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Part 4 – Inconsistencies
NWRA RESPONSE – PLEASE NOTE THAT THE NWRA VIEWS EXPRESSED ARE OFFICER LEVEL OPINIONS FROM THE NWRA.


1. Introduction
1.1
There has already been considerable debate at the EIP about the role and purpose of Part 4 of Draft RSS for the North West of England. It will continue when the EIP reconvenes in January and looks in more detail at the policies for each sub-region.
1.2
In advance of this the Panel has asked GONW to set down more specific comment about our concerns with Part 4 and, in particular, to address the issue of inconsistencies.
2. Background
2.1
In our Briefing Paper no 2 we suggested a revised overarching framework to express clearer priorities for growth and regeneration in the North West. This combined elements of RDF policies (the regional spatial framework) with relevant aspects of Part 4 (the sub-regional policy frameworks).
2.2
We asked the Panel to consider Part 4’s “added value” in the light of our suggested revisions to the overarching framework. We can see a valuable role for sub-regional frameworks to address the challenges and opportunities in each sub-region, tackling strategic policy deficits and adopting a distinctive, place-sensitive approach that recognises the diversity within and between urban and rural areas across the North West. 

NWRA welcome the GONW view that the sub-regional frameworks provide a valuable role.

2.3
We are not convinced that Part 4 as currently drafted fully achieves this. Firstly, although there is helpful additional advice in the supporting text, much of the current policy content either simply cross-refers to thematic policy, cites implementation tools, or could equally apply across the region as a whole. Secondly, much of the remaining content in respect of the city regions (less so in the case of Cumbria / N Lancashire) duplicates the regional spatial framework (RDF policies) - especially if the latter were amended as we suggest to draw out the emphasis on the inner areas as well as regional centres, and to articulate regional spatial priorities for growth and regeneration that align more directly with the RES and RFA visions.
2.4
Thirdly, there are numerous inconsistencies between Part 4 policies and the rest of the Plan, and between Part 4 policies themselves. This paper elaborates upon these. In summary they concern:

· the spatial units for which policy is articulated - making it difficult to match the locational priorities in Part 4 with the thematic policies addressing the scale of development (notably housing and employment land);
NWRA – this issue was discussed in earlier debates of the EIP and it was acknowledged by parties (including NWRA) that there is work to be done in matching up geographical distinctions between thematic policies and city regions. The difficulty primarily lies in how data are collected and whether they are publicly available, but not be insurmountable given resources and agreement on boundaries to be used for policies. However, there may be issues and occasions when practical difficulties cannot be overcome.
· regional centres (RDF1) – different priorities on accessibility accorded by thematic transport policy (RT1) and Part 4 (MCR1 and LCR1). Frequently confused with city centres. RDF1 gives no priority to the surrounding inner areas;  
NWRA acknowledged the need to include a reference to Inner Areas in Policy RDF1 at earlier sessions of the EIP.
· regional towns and cities (RDF1) – it is difficult to reconcile the one size fits all approach and concept of “complementarity” with the Part 4 policies, notably in respect of north and south MCR;
NWRA - RDF1 does not set out a one size fits all approach as explained in earlier session of the EIP. The concept of complementarity fits with sub-regional policy by providing the necessary steer between Regional Centres, and regional towns and cities within the City Regions.
· key service centres (RDF3) – similarly the blanket concept of local needs does not sit easily with some of the priorities in Part 4, notably Kendal and Penrith;

NWRA – RDF3 does not expound a blanket approach with the subtleties being drawn out in the sub-regional policies in Part 4.
· airports – inconsistent references to their transport gateway and economic development functions. No mention of the role of Manchester Airport as a key driver in W1;

