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Preamble

These questions were prepared early in December. PPS 25 had just been published and the Panel were aware that a draft PPS (or addendum to existing PPS) on climate change was expected before Christmas. Parties should raise any points from these documents which bear directly on the issues under this matter.

The Panel are also expecting further briefing notes on certain topics, notably the redrafting of EM1, and water and sewerage. Parties should ensure that they are aware of these papers when they are available.

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

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. GONW have suggested (GONW BP2 - page 25) a set of objectives for this Chapter of the RSS. We wish to hear comments on these objectives.

6A (i) Should separate policies be used in this chapter to cover the individual aspects of (a) integrated land management incorporating woodland/ forestry, (b) biodiversity and (c) landscape and heritage (culture)? Are the policy tests sufficiently explicit?
6A (ii) Does the draft RSS provide an appropriate steer in relation to green infrastructure aspirations and requirements? How will this policy be implemented?
These two questions will be taken together because some parties have suggested that policies EM1 and 3 should be combined.

Panel Questions

In respect of policy EM1 the Panel is faced with a series of alternative suggestions for redrafting.

The most significant of these is perhaps that from Cumbria, Cheshire and Lancashire - which NWRA had invited (see para 1.4 of their statement). We have asked NWRA for a response to these proposals. 

We have also asked them to take into account the detailed revision by MPU dealing with “Natural Environment”; the outline revision from AGMA which combines EM1 and EM3 (SDL/AGMA/25); the outline policy on historic environment from English Heritage; and the proposal from CPRE on landscape and heritage. 

We note that the proposal from Cumbria Cheshire and Lancashire, and the supporting arguments from the three Authorities, cover many (but perhaps not all) of the points raised by other parties such as LDNP, Natural England and National Trust.

We hope to focus the debate on the NWRAs response to these propositions, and will expect to take into account:

1. Whether the NWRA response to the Panel’s request deals with the comments which people have made, or whether any reasons they have given for not making changes are accepted;

2. Whether EM1 should be split into several policies as some (but not many) suggest or whether EM1 and EM3 should be combined as AGMA (but not many others) suggest;

3. The extent to which the various suggestions either repeat national policy unnecessarily or deal with matters which would be more appropriately dealt with at local level;
4. Whether air quality should be mentioned here, or elsewhere, and what the RSS should say on the subject; 

5. The extent to which the revised policy complies with PPS9.

Green Infrastructure

Notwithstanding the “in combination” issue above:

6. It is argued that policy EM3 is not sufficiently robust and prescriptive. However, unlike EM1, there have been few specific suggestions as to wording changes. What changes might the Panel recommend to make the policy more robust?
7. Should it for example place specific requirements on LAs in relation to LDDs?

8. Is Green Infrastructure not applicable to rural areas, as Cheshire suggest? Is there confusion – as they (and Lancashire) also suggest – between the roles of GI and EF (ecological frameworks)? 

9. There are many references to the Draft North West Green Infrastructure Guide – some critical and some not. This document is not before the Panel. But what further reference, if any, should be made to it in the RSS (beyond that in 11.5)?

10. Should parts of the explanatory text in the Technical Appendix be brought forward into the RSS itself?

11. On the somewhat complex question of implementation, a number of suggestions have been made, most of which involve the encouragement of partnership working. The Assembly’s suggestions in para 2.4 of their statement found some favour. Some (e.g. Lancs Economic Partnership) refer to the need for sub-regional working. Can the parties suggest specific recommendations which the Panel could make to improve the prospects of satisfactory implementation?

6A (iii) Does the draft RSS take adequate account of the need to consider the implications of development in areas of flood risk?
Panel Questions

The final version of PPS 25 was published just as these questions were being prepared.

The Panel will expect all parties to be prepared to explain any implications of PPS 25, in relation to the points they have made in their evidence and statements, and to advise them of any amendments which they believe should be made to the Draft RSS as a result of it.

In the meantime we are in a position – not for the first time – where the policy is in a state of evolution, with Draft PPS 25 and its various requirements having emerged too late for inclusion. Further work has been carried out on this subject during 2006, including the preparation of the EA “Flood risk ranking for the N West Region” (SDL/EA/02). This may “…lead to a requirement for an early focussed review of RSS” (EA Statement).

In the light of this the Panel have the following questions:
 

1. To what extent if any might the present Draft RSS be altered to take account of the flood risk ranking (GONW imply in their statement that it might)?

2. Are there any implications arising from flood risk for the currently proposed broad locations for housing or employment (bearing in mind that the RSS is not site specific), or for transport infrastructure? 

3. Given the developing situation, are the references to flood risk in policies EM5 and EM6 sufficient? (Note - EA put forward proposed amendments to EM5 in their evidence - 585/4164).

4. What is the process and timescale for the production of the regional flood risk assessment and any possible subsequent review of the RSS?

6A (iv) Are water resources and the capacity of both water and sewerage infrastructure adequately considered in the draft RSS?

Panel Questions

Work has continued on this topic since the Draft RSS was completed.

The Panel have asked for a further briefing note from EA and NWRA on water and sewerage, which was not available at the time these questions were drafted; it is expected that that note will provide a focus for debate. It is expected amongst other things to suggest changes to the Draft RSS. 

In the light of this it is difficult for the Panel to frame questions; but on the basis of the statements they are likely to be interested in:

1. the implications of the growth proposed in the RSS (particularly housing growth) for water supplies and wastewater treatment capacity;

2. the solutions proposed by EA in their suggested amendments to policy EM5 (Original Rep 585/4164) and the proposals by EA/UU in their joint statement. Whether some of their proposals are outside the scope of the RSS (as HBF suggest);

3. whether a policy on wastewater sludge as suggested by UU in their statement (p4) should be added to RSS.



Are there any other relevant points which the parties wish to make?
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