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Preamble

Discussion will focus first on the general employment land provisions reflected in Policy W3 and Tables 8.2 and 8.3 of the RSS.  Subsequently we will turn to the broad locations for regionally significant economic development set out in Policy W2 and Table 8.1. Although some of the broad locations listed in Table 8.1 have been linked to specific development proposals, the present examination is concerned with the general strategy contained in the draft RSS, rather than the detailed merits or consequences of particular schemes.

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.

3A (i) Is there a sound evidence base for the employment land provisions set out in Tables 8.2 and 8.3?
Panel Questions

Table 8.2 quantifies the need for additional employment land.  It compares the current supply of committed employment land (excluding strategic regional sites) with the projected future requirement based on recent take-up rates (adjusted to reflect an assumed increase in economic activity, and further adjusted to provide additional flexibility).  As the recent take-up rates include development on strategic regional sites, they appear to represent the sum of all employment land development in the region, not just development of sub-regional or local importance.  In view of this, should committed land within strategic regional sites be included in Row A?  And should Row H then be taken to show the total regional requirement for employment land?

The projected take up rates in Table 8.2 are based on different economic scenarios, according to which offers the highest employment level for a particular sub-region.  Is this approach flawed?

Table 8.2 assumes that future increases in GVA will be reflected in an increased take-up of employment land, at a ratio of 1:05.  The basis for this assumption is not clear.  Is it supported by any empirical evidence?

The land supply for Cheshire in Table 8.2 includes large sites at Ince Marshes and Stanlow, which are subject to special constraints.  Should these be excluded?

Is it appropriate to assess future land requirements on the basis of past take up rates?  AGMA argue for an alternative approach based on job growth targets and assumed increases in GVA.  This appears to give a similar result to that shown in Table 8.3, in which increases in the land requirement for development in Use Classes B1 and B8 are more than offset by the falling demand for industrial land in Use Class B2.  Does this provide a more appropriate basis for the RSS?

How does Table 8.3 relate to Table 8.2, and how is it to be applied?  Policy W3 indicates that it should provide the basis of an appropriate balance between B1, B2 and B8 uses, but the mechanics of this need further explanation.  Should Table 8.3 be deleted as suggested by NWDA?

Policy W3 requires the establishment of a portfolio of sites, at least 30% of which should be “available”.  How is this to be accomplished in practice?

Does Policy W3 adopt a “predict and provide” approach to the supply of land for economic development?  What form might a “plan, monitor and manage” approach take? 

3A (ii) Should the draft RSS set out employment land provision at a district level as well as the sub-regional level?

Panel Questions
NWRA Briefing Paper No 7 suggests ways in which employment land requirements could be apportioned between districts, but outlines the disadvantages of each.  Should guidance at the district level be provided, and if so how?
The Implementation Framework indicates that local authorities will have to work together to provide the land requirements set out in Policies W2 and W3.  What is the machinery for this?  How are partnerships between local authorities intended to operate and how will disputes be resolved?
Should each local planning authority make its own assessment of employment land requirements within its area, being guided rather than be constrained by Table 8.2?

3A (iii) On what basis have the broad locations for regionally significant economic development in Table 8.1 been selected and are the locations sustainable? Do they reflect the regional spatial framework and sub-regional policy framework in the draft RSS? How do they reflect and reinforce the spatial distribution of economic growth, regeneration priorities, and the broad housing locations, and what are the transport implications? (Note – for the avoidance of doubt the Parkside Colliery proposal falls within this policy)
Panel Questions
General Principles

Is the definition of regionally significant economic development in paragraph 8.6 of the draft RSS adequate?  Should there be criteria for site selection, for instance reflecting those in Policy EC5 of RPG13?

Should the criteria in Appendix RT5.1 apply to all proposed Inter Modal Freight Terminals?

Is there any evidence that a lack of sites for regionally significant economic development is restricting the increase of GVA in the North West?  The number of locations for regionally significant economic development has grown from 11 in RPG13 to 25 in the RES – on what basis?  Is there any limit to the number of sites or the amount of land required?

On what criteria have the broad locations in Table 8.1 been selected in preference to possible alternatives?  Alternatives suggested in representations include Barrow, Penrith, Kendal, Samlesbury, Fleetwood-Thornton, M55 Junction 4, Atlantic Gateway, Approach 580, Seaforth, St Helens SIA, Wirral Waters, Widnes Waterfont EDZ, Ellesmere Port, Cutacre, Holmes Chapel, Alderley Edge, Ashton Moss and Wavertree.  Would any of these fall within the broad locations identified in draft RSS?  Have they been considered for inclusion?

Does Policy W2 allow sufficient scope for identifying new locations for significant economic development?

In selecting broad locations, what account has been taken of accessibility and commuting; the potential contribution to regeneration and employment need; the broad housing locations proposed in RSS; flood risk; Green Belt policy; and other constraints?  Should the RSS establish criteria for the identification of sites for regional significant employment development to take account of these factors?

A number of the broad locations proposed in Table 8.1 include Strategic Regional Sites identified in the RES, which are under construction, are the subject of planning permission, or are allocated in the relevant development plan.  Should these be shown as specific commitments rather than as broad locations, particularly as the number of sites in each broad location is usually to be limited to one?

Why is there a limit of one site in each broad location?

Particular Locations
South West of Chester (proposed for a reserve knowledge nucleus site and aligned with Chester Business Park Regional Strategic site in RES).  Cheshire CC say that Chester does not have strong links to the region’s higher educational or research and development institutions.  Why is it an appropriate location for a knowledge nucleus site?  The Chester City Council’s evidence is that Chester’s economy is at full capacity, with 
unemployment of 1.7%.  Housing is expensive and in short supply.  The city is surrounded by Green Belt which helps preserve its setting and special character.  The proposed broad location for development appears to be within an area of high flood risk.  NWRA’s consultants found that the Chester Business Park scored very poorly in terms of sustainability?  In view of these considerations, what is the justification for Chester as a location for further regionally significant economic development?

South of Crewe.  Does the Basford site have potential as an Inter-modal Freight Terminal?
South West Greater Manchester and Newton-le-Willows (proposed for IMFTs and aligned respectively with the Carrington and Parkside Colliery Strategic Regional Sites in RES).  Development in either of these locations would appear to encroach into the Green Belt.  Has any assessment been made of the 
number, size and optimum location of IMFTs in the North West, including the availability of road and rail capacity to serve them?  Alternatives are being promoted at Ditton (Widnes), Barton (shown as being within a broad location for a Regional Investment Site), Birkenhead Waterfront, and possibly Basford.  Can further IMFTs be justified within the Green Belt?

Central Carlisle (proposed as a Knowledge Nucleus Site).  How would this be linked to higher education institutions, research and development facilities, existing knowledge based industries or major hospitals?  Further explanation of the suitability of this location for a Knowledge Nucleus Site is required.

3A (iv) Are the land designations in W2 focused enough in terms of use, or will they allow for significant B1 office development, which could undermine more sustainable town/city centre locations?
Panel Question
Policy W2 indicates that headquarter functions could be accommodated on Knowledge Nucleus Sites.  Knowledge based activity may itself contain substantial elements of office development.  Is Policy W2 contrary to the sequential approach to office development outlined in PPS6?  Are the broad locations specified suitable for office development?  Does the policy require clarification on office development, along the same lines as Policy W3?
3A (v) Is there sufficient clarity regarding the types and scale of development, which will be permitted on reserve sites? Do current trends in inward investment support the retention of reserve sites for “large scale manufacturing”?
Panel Questions
Are reserve sites to be fully serviced, but then held back indefinitely until an appropriate user is identified?  How is this to be accomplished, once planning permission has been granted?  Who is to decide when “investment would otherwise be lost to the region” and on what basis?

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