L2 refers to understanding housing markets, and in particular in the Pathfinder Areas.  The Elevate Pathfinder has already undertaken and published considerable research on East Lancashire housing markets.


11A(ii)
11.8
There are parts of draft RSS where extra detail would be appropriate (some of these have been referred to in other Submissions to the Panel):


(
Measurable objectives, targets, how they are to be achieved, including the role of LDDs; clearer guidance in the Implementation Plan about those parts of RSS that depend on LDDs for their implementation.


(
Guidance on how to respond to the challenges of climate change would be helpful.  Perhaps reference to the North West Climate Change Action Plan (to be published in December) could be introduced.


(
Clearer statements about the scale and type of development appropriate at each level of the settlement hierarchy (Chapter 7), incorporating references to the roles of each level in transport networks and how LDDs can promote and implement improved accessibility to services.


(
District-level employment land requirements.


(
It is unclear how Policy L2 and the need for work on understanding housing markets relates to work on LDDs; perhaps RSS should include clear statements on who will lead this work together with an indicative timetable for the delivery of sub-regional housing market assessments.


(
Policy RT6, Parking Policy and Provision, provides no clear guidance on how standards not included in Table 10.1, as well as wider parking strategies, should be developed across local authority boundaries.  It would be helpful if further 
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guidance on issues such as shared parking and cycle parking could be provided, perhaps in Appendix RTS6.1.  Policy and Appendix do not address where low or no parking developments may be appropriate, especially in relation to town centres.  Guidance to residential parking, especially given the impacts on housing density and urban quality, would also be useful.


(
Clearer definition of sub-regional boundaries and urban areas;


(
The County Council has sought additional polices for the Central Lancashire City Region (Matter 9).  These would provide a more detailed framework for LDD preparation.

11.9
Draft RSS overall provides appropriate guidance for Local Transport Plans.  Examples of this include identification of regionally significant public transport and highway networks (Appendices RT1.1 and 2.1) and definition of regionally significant transport investment priorities.  However, the document is considered deficient with respect to strategic accessibility planning and how transport can reinforce inter‑regional and city regional spatial priorities.

11.10
LCC feels that chapter 19 adequately provides for the transition from Structure Plans to the new LDF system.


11B:  Monitoring


11B(iii)
11.11
Table B1 of Appendix B provides a clear approach to the monitoring of the RSS outcomes.  The targets relate clearly to the outcomes set out in the main document, are quantifiable and are to be achieved within a specific timescale.

11.12
Table B2 – ‘Targets and Indicators’ – appears, however, to provide an extensive list of indicators and targets that are not always easy to relate to the draft policies.  Many of the targets are contextual and are related to the outcomes of the RSS rather than with the monitoring of specific policies.  This may be acceptable in terms of the Regional Framework theme, but under the remaining four themes, targets and indicators should be more closely related to the policies.

11.13
In order to be effective all targets need to be set over a specific timescale.

11.14
Some rationalisation is required in terms of the spread of indicators.  There is an uneven distribution of targets and indicators across the policies and themes.


11B(iv)

11.15
A specific policy is not required for monitoring but there should be stronger links made between the targets and indicators and the policies themselves.  As suggested above, targets should, where possible, refer directly to policies.  Where this occurs then the target should be incorporated into the existing policy, e.g. Policy EM4 – 
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Regional Parks Strategy.  A specific target is included in Table B2 but not mentioned in the relevant policy.


11C:  Implementation and Review


11C(v)
11.16
Draft RSS policies make a number of references to the Plans and Strategies of various agencies but without setting out how those plans and strategies will help implement the spatial strategy.

11.17
The draft Implementation Strategy provides further detail on Delivery Agencies for each policy.  While this is helpful the actual listing of delivery mechanisms and organisations needs careful consideration.  For example, for Policy CLCR2, NWDA is listed as the lead organisation for the Lancashire Economic Strategy but the work is in practice overseen by Lancashire Economic Partnership.  In CLCR3 the Blackpool Masterplan and the Elevate “Transformational Agenda” should have the same prominence as Preston City Vision.

