NWRSS EiP- Panel Questions- Matter 2A- 2D

NORTH WEST REGIONAL SPATIAL STRATEGY

EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC

PANEL QUESTIONS

THURSDAY 2 NOVEMBER 2006 - PM
FRIDAY 3 NOVEMBER 2006 - AM
MATTER 2A: OVERALL SPATIAL STRATEGY
Participants are advised to look at all the questions under Matters 1 and 2.  In some cases participants have raised points under a particular sub-matter which may be dealt with elsewhere.

In some cases participants have raised matters which will be dealt with later in the EiP.  Participants are requested to concentrate on the questions under Matter 2.  Participants are further asked to concentrate on answering the questions which follow and not repeating what is in their statements, which the Panel have read.

The Panel is aware that there is a close interrelationship between the sub-matters – particularly 2A – 2C.  In framing the questions which follow they have tried to be clear about when particular issues will be raised and participants are asked to follow this advice in order to avoid, so far as possible, digression or repetition.

The attention of participants is drawn to Briefing Note 20 – “”Suggested Word 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.

2A (i) Does the draft RSS sufficiently express a spatial strategy that addresses the region’s priorities for growth, regeneration and investment? Does policy RDF1 provide sufficient detail on the spatial priorities for main development locations?
2A (ii) Do the thematic policies and sub-regional policies amount to a consistent and coherent regional strategy?
(Note- Questions 2A (i) and (ii) will be taken together)
Preamble

The Panel regard this session as being particularly important.  They wish to consider in a very open way the overall approach taken by the Assembly.  The opening questions are deliberately general and highly strategic and the Panel hope for a debate which leaves aside for the moment questions affecting particular places and looks at the region as a whole.  Participants are however asked to be a specific as possible as to the changes which they wish to see.

The attention of participants is drawn especially to GONW briefing papers 2 and 6.
The question of the roles of Preston, Chester, Crewe, Lancaster and Carlisle will be taken under this sub-matter.

Panel Questions

General Questions on strategy

Does the strategy, which involves concentration on the three City Regions, disadvantage the remainder of the region?  Are areas such as Cumbria/N Lancashire and South Cheshire disadvantaged or is there justification for the concentration on the City Regions?  Indeed should there be greater emphasis on them as some (e.g. Northern Way) suggest?  Or ought there to be a “more balanced, polycentric …strategy” (NWDC/ Paycause). 

Is the strategy too ambitious; is it trying to be all things to all people?  Is it really possible to do everything; to direct development to the City Regions whilst also looking after the regeneration areas outside the City Regions, and the rural areas?  If not is there sufficient indication of priority? 

Is it the case that, as the HBF suggested under Matter 1D, that RSS should “…avoid focusing on reducing sub-regional disparities, which may in fact increase the north-south wealth gap”?

Is it right to concentrate development in areas of opportunity or would it be better to concentrate on areas of greatest need?  Conversely, does the strategy fail to take full advantage of major assets?

If there is concentration on the areas of growth and opportunity, exactly how can it be ensured that the benefits derived are spread to areas of need (C Lancs City Auths)?
The City Regions cover about half the region.  Is there sufficient prioritisation within them?  Ought there for example to be more emphasis on the two main regional centres as engines of growth, and on the inner areas around them, as areas of opportunity?

Policy RDF1

GONW have provided an alternative Regional Spatial Framework (pages 13-15 of Briefing note 2). Does this provide a better approach than RDF1?

(The Panel propose to go through this proposed strategy point by point to allow for comment)

The GO alternative omits bullet points 4 and 5 of RDF1 – should these be re-inserted?  Is the Spatial Framework sufficiently “spatial”? (Cheshire suggest a number of areas which should be covered including health, education, crime, leisure, biodiversity etc).  Should “the protection and enhancement of the built and natural environment” be added (CPRE).

Is the way in which the GONW proposal deals with Preston, Chester, Crewe, Lancaster and  Carlisle appropriate?  Is it right that Preston should be seen as the third centre after Manchester and Liverpool but ahead of the others?

RSS Part 4: The sub-regions

Should Part 4 of the strategy be deleted and the policies incorporated into the main thematic chapters as GONW and others suggest?  Are there inconsistencies between the thematic chapters and the sub-regional chapters? If so which of them is significant?

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

2A (iii) Does the spatial strategy provide a framework for improving accessibility to jobs and services particularly by sustainable modes for all parts of the region?

Preamble

There have been relatively few comments on this question and the Panel do not intend to have a substantial debate upon it.

