NWRSS EiP- Panel Questions- Matter 1A- 1E

NORTH WEST REGIONAL SPATIAL STRATEGY

EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC

PANEL QUESTIONS

TUESDAY 31 OCTOBER 2006 - AM
MATTER 1A: VISION AND OBJECTIVES
Preamble

Participants are advised to look at all the questions under Matters 1 and 2. In many cases participants have raised points under a particular sub-matter which may be dealt with elsewhere.

The Panel acknowledge that the general questions about strategy will inevitably raise issues which relate to more specific matters which will be discussed in detail later in the EiP.  They are content that Matter 1 will involve some “scene-setting” for later sessions but they wish to avoid detail which is best addressed under other matters.

Parties are requested to address the questions which follow and not simply to repeat what is in their statements, which the Panel have read.

The attention of participants is drawn to Briefing Note 20 – “Suggested Wording Changes to draft RSS” produced by the North West Regional Assembly, and to Briefing Note 2 “Structure and Broad Content of RSS” produced by the Government Office for the North West. Both documents contain suggested revisions to the Regional Spatial Strategy, which may be discussed throughout the Examination in Public.

1A (i) Are the overall vision and objectives in the draft RSS appropriate and do they adequately cover the characteristics and issues of the whole region?
Panel Questions
Structure 

Is the structure and logic of the presentation logical?  Is there a reasonable progression from the vision to the general material in Part 1, the objectives in 4.2 (including the RTS Objectives) and the principles and policies which follow?  Are the vision and objectives as they stand clear and concise?

Does the GONW structure proposed in Briefing Paper 2 offer a better alternative?  How realistic is it to make such a fundamental change at this stage without causing delay? 

Should there be a separate Chapter on Climate Change issues, as suggested by Friends of the Earth?

Content of the Vision and Objectives
Does the draft RSS contain inadequate reference to the City Regions, as the Northern Way statement suggests?  Or does it pay too much attention to the urban areas and deal inadequately with the rural areas / parts of the region outside the City Regions, as other parties argue?  Does it recognise the diversity of the region?

Is the draft RSS sufficiently “outward-looking”?  Does it place the region in the context of Europe, the UK and the North as a whole?  Does the Strategy suffer from the lack of a National Spatial Planning Framework? (TCPA and others).

Are the vision and objectives sufficiently North West related, or are they largely a restatement of national objectives?

Is the plan sufficiently “spatial” – in the sense that it should go beyond land use and deal with social issues and matters such as health, education etc?

Notwithstanding that the City Regions will be debated under Matter 2B – is there a doubt about the coherence and cohesion of the Central Lancashire City Region, as several parties have suggested?

How far do the revisions suggested by NWRA themselves in paragraph 1.5 of their statement help to answer some of these points?

Several alternative “Visions” have been put forward.  Attention is drawn not only to the GONW paper but inter alia to the proposals by AGMA (statement p3), EA (statement p2 and orig. evidence) and CPRE (statement p 2/3 and orig. evidence).  Do any of these “visions” represent an improvement on the draft RSS?

Are there any other matters which participants wish to raise here which are not dealt with elsewhere?

1A (ii) Does the draft RSS provide an appropriate, realisable and sustainable strategy for the region, having regard to national objectives/ policy, key strategic issues and factors influencing change?
Preamble

The question of the balance between economic, social and environmental considerations will be considered under Matter 1E.  There will also be debate under 1E as to whether the plan deals adequately with social issues such as diversity and equality, the ageing population etc.

Panel Questions

Does the draft RSS generally comply with National Policy, as GONW suggest?  Or does it fail to do so – especially, as several parties have suggested, in relation to the UK Sustainability Strategy?  What changes should the Panel recommend?

Is there sufficient integration between the housing, employment, transport and other parts of the Strategy?  (This will be discussed in more detail under Matter 2A (ii))

Has any work been done which adequately sets out whether resources are available to realise the Strategy?

Does the draft RSS deal adequately with environmental assets - matters such as the natural and historic environment, culture and heritage, National Parks, AONBs etc?

Does the Strategy look ahead far enough?

Are there any other relevant matters which participants wish to raise?

TUESDAY 31 OCTOBER 2006 - PM

MATTER 1B: SPATIAL PRINCIPLES
Preamble

The original Panel questions (i) and (ii) will be taken together. Participants should be ready to comment on the GONW list of “Strategic Principles” on pages 9-13 of GONW Briefing Paper 2 as well as on Policy DP1 and other relevant sections of the draft RSS. Question (iii) on the Sequential Test will be taken sequentially.