NWRA – no specific policy references given above, but in any case there is a need to set out the transport gateway and economic development functions of airports. Manchester Airport is not featured in W1 as it is not a sector.
· lack of transparency – it is difficult to see how Tables 8.1, 9.1, 10.2 deliver the spatial priorities in Part 4 policies and hence difficult to judge whether they are consistent;
NWRA – this issue was discussed in earlier debates of the EIP and it was acknowledged by parties (including NWRA) that there is work to be done in matching up geographical distinctions between thematic policies and city regions. The difficulty primarily lies in how data are collected and whether they are publicly available, but not be insurmountable given resources and agreement on boundaries to be used for policies. However, there may be issues and occasions when practical difficulties cannot be overcome.
· within Part 4 – inconsistencies in topic coverage and policy articulation which may result from the scope and approach of the respective sub-regional strategies rather than more substantive policy imperatives.     
NWRA – the sub-regional policies are not intended to be an identical set of policy themes and coverage. They follow the two key principles set out in paragraph 1.13 of PPS11 to address functional relationships and strategic policy deficit.
3.
Inconsistencies between Part 4 and the rest of the Plan
3.1 Sub-areas – it is difficult to marry up the MCR and LCR sub-area policies (especially for the regional centres and inner areas) with the ‘quantitative’ thematic policies, such as L4 and W3, which give them concrete expression and provide more detail on the actual scale (and pace, if phased) of development. For example, what is the balance of Manchester, Salford or Trafford’s housing allocation in table 9.1 between the various sub-areas? The Monitoring and Implementation Framework offers no advice on how performance against the sub-area priorities will be judged. At the very least it will require data collection at a finer grain for different geographic units than currently reported on in the RSS Annual Monitoring Report. Note: Northern Manchester in table 9.1 is not the same as the northern part of the Manchester City region.

NWRA - A range of indicators are identified as being suitable for sub regional monitoring in Appendix B of the Implementation Framework. Mechanisms for monitoring the specific sub areas and targets are not yet identified.  The intention is that these will be developed as the RSS is finalised.  As GONW point out the monitoring will be complex, and may require data on a sub-district basis.  Also partnership working will be required and links will need to be made with other sub region / city region monitoring regimes.  Given the scale of work needed it would be premature to undertake this in detailed form at this stage, before the sub areas are finalised.

3.2 W1 – we assume these are the same sectors referred to in MCR1 and LCR1 in terms of the CRDPs. W1 bullet two, however, differs from the list in MCR3, and makes no mention of Manchester Airport. 
NWRA – The list in W1 attempts to reconcile the sectors identified in the RES and CRDPs (footnote 46 makes that clear) as far as possible.  So for example Manchester Airport doesn’t appear as a ‘sector’ in the RES.  The airport is identified in the RES under ‘key assets and opportunities’ as a key international gateway.  The rationale for drawing on the RES and CRDPs was the need to ensure alignment with the RES and also awareness of the frequency at which CRDPs seem to be being reviewed
3.3 W5 – policy W5 para two suggests that Manchester and Liverpool city centres are the same as the regional centres but policies MCR2 and LCR2 make it clear that this is not the case. Also, although MCR1 and LCR1 refer to the leisure and cultural roles of the regional centres, there are no policies on these aspects elsewhere in the Plan;  
NWRA – It is important for Policy W5 to refer to City Centres in line with PPS6, but also have to recognise the identification of Manchester and Liverpool as Regional Centres.  There is no specific policy on leisure issues due the lack of a robust evidence base.  Identified in para 17.16 as an issue for a future review.  

3.4 L4 – MCR2 bullet three refers only to impacts on other housing markets. L4 refers to cumulative impacts on four categories of existing stock and markets.
NWRA – L4 provides a more explicit reference whereas MCR2 is overarching incorporating the four categories. However, for clarity, MCR2 could be expanded to set out the four categories. Need to consider any potential redrafting in the light of AGMA’s submission for MCR2.
3.5 RT1 – MCR1 and LCR1 seek to enhance the accessibility of the regional centres. RT1 refers only to enhancing the accessibility of the lower tiers in the settlement hierarchy – the regional towns and cities, and key service centres.

NWRA – Need to consider any potential redrafting in the light of AGMA’s and MPU’s submissions for MCR1 and LCR1. 
3.6 Airports – references in MCR1 bullet one and MCR3 to Manchester Airport as a key growth driver are consistent with RT3 but are not reflected in the chapter on “Working in the North West”. The MCR1 bullet seven reference to it as the North of England’s key international gateway is consistent with para 4.2 3) which talks of the airport in transport terms as the key international gateway, but not RT3 which only refers to the role of the airport in economic terms as a key driver.
NWRA – W1 deals with key economic sectors which would preclude Manchester Airport as it is not a sector. The airport functions as a key component of the transport linkages required by the economic sectors identified in W1 which is consistent with the approach set out in MCR1, MCR3 and RT3.
3.7 RDF1 – as our Briefing Paper 6 suggests, the articulation of policy in the regional spatial framework in terms of centres, urban areas and settlements cuts across the sub-area focus of Part 4 policies and it is difficult to read the two together.  There are also more specific inconsistencies such as:
· City Regions – final sentences of paras 12.2 and 13.2 accord priority / focus for development activity between the city regions that is not immediately evident in RDF1.