Some important points have been made but many of these fall under other headings:

- Transport (Matter 5);

- Housing;(Matter4);

- Key Service Centres (Matter 2C (i));

- Rural areas (Matter 2D)

Panel Question

Do the parties have any significant points of a strategic nature to make which will not be covered elsewhere in the EiP?

2A (iv) Is it appropriate for the draft RSS to omit the previous designation of Regeneration Priority Areas?

Preamble

Almost all of those who have commented on this question have said that they think the RPA’s were helpful and should be included in some form in the Strategy.  GONW in Briefing Paper 2 have included a form of words at (c) on page 14.

Panel Questions

Is it the case, as respondents such as Allerdale suggest, that the omission of RPAs implies a downgrading of those areas, which have severe problems, and that it may make the attraction of investment and the implementation of transformational change more difficult?

If it were agreed that the concept of Regeneration Priority Areas should be re-instated, does the GONW proposal meet the point?  Which are the areas that should be included, bearing in mind that in the RES the areas identified are East Lancashire, Blackpool, Barrow and West Cumbria?

2A (v) Is the key diagram fit for purpose and do the sub-regional diagrams add value?

Panel Questions

Is the key diagram fit for purpose; is it “confusing and difficult to understand” (NWDC/Paycause); does it reasonably express the over-arching strategy?

In the statements the Panel have received the following suggestions for changes to the key diagram:

-Add: Priority places for growth and development outside the City Regions, Regional Public Transport interchanges and corridors, Broad locations for regional parks, renewable energy, and waste management facilities, Regeneration Priority Areas, The relationship between West Cheshire and North East Wales, The area of overlap between the Manchester and Liverpool City Regions, more environmental factors (World Heritage Sites, Ramsar sites, Green infrastructure, Green Belts, Highland and Lowland areas), and Flood Plains

-Omit: Key Service Centres (some or all)

-Change or clarify: the depiction of the knowledge nuclei and reserve sites (too similar), the notation for Preston, the east-west flows in Lancashire are over-stated, the two-tone representation of the City Regions is confusing.

Which of these should be taken forward?

There are differences of view regarding the value of the sub-regional plans, with rather more respondents supporting them than opposing them. Some have made detailed points, which are for matters 7-10.  But in general should the sub-regional plans be retained?

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

TUESDAY 7 NOVEMBER 2006 – AM

MATTER 2B: CITY REGIONS

2B (i) Does the City Region approach adequately address the different pressures and needs of the various parts of the region or are there alternative sub-regional approaches, which better reflect these needs and pressures?

Should there be greater clarity about:

a) The geographic extent of the three city regions;

b) The broad scale of development they should accommodate; and

c) Their role in relation to each other and to towns beyond the city regions such as Carlisle and Crewe?

Preamble
The Panel are conscious that some of the issues which parties have raised in their evidence and statements on this matter will already have been covered, at least to some extent, in earlier discussions – especially on Matter 2A (i).  Participants will have discussed the relative positions of the city regions and the other parts of the north west, and also the roles of Carlisle and Crewe.  The debate on this matter will therefore be tailored to some degree to account for the earlier debates.

The attention of participants is drawn to GONW Briefing Paper no 1 and NWRA briefing Paper 6.

Panel Questions

Some parties, such as the CPRE, question the purpose of the City Regions, and suggest that it is not self evident that there needs to be a sub-regional tier.  In the light of earlier discussions, what is the value of the sub-regions?  Are the City Regions the right choice?  What is their rationale, beyond the emphasis upon them in the Northern Way?

What if anything can/should be done about the variety and inconsistency of sub-areas used in the Strategy (City Regions, old Counties, sub-regions, sub-areas, etc)? 

Is the GO distinction, broadly between potentially fuzzy and overlapping areas for analysis and more defined areas based on administrative boundaries for policy, a sensible one? Does the Strategy achieve this and if not, how might it be modified to do so? 

Without such a distinction, and without anticipating Matter 11 too far, how are policies at City Regional level to be implemented and monitored?  There are no administrative units covering the whole of any of the city regions.  Will joint working and co-operation – as in the CRDPs - achieve the aims of the strategy at the City Region level as defined?

There are concerns about the boundaries of the City Regions, especially in Cheshire.  Is there a different approach for Cheshire, as suggested by the County Council, which would be preferable?  (NWRA suggest that there is “…some potential for modification…” – what should this modification comprise?)