1B (i) Does the draft RSS set out the right underlying principles for spatial planning in the region?
1B (ii) Are the different elements of DP1 clearly stated, and how will they be monitored?

Panel Questions
Taking Policy DP1:

Is DP1 sufficiently North West specific or does it merely re-state National Policy?

Is the policy as a whole too “conceptual” or “aspirational”?  Does it provide guidance which is applicable and practical in the preparation of LDFs?  If not what changes should be made?

Is there confusion over the terms “Plans and Strategies” and “Proposals and Schemes”?

Is the first section clear and understandable?  (Several parties have expressed confusion about the wording of parts of this section)

Is the last section on Climate Change adequate?  (Note – this will be considered fully under Matter 1E (iii)) 

Are there other matters which should be included in DP1 such as health, social cohesion and equal opportunities, the protection of the natural and historic environment, etc?

Taking the alternatives:

Does the GONW set of strategic principles deal with all these issues?  Is it preferable to Policy DP1 and is it generally supported?  Is it North West specific; is it helpful to LDF preparation; does it cover all the matters which need to be covered?

Do parties have any comments on specific parts of the GONW proposal on pp 9-13 of Briefing Paper 2?  (The Panel will briefly go through the GONW list to allow comments on each section)

Are there other points in the alternative suggested by Cumbria (statement paragraph ii) and the addition from CPRE (statement paragraph 3) which should be taken into account?

Taking monitoring and implementation:

There will be a further debate in Matter 11 on this topic; but are the general principles put forward in DP1 or in the GONW alternative capable of being adequately monitored?  What improvements need to be made either to the policy itself or to Appendix A1 of the Draft Implementation Framework?

Are there any other relevant matters which parties wish to raise?

1B (iii) Is the sequential approach in DP1 appropriate?

Panel Questions
Should the policy refer to “sustainable locations first”, rather than “brownfield first”, on the basis that other undeveloped land may sometimes be more suitable for development than previously developed land?

Is there a danger of “town cramming and the loss of urban green space?

Is the reference to the use of existing buildings in bullet point 1, ahead of previously developed land in bullet point 2, acceptable (given Draft PPS3) or appropriate?

Will the concentration on brownfield land mean that insufficient land might come forward for development?

Is the reference to access by public transport, walking and cycling too onerous, especially in rural areas?

Is the policy too general and would the alternative suggested by Friends of the Earth (statement p 2/3) represent a better approach?

Are there any other relevant matters which parties wish to raise?

WEDNESDAY 1 NOVEMBER 2006 – AM

MATTER 1C: ASSUMPTIONS UNDERPINNING THE DRAFT RSS
Preamble
In all of the matters to be discussed under Matter 1C, the Panel would remind participants that there will be further discussions later in the EiP. In particular population/housing will be discussed under Matter 4. The constraints under question (iv) will be raised in various places.

The purposes of the session under Matter 1C are firstly to set the scene for these later discussions; and secondly to concentrate on cross-cutting issues.  Do the assumptions and forecasts adequately match as between topics?  Has the inter-relationship of issues been adequately taken into account?  Does the plan as a whole hang together (notwithstanding objections parties may have to particular features of it)?

Some parties have raised in their statements issues which will be considered elsewhere, and participants are asked to seek as far as possible to concentrate on scene-setting and on consistency rather than on the way in which policies might affect particular places.

1C (i) Are the economic assumptions (including growth and activity rates) in draft RSS appropriate and achievable?

Panel Questions

Some parties, notably GONW and AGMA, have criticised the Regeneris scenarios. E.g. they are out of date, use old County areas, etc.  Are their criticisms justified?  If so what changes should be made? 
Is the fact that the sub-regional scenarios have been constrained by a view about the region as a whole appropriate?  Does the use of scenarios to give the highest employment figures in each sub-region create unacceptable inconsistencies?

Are the scenarios too “pessimistic” as some parties suggest – to the extent that they might constrain, for example, needed housing development?  Or are they unachievable, as others suggest?  Is a suggested growth rate of 2.57% pa, given the current rate of 2.09%, realistic?

Is such a level of growth compatible with sustainability objectives?  Does it take into account the capacity of the environment?  (Again this will be discussed later in the EiP)

Is the strategy sufficiently flexible to cater for changes – upwards or downwards in growth rates?

Is GVA an acceptable measure or should economic, social and environmental benefits be pursued jointly (FoE)?  If so how should this be reflected in the strategy?

Are there any other relevant matters which parties wish to raise?