NWRA – earlier debates at the EIP explored whether there was a need for explicit prioritisation of the sub-regions to be included in RDF1. The sentences at paragraphs 12.2, 13.2 (and 14.2 incidentally) do not set out a priority but set out a statement that relates the relative 
· Regional Centres – MCR2 and LCR2 both reflect the emphasis in RDF1 on the Manchester / Salford and Liverpool Regional Centres, but in the latter case the term is used interchangeably with Liverpool City Centre.  This is confusing.
NWRA – Agree that the references could be changed to refer to the Regional Centre in the LCR policies.
· Inner area – the emphasis on the inner areas (called “surrounding” inner area in LCR2) is not apparent in RDF1.
NWRA acknowledged the need to include a reference to Inner Areas in Policy RDF1 at earlier sessions of the EIP.
· Regional towns and cities – there is no distinction in RDF1 between settlements in the north and south of MCR.  RDF1 allows “complementary” development in the regional towns and cities (incl Altrincham, Stockport and Northwich) whereas MCR3 allows for only local / affordable needs and to support agreed regeneration strategies.  It is also not clear whether the requirement of “complementarity” in RDF1 bullet two is additional to the requirements of part 4 policies.  For example, is it an extra requirement on top of MCR5 (Warrington) or does MCR5 rather explain what “complementary” means?

NWRA – it is entirely consistent to include the term complementary in RDF1 which is then explained in greater detail in the sub-regional policy frameworks.
3.8 RDF3 – the bundling together of all Key Service Centres (KSCs) in terms of fulfilling local needs (RDF3) is at odds with

· CNL1 bullet one which focuses major development in West Cumbria (a collection of KSCs); CNL1 bullet two which refers to moderate levels of development; CNL2 bullet four in respect of Kendal and Penrith;
· CLCR3 which allows development in settlements outside the regional towns and cities appropriate to their “scale and function”.  It is not clear whether these are just the KSCs, but even if they are, there is an inconsistency since RDF3 says development should be of a ”scale and nature appropriate to fulfil the needs of local communities”. 

NWRA – As mentioned above the KSCs are not bundled together and where detail is required for particular settlements this has been provided in the sub-regional policy frameworks.
4.
Inconsistencies between Part 4 policies
4.1
Because the policies in Part 4 have largely been drawn from very separate pieces of work at sub-regional level, there are inconsistencies in terminology and the way visions are articulated and cross references made, as well as topic coverage and policy content.  It is unclear if these reflect different policy responses to different problems and opportunities or simply result from different terms of reference and approach.  For example:

Terminology:

· policy LCR2 is couched in terms of Liverpool city centre and surrounding inner area, whereas MCR2 talks of the Regional Centre and inner areas.  Why are the title and first two paras of MCR2 expressed differently to the title and first para of LCR2 when the only significant difference in approach concerns the treatment of professional services in LCR2?
NWRA – Agree that the use of Regional Centre in the LCR policies would be appropriate. Agree that “inner area” could be used for consistency in MCR and LCR policies.
· similar concepts are sometimes articulated at city region and sub-area levels in different ways eg MCR1 bullets two and three and MCR2 and 4.  This repetition makes policy more difficult to understand and gives scope for different interpretations.  There is less repetition between LCR1 and subsequent LCR policies.  However, the wording of bullet three in LCR1 and the last bullet in LCR3 is confusing and potentially inconsistent;
NWRA – MCR1/LCR1 provide the over-arching hooks that are then dealt with in more detail in the MCR and LCR policies that follow. 

· the Manchester / Salford regional centre is defined in footnote 202.  The Liverpool regional centre is only defined in conjunction with the surrounding inner areas (footnote 213);
NWRA – Agree, need to add definition for Liverpool regional centre which can be discussed at Matter 8 given the suggested definition from Merseyside Policy Unit
· most Part 4 policies start “plans and strategies will…” but CNL2 says “should”.  LCR2, CLCR2, and CLCR3 are formulated differently.  Why, and is it of significance?

NWRA – Agree, can change should to will.
Visions:

· the visions for the different sub-regions are articulated very differently.  There is no vision for Cumbria / N Lancs sub-region but rather a set of spatial objectives for Cumbria, and no vision for South Cheshire.  The LCR and MCR visions have different time horizons (2025) from Draft RSS.  There are no outcome targets in the Monitoring and Implementation Framework to measure performance against these visions.
NWRA – The visions for MCR and LCR have been derived from partnership work on CRDPs and sub-regional policies for RSS. The timeline to 2025 will not be a problem given the need to review RSS. At the time of developing the sub-