In terms of the presently proposed City Regions what is the position of Congleton – the BC prefer the southern part of the District clearly to fall within the Manchester sub-region?  What is the position of Vale Royal in relation to the Liverpool City Region, about which the MPU are concerned?  And should parts of West Lancashire fall within the Central Lancashire CR rather than Liverpool CR?

A number of parties have raised the West Cheshire/N E Wales strategy.  This will be discussed later in the EiP but parties may have views as to how it affects the City Regional approach.

Is there any more to be said, following the earlier debate, about Carlisle and Crewe?

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

2B (ii) Are the City Regions to be treated as being equal or is there a hierarchy?

Panel Questions
In the statements on this question there is much use of the word “complementary” (and in one case “complimentary”) to describe the roles of the City Regions.  While it is recognised that there are differences between them – for example the RDA describe the leading role of Manchester, the smaller but growing position of Merseyside, and the way in which Central Lancashire “operates at a different scale” – there are relatively few calls for the three to be treated as a hierarchy.

However the MPU make a case for a “bi-polar” approach which recognises the dominance of the two core City Regions, believing that that is most likely to achieve the vision of the RSS and the Northern Way.  Some other parties have shed doubt on the coherence of the Central Lancashire City Region and this was raised under Matter 1.  Is there a case for regarding the CLCR differently from the other two?  What would be the practical effect of so doing? 

TUESDAY 7 NOVEMBER 2006 – PM

WEDNESDAY 8 NOVEMBER 2006 – AM

MATTER 2C: LOCATIONS FOR DEVELOPMENT 
2C (i) Is the evidence base for Table 7.1 sound? Should the proposed settlement hierarchy be reassessed, and should a consistent approach be adopted toward the identification of Key Service Centres?

Preamble
It appears to the panel that Table 7.1 and the supporting text are in a state of evolution and it is not argued even by the Assembly that it represents the finished article. 

NWRA briefing paper 14 summarises the work of Land Use Consultants on this matter. The Assembly do not recommend that the output of this work can or should be incorporated into the strategy at this stage – they see it feeding into a future review – though they do suggest some changes on pages 5 and 6 of their note.  Various parties have expressed objection to various points within the LUC paper but others have supported it.

Most parties have criticised the inconsistencies within the present Table 7.1, and many have pointed to the differences in the way the issue is tackled in the urban and rural areas. 

Some parties wish to see the table omitted and replaced by a different approach; others wish to see it retained.

Panel Questions

What is the purpose of Table 7.1?  Northern Way question its rationale, and ask how it helps to explain and justify priorities.  But MPU point to various policies which are directly related to it.  In the light of this, how important is the existence of some kind of hierarchy to the overall strategy?

Need there be an explicit hierarchy as in Table 7.1?  Or would it be best as GONW and others suggest doing away with the table and replacing it with a set of criteria which can be used to identify centres via the LDF process?  Would this lead to further inconsistencies as between the definitions in different parts of the Region?

If there were to be a criterion based policy – what should the criteria be? Would, for example, the list provided by Cumbria in their statement provide a basis for it? Are the LUC criteria helpful? The Panel would welcome specific guidance on this point from the advocates of criteria.

Is it the case, as some suggest, that Cumbria, and particularly the LDNP, are so different in character from the rest of the region that different criteria should apply?
Is there in any event such a different set of circumstances as between the urban and rural parts of the region that a different approach is required?  Would a suitable solution be – as NWRA suggest – to retain the list broadly as it is but to add a policy or background text as to the way the hierarchy should operate within urban areas? 

If so, what exactly ought any statement about the urban areas to comprise?

Should the KSCs in Table 7.1 (final columns) be re-named as “KSCs in rural areas”, as some suggest.

Does there need to be a policy relating to more local centres, as NWRA suggest?  If so what should it say? (This matter will also be discussed under Matter 2D)

Is it agreed that the LUC work cannot be adequately incorporated into the strategy at this stage or are there elements of it which could be included?

In briefing paper 20a, NWRA propose to omit the last paragraph in policy RDF2; is this supported?

Specifics

A number of points are made about the specifics of the table as it stands; there may be others but the Panel have noted:

- It is argued that Preston should be elevated to the “Regional Centres” category alongside Manchester and Liverpool.  Elsewhere it is argued that an intermediate level between the regional centres and the Regional Towns and Cities, should be incorporated and that it should include Preston Chester and Carlisle (and perhaps others).  In the light of earlier discussion, is either of these changes appropriate?

- It is suggested that Kendal and Lytham St Annes might be elevated to the regional towns and cities category and that Skelmersdale might be “relegated” to the KSC category.  Are any of these proposals right?