1C (ii) Are the assumptions about population change in the draft RSS appropriate?
(Note – the question of more recent forecasts such as the ODPM 2003-based household projections will be discussed under Matter 4)

Panel Questions

Is there evidence (leaving aside for the moment the more recent forecasts) to suggest that a population growth of 2% between 2005 and 2025 is likely to be substantially incorrect?

Is the use of a compromise between the “long term” and “recent success” scenarios appropriate?

Does the methodology, rooted in the economic assumptions, fail adequately to take account of issues such as migration or the changing age structure of the population?

Is there sufficient flexibility in the strategy to respond to different trends?

Are there any other relevant matters which parties wish to raise?

1C (iii) Are the economic, population and other assumptions consistent between the regional and sub-regional policies in the draft RSS?
Panel Questions

Are the Assembly correct to argue that it is necessary to adopt a single consistent basis for economic forecasts across the region, or could any of the sub-regional forecasts made by various parties and summarised in Table 3 of NWRA Briefing Paper No 3 reasonably be adopted?

Has there been a sufficient “feedback loop “(GONW) between the economic assumptions and the policy-driven household distribution?

Is it a concern that different scenarios have been used for policies W3 and L4?  What, if any, are the implications of such concerns for the strategy?

Are there any inconsistencies (of a general nature and not in relation to specific locations) between the proposals for housing and economic development at a sub-regional level?

Are there any other relevant matters which parties wish to raise?

1C (iv) Are the national and regional constraints on development clearly articulated? Are the development proposals consistent with Green Belt, flood risk policies and other constraints such as transport, water supply and sewerage infrastructure?

(Note – Green Belt will be discussed in more detail under Matter 2C and water supply/flood risk etc will be debated under Matter 6)

Panel Questions

Is there sufficient clarity in the way national constraints have been taken into account?  Would a series of maps assist? 

How far have the distribution of housing growth and the location of Regionally Significant Economic Development taken into account environmental and infrastructure constraints?  Where is the evidence base for this?

In particular are the location of major employment sites and other development consistent with transport constraints?  Do the transport assessments take into account future developments or are they based on the existing situation?

Does the concentration of development in the City Regions require a particularly high level of investment, and is this likely to be achievable?

The Environment Agency express concern about the capacity of the region to accommodate the level of growth proposed and refer to water resource capacity, waste water treatment and sewerage capacity, flood risk constraints, and waste management and treatment facilities.  In general, are these constraints which can be overcome, and can this be achieved in ways which are affordable and which are acceptable in environmental terms?

Are there any other relevant matters which parties wish to raise?

WEDNESDAY 1 NOVEMBER 2006 – PM

MATTER 1D: OVERALL APPROACH
1D (i) Does the draft RSS align with the Regional Economic Strategy, the Regional Housing Strategy and Regional Funding Allocation advice?

Preamble

The Panel see this session as a relatively technical debate as to the alignment between the various strategies.  For the most part they do not intend it to be a discussion of the merits of policy – these matters will be dealt with elsewhere.  The question for example of the roles of Preston, Chester and the other major towns and cities will be discussed under Matter 2C.  There will be discussion about the regional employment sites and the housing figures under Matters 3 and 4 and there are a number of points in the parties’ statements which might best be considered in those sessions.

Participants’ attention is drawn to GONW Briefing Paper no 3 – “RSS/RES/RFA Alignment”.

Panel Questions
In general terms the perception of the Panel, based on the representations, is that there is a reasonable degree of alignment between the RSS and the RES, RHS and RFA.  There has been close cross-working on all these strategies.  There are a number of detailed concerns but not a general feeling that the documents are in serious conflict.  Is this perception correct?  And if not what are the key differences (excluding those picked up below)?

Is it the case that the draft RSS fails adequately to deal with regeneration priorities, as compared with the RES (See e.g. GONW paper p 4)?  Does it give too much emphasis, compared with the RES, to the urban areas/city regions and not enough to the rural areas and smaller communities? 

Is it the case, as the EA and the Brethren’s Gospel Trusts suggest, that the draft RSS is not aligned with the RES because it is based on maximising growth while the RES takes the line of requiring sustainable economic development?

Without dealing with detailed allocations of housing numbers (which are for later) do the points made by GONW in the bullet point at the top of p4 of Briefing Paper 3 suggest a serious misalignment between RSS and RHS? 

As compared with the RHS, does the draft RSS pay too little attention to affordability or the need to provide for clearance replacement?

Are there any other relevant matters which parties wish to raise?

1D (ii) Does the draft RSS properly reflect the Northern Way and other relevant strategies?
Preamble

Once again this session is concerned primarily with conformity rather than content.  The question, for example, of whether too much emphasis is given to the City Regions will be debated in more detail under Matter 2B (i).

Panel Questions
The Northern Way Growth Strategy

Some participants (notably FoE, CPRE and Lancs CC) have questioned the status of the NWGS.  To what extent should it drive the RSS, and to what extent is this EiP an opportunity to test the NWGS assumptions and policies in public?

Cheshire and Lancashire argue that the Northern Way is “not a panacea” and that the RSS should “not over-rely” on it to provide a strategic context.  Others suggest that insufficient account is taken of it and that it should be the basis of the RSS.  How much weight should be given to the NWGS?

Is the draft RSS different from what it might have been if the Northern Way did not exist?  If so, in what way?  Does this include a shift in the fundamental strategy in favour of the City Regions and to the detriment of the peripheral sub-regions?  (These questions come from Allerdale’s statement)

Does the draft RSS accurately reflect all of the key aims of the NWGS?  Is it the case, as some suggest, that while it takes on board the City Region approach it fails to take account of other factors?  (Examples include “priorities to build upon and create new assets in the North” (N Way); the contribution the NW can make to reducing the £30 bn productivity gap (GO and others); “truly sustainable communities” (Brethren’s Gospel Trusts); and – particularly – connectivity between the region and other regions, especially across the Pennines (several parties)).

Are Paragraphs 3.8 and 3.9 adequate in their summary of the Northern Way?

With regard to the City Region Development Programmes (and other sub-regional plans such as the Lake District Economic Futures Study): to what extent is the RSS/should the RSS be a “top-down” strategy and to what extent “bottom-up”, reflecting the content of these documents?  Is the relationship between the CRDPs and Part 4 of the draft RSS sufficiently clear?

Other strategies

What changes need to be made to the draft RSS to reflect the relationship of the North West with Scotland, Wales and surrounding Regions?  (Note – there will be a more detailed debate on the West Cheshire/N E Wales Strategy under Matter 8A (ii)) 

Are there any other strategic documents which are not adequately dealt with in the draft RSS?
Are there any other relevant matters which parties wish to raise?

1D (iii) Are the separate objectives of the Regional Transport Strategy appropriate and how do they link to the overall draft RSS objectives, spatial principles and the spatial framework?

Preamble

The key point which many parties have raised concerns the extent to which there should be a single set of objectives – incorporating the RTS objectives within one consolidated list of overall spatial principles.

GONW in Briefing Paper 2 suggest a way in which this might be done, incorporating some RTS objectives in the list of strategic principles discussed earlier, notably on page 11, and suggesting a set of transport objectives, to be incorporated in the thematic chapter, on p 22.

Panel Questions
Should there be a single list of over-arching objectives covering the RSS and RTS as a whole?  Does the suggestion from GONW provide a satisfactory way of doing this?

Are there any comments on the GONW objectives in Briefing Paper 3 on page 22 or elsewhere?

Looking at the existing objectives on p 8 of the RSS, NWTAR (statement p 6/7) and CPRE (statement p3) have made a number of detailed comments.  Do parties wish to comment on any of these proposed changes?
Is the question of connectivity between the NW and other regions and Nations adequately covered in either set of objectives? Or as the NWTAR (and others) suggest is it wrong to encourage movement between different city regions?

Are there any other relevant matters which the parties wish to raise?

THURSDAY 2 NOVEMBER 2006 – AM

MATTER 1E: SUSTAINABILITY

1E (i) Are the Sustainability Appraisal and the Strategic Environmental Assessment robust?

Preamble

The Panel do not propose to hold a discussion on Matter 1E (i).  There have not been substantial concerns expressed about the robustness of the ongoing SA and SEA processes.  Many points have however been made about the way in which the draft RSS itself has taken on board the conclusions of the SA report.  The Panel consider it best that these points are considered as part of the examination of the draft RSS itself, rather than as a separate debate on the SA report, and look to the parties to raise them during discussion on ensuing items.

The Panel will however allow an opportunity at the end of the discussion on Matter 1E to enable parties to raise any remaining points arising from the SA/SEA.

On the important question of Appropriate Assessment, the Panel are aware that NWRA have concluded that Stage II Appropriate Assessment is necessary but that it has not yet been commenced (See NWRA Briefing Paper No 21a).  The Panel requested details of the sites and policies which might be affected, and have very recently been given an indication that 25 policies might affect three (and possibly a further six) European sites.  Discussions are ongoing between NWRA and GONW on this matter and NWRA have indicated that they do not at present have the resources to carry out the next stages of the work.