11.18
Funding issues are addressed in Table 10.2 for transport schemes but are not adequately covered elsewhere in RSS or within the Implementation Strategy.  This is a significant omission because the funding priorities of both public and private bodies will have a fundamental impact on implementation.  In particular the importance of the Regional Funding Allocation process in aligning and delivering proposals should be drawn out in Part 3 of the document.  The Implementation section (Chapter 17) should explicitly refer to the issues involved in aligning public and private sector funding streams.

11.19
It is suggested that the Implementation Strategy should be amended so that Section B identifies any Key Plans/Policies/Funding programmes of Lead Organisations that are appropriate to the policy in question.  This should be explicitly related to target setting and monitoring.

11.20
The draft implementation framework should mention the role of LPAs and their LDF as a delivery mechanism in respect of Policy RDF3.  It would help districts if there were an “indicator” column with the targets and the organisation responsible to collect data.

11.21
Transport policies are not covered in Appendix A of the Implementation Strategy.  This is a concern because the various policies call for a range of actions – but lead organisations and timescales should be identified.

11.22
Regarding Environmental Enhancements and Protection, Appendix A of the Implementation Framework should include these policies.  Lead organisation and timetables should be identified.  Districts need to be able to identify their role as well as other key organisations’ roles in order to ensure effective delivery.
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11.23
A number of references are made in RSS and the draft Implementation Strategy to partnership working within the North West.  Examples of this are sub-regional economic partnerships, the Coastal Forum and Regional Park Partnerships.  This is generally considered to be dealt with adequately.


11C(vi)
11.24
Cross-border issues affecting neighbouring regions and counties receive limited coverage within draft RSS.  Only two references appear to be made in the draft Implementation Strategy in paragraphs A2.2 and A5.11.  This reflects the limited attention given to this topic in draft RSS as a whole.  For example, paragraph 2.2 lists the transport links to neighbouring areas but does not address the strong functional economic linkages with the Leeds City Region.  This can be compared with the draft Yorkshire and Humber RSS, paragraph 2.18 ff which outlines relationships with each of the neighbouring regions and also addresses this in sub-regional policies. Environmental management is another cross border issue that is inadequately covered.


11C(vii)
11.25
There may be a need for a partial, medium-term review as suggested in paragraph 17.16, but the list of possible topics identified in that paragraph should be amended and reduced.  This would reduce the degree of uncertainty for the preparation of LDDs.  Where possible, appropriate policies, based on relevant research, should be introduced into RSS before the Secretary of State issues it, rather than wait for a future review:


(
Decisions about key service centres and smaller settlements should be included in RSS rather than wait.  This would assist LDD preparation and should be possible as the NWRA will be reporting on relevant research in advance of the EIP.


(
Policy W5 should be broadened out into a Town Centre policy, taking account of accessibility, social inclusion and settlement hierarchy considerations.  The absence of a regional framework for town centre office and leisure development would be a significant omission during the preparation of the current round of LDDs.

11.26
A medium-term review should have a greater emphasis on filling the gaps in environmental policy, in particular:


(
The strategic definition of undeveloped, developed and remote coast (Policy RDF4).


(
Identification of broad locations where development of particular types of renewable energy may be considered appropriate (Policy EM17).
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11.27
For the avoidance of doubt, RSS should include what is meant by “medium-term” and should give an indication of the timing of the various studies and the timescale for the subsequent preparation of the partial review and its policies.


11C(viii)

11.28 Circular 01/2006 (paragraph 23) requires RSS to identify number of pitches required for each LPA.  It is understood that research on this matter will be available to inform discussion of this matter at the EIP in January 2007.  An appropriate policy for Gypsies and Travellers should be included in this RSS.  This would allow Policy 29 of the Joint Lancashire Structure Plan to be superseded by RSS.  (Policy 29 is based on advice in Circular 1/94, which is superseded by advice in Circular 1/06).
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