- It is suggested that Sandbach and Alsager should fall within the Manchester City Region and that Northwich and Frodsham should fall within both Manchester and Liverpool City Regions.  Are these points accepted? 

- Several parties have raise questions of definition – in particular whether the Manchester/Salford and Liverpool regional centres include, or should include, parts of the surrounding inner areas.  What is the correct definition in this context?

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

2C (ii) When, and in what circumstances will there be a need for a review of the Green Belt?
Panel Questions
There have been many comments about the timing of possible future reviews of the Green Belts.  Some parties suggest that because reviews take some time to complete and implement they should commence earlier than proposed.  This perhaps applies more particularly, according to respondents, in Merseyside and Chester.  Others suggest that reviews may not be needed – for example in some parts of Cheshire – until later than the draft RSS suggests.  There are comments about the later date proposed for Warrington, though the Council support the timing.  Should the Panel recommend any changes to the timings suggested? 

GONW comment that there is “insufficient clarity between “exceptional substantial strategic change” and “exceptional small scale detailed boundary changes”…”  They consider that the boundary changes mentioned in paragraph 7.21 could be described as “substantial” and “strategic”.  They recommend the omission of the last sentence of RDF5 and of paragraph 7.21, and the omission of “substantial”.  Would these changes clarify the meaning of the policy, which others have also questioned?  Are there other changes which parties would suggest to the Panel which would deal with this ambiguity?

What would be the implications of this for the possible changes mentioned in paragraph 7.21?  Parties have raised various specific emerging proposals.  There will be discussion later in the EiP about the strategic employment sites and the airports.  But does Green Belt policy need to reflect emerging proposals for employment sites in East Lancashire, S Ribble/Preston, or near Chester, or proposals at Manchester or Liverpool John Lennon Airports, in any specific way?  Or can/should these proposals be taken forward through the LDF process?

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

WEDNESDAY 8 NOVEMBER 2006 – PM

MATTER 2D: RURAL ISSUES

2D (i) Are rural issues, including the development needs of small towns, adequately addressed in the draft RSS?

Preamble
Many helpful points have been made in the representations on this topic.  Some of them are, however, in the nature of general exhortations to pay more attention to rural issues, or references to particular topics which parties feel should be covered more fully.  The Panel would ask parties to be specific about the changes which they wish to see in these cases.  Some points may go beyond what is possible or desirable for an RSS to cover, and some tend to repeat what is already in national policy; the Panel would ask the parties to bear these points in mind too.

The attention of participants is drawn to Briefing Note 20 produced by the North West Regional Assembly, and to Briefing Note 2 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.

Panel Questions

A number of parties suggest that rural issues are not well covered in the draft RSS.  The scale, diversity, economic importance, inter-relationships and problems of those areas are not fully recognised.  What specific changes do parties wish to see to redress this perceived imbalance?

GO and others propose that the Strategy should pay specific regard to the Regional Rural Development Framework and that its six headline priorities should be incorporated into policy RDF3.  Would this be a valuable addition and help to address the question above?

CPRE in their statement (p 2/3) suggest an extensive list of additions.  Would these address the point in the questions above?  Are parties happy with all of the points in the CPRE suggestion? (TAR also suggest a new bullet point about tranquillity, landscape etc)

Many of the parties’ comments are about the role of key service centres.  Many argue that there should be a policy regarding local centres too, and in briefing note 20a the NWRA have put forward a suggestion as to the ground which such a policy might cover.  Does this provide a useful way forward and to what extent does it meet the comments of respondents?

Cumbria have also put forward a form of words, covering similar ground and taken from the JSP: “Small scale development to help sustain local services, meet local needs, or support rural businesses will be permitted in towns and villages defined as local service centres in Local Development Frameworks.  It will be the exception for new development to be located in the open countryside”.  Does this offer a way forward for the region as a whole?

Some parties have called for a more flexible approach outside centres – especially in relation to the growth of rural businesses and the conversion of redundant farm buildings to various uses.  The RDA have pointed out that the expansion of businesses may not always enhance the rural environment. Is more flexibility required here?

In respect of the sparse rural areas, and especially the Lake District, several parties suggest that the policies – even with the addition of reference to local centres, fail to respond to the particular needs of those areas.  Does the Strategy need to provide greater flexibility, to the LDNP in particular, to provide services in a different way, or does the last part of RDF3 adequately recognise this point? 

Cumbria Assoc of Local Councils question whether planning has sufficient “reach” to ensure that KSCs and Local Centres provide an adequate range of services, citing health as an example. Is this a problem for the Strategy? 

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