It seems clear that it will not be possible for an informed debate to take place on this matter at the EIP.  It will be necessary for the GO to deal with this issue during their consideration of the RSS after the Panel has reported.  It is unlikely to be possible for the RSS to be adopted until this matter is resolved.

The Panel will ask the NWRA and GONW to explain the procedures they intend to follow to ensure that this matter is dealt with.

1E (ii) Does the draft RSS achieve the right balance between economic growth, social inclusion, including equality and diversity issues and environmental protection/ enhancement?

Preamble

The Panel intend to have an open discussion on this question.  They are aware, as some have pointed out, that environmental, social and economic principles should not be “traded off” but should be met together.  However the question has generated a varied response. Many argue that there is too much emphasis on economic growth.  The Panel are concerned that some of the points which are made by the parties are very general and wish to receive specific proposals for change.

Panel Questions
Does the draft RSS achieve the right balance between economic growth, social inclusion, including equality and diversity issues, and environmental protection/enhancement?

Within this debate, the panel wish to hear views inter alia on:

- Whether the strategy is about “sustaining development rather than sustainable development” (Lancs CC);
- Whether the strategy has considered environmental capacity/environmental limits adequately (especially bearing in mind the EA statement);
- Whether the strategy is concerned with a “strong stable and sustainable economy” (UKSDS) or still reflects the earlier aim to “maintain high and stable levels of economic growth”.  Does the plan concentrate inappropriately on the quantity of economic development rather than the quality?
- Whether the concentration on City Regions is advantageous in creating a more sustainable pattern of development and in reaching the socially excluded;
- Whether more should be said about equality and diversity (note – NWRA intend to produce a technical paper on this but do not have funding for it), social exclusion, the needs of the elderly, and the need for better community engagement.

- Whether parties agree with the CPRE approach in “What you Measure Matters” and their view that quality of life, which is quite high in the region, is a more useful measure of whether the economy is delivering the benefits needed than economic growth.
In each case the Panel would like to hear specific suggestions as to changes which parties wish to see.

Are there any other relevant matters which parties wish to raise?

1E (iii) Do the proposals in the draft RSS sufficiently provide for tackling climate change and mitigating for its impact?

Preamble

The majority, but not all, respondents have indicated that they do not consider that the Strategy does enough to deal with climate change.  Many have suggested targets.

The Panel wish to have a general debate about the principle but particularly wish to hear specific views about changes which they might recommend to deal with any perceived deficiencies.  For example parties wishing to see DP1 strengthened or targets established could help the Panel by being precise about the changes they consider necessary.  Participants are also asked to consider which actions should be for Government and which are appropriate at regional or local level.

Transport-related issues will be considered further under 1E (iv).

Panel Questions
Does the strategy fail, as a number of parties argue, to deal sufficiently urgently with climate change?  Should climate change be the over-riding priority or, as the HBF suggest, would this be the wrong approach given that there are other imperatives?

Is the strategy disproportionately concerned with mitigating the effects of climate change rather than addressing the causes?

Ought there to be targets and milestones for CO2 reduction, as suggested by several parties and by the earlier Panel which considered the Partial Review in 2004?  Or other targets in respect of climate change?  How should these be worded?

(Note – parties have drawn attention to the draft Yorkshire and Humberside RSS and participants may wish to look at Policy YH2 in that document).

Are there any other relevant matters which parties wish to raise?

1E (iv) Does the draft RSS provide a framework that can meet the aim of reducing the need to travel?

Panel Questions
Should this question refer to the need to travel by car or simply the need to travel?

Is it the case that the policies which promote concentration in the City Regions, other urban areas, and Key Service Centres provide a basis for the plan which will reduce the need to travel?

Many parties have singled out the policies in the transport chapter as failing to address climate change.  It is argued for example that highway schemes are too strongly favoured.  This will be discussed later in the EiP; but what general changes do parties wish to see to the transport policies to reflect climate change issues?  Is the concept of a travel hierarchy a useful one which should be incorporated into the strategy?

Is it the case that many draft RSS policies (e.g. on connectivity, the Regional Employment sites, airports) will increase carbon emissions and is this justifiable in the context of the strategy as a whole?  Does the strategy fail to address the co-location of housing and employment adequately?

Are there any other relevant matters which the parties wish to raise?

Are there any other matters arising from the SA/SEA which parties wish to raise?
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