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Preamble

Discussion will focus on Policy W5 and Table 8.4 of the draft Regional Spatial Strategy. 
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.

3B (i) Have the appropriate centres been listed in policy W5?
Panel Questions

Should the regional towns and cities listed in Table 7.1 be given priority as focal points for retail development?  At present Ellesmere Port, Widnes, Runcorn (Halton Lea) and Skelmersdale are excluded from the list in Policy W5.  Of these Widnes has more than 28,000 sq m of comparison retail floorspace, and is of a comparable size to some of the centres listed.  Ellesmere Port, Runcorn and Skelmersdale are smaller, but Policy W5 does not preclude development that would enhance their vitality and viability.  Should comparison retail development be explicitly encouraged in these centres?

Kendal is not listed as a regional town in Table 7.1, but is listed in Policy W5 as a centre in which additional retail development is to be encouraged.  Is this a consistent approach? 

Only 3 centres in Cumbria are listed in Policy W5 (Carlisle, Barrow and Kendal).  Additional centres that have been proposed by objectors include Workington, Whitehaven, Penrith, Maryport, Ulverston, Wigton and Keswick.  These are each notably smaller than the centres listed, but serve populations who must travel considerable distances to the listed centres.  Is there a case for promoting one or more additional centres in Cumbria?

Are there other centres that merit inclusion on the list in Policy W5?

3B (ii) Should a more hierarchical approach be adopted in Policy W5?

Panel Question
Policy W5 proposes a 3-level hierarchy of centres in which Manchester and Liverpool City Centres constitute the top tier, a network of 24 listed centres form the second tier, and unidentified centres form the third tier.  It has been argued that Chester, Preston and Carlisle should be promoted to an intermediate level between the first and second tiers, in view of their particular sub-regional importance.  Chester and Preston each have a comparison retail floor area of more than 90,000 sq m, and appear to be the biggest of the listed second tier centres.  Carlisle is smaller, but undoubtedly serves an extensive catchment.  The RES highlights the emerging importance of Preston as a growth centre, and also gives priority to growth opportunities in Chester and Carlisle.  On the other hand, the concentration of retail investment in a limited number of centres may encourage shoppers to make longer trips than would be the case with a more even distribution. 

3B (iii) Is the floor space requirement shown in Table 8.4 realistic?
Panel Questions
Table 8.4 sets out indicative comparison floorspace requirements, which are to provide a benchmark to inform Local Development Frameworks.  The aggregate comparison retail floor area of the centres specified in Policy W5 is about 1.6 million sq m.  The aggregate additional indicative requirement is for more than 2.2 million sq m - i.e. about 140% of the present floor area of the specified centres.  By comparison, expenditure on comparison goods is expected to grow by 83% over the plan period (Technical Appendix paragraph 3.191). Some of this growth is likely to be absorbed by special forms of trading and increased efficiency.  The indicative requirement is not apportioned between local planning authorities, who will have to make their own assessments of need.  Is Table 8.4 of value as a basis for their work?

Are there any other retail matters that participants wish to raise, which have not been covered?
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