Respondent No. 531 (AGMA)

Matter No. 11

Delivery, Monitoring and Review


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?
(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 (e.g. 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?

1. Our views on these questions are dealt with concisely in our original representation on Structure and Coherence of the Document as a whole.  Those general views remain and, although they are not repeated here, they have been confirmed during the course of preparing our statements.

2. A major concern for us is that it is not clear;

· what many of the draft policies mean and how they should be interpreted and taken forward as part of the Development Plan (examples are policies DP1, RDF1/2, EM1, EM3);

· how they should be used to prioritise development or funding decisions (examples are the objectives, policy RDF1 and Table 7.1, policy RT8); and 

· how they provide guidance for Local Transport Plans (the draft transport policies generally).  

3. The terminology used in many policies means that it is not clear what action is expected of a planning authority in preparing its LDF, and how it will “conform” with the RSS.  Examples are: “plans and strategies will support …”, “plans and strategies should understand and respect …”, “plans and strategies should seek to empower …”, “Local authorities should develop an understanding of …”.  Similarly, some of the policies designed to guide development control decisions are aspirational or conceptual, and it is unclear how they will be applied in practice, and some relate to indicative targets or guidelines whose precise status in decision taking is ambiguous. 

Matter 11C: Implementation and Review
(vi) Are the implementation mechanisms appropriate for addressing any cross-border issues that may arise?

4. AGMA is currently developing a coordinated approach to the Plan, Monitor and Manage of housing land supply in Greater Manchester and proposes to extend this to the Manchester City Region eventually; this is taking forward the practice advocated in draft PPS3 and is based upon authorities working together in housing market/policy areas.  We are moving towards a common, integrated evidence base for the sub region which will underpin sub regional strategies and assist in joined up implementation.  It is our intention to prepare an Implementation Plan to accompany the MCR Spatial Strategy.  Such an approach will help us to address cross boundary issues in the city region.

5. One of our general comments on draft RSS is that it should give greater weight to pan regional considerations, and to collaboration with 
and linkages with adjoining regions.  This is the direction set by the Northern Way Growth Strategy
, but has not been strongly articulated 
as a mechanism for implementing draft RSS.  From a Manchester City Region perspective we think it is important to develop collaboration with Leeds and Sheffield city regions.

(vii) Is there a need for a focused early review of the RSS? If so what should be the focus and timetable, and what would be the implications for Local Development Documents?

6. It appears possible that an early review of RSS may be required; for example, in view of the shortcomings of the evidence base in key areas, the limited integration of the assumptions about growth and change with the overall strategy and policies, and in policy areas where a particular concept or principle has not been sufficiently developed to be applied in practice. 

7. We understand that in specific areas (e.g. waste, Key Service Centres, Housing Market Assessments) the NWRA is currently recommending to the Panel that issues be taken forward through a future review.  

8. In the case of waste, as we have set out in our statement, it is a matter of great concern that the strategic spatial planning context is to be delayed yet further.  Waste was considered in the last partial review (which it was decided not to take forward), was intended to be dealt with in this full review, and is now being recommended by NWRA as a matter for a further review.  Such a delay will have serious consequences for the Greater Manchester Waste DPD, a major undertaking by the 10 Greater Manchester authorities which is 
requiring substantial financial investment and procedural effort, and which we have been urged to undertake by GONW.
9. If a wide ranging review is judged to be necessary, then this could have significant implications for LDDs generally.  It is unlikely that such a review could be completed before 2008, a timescale which does not fit well with the programmes currently set out in LDSs in the sub region and with ongoing work on core strategies.

� GEN 13





PAGE  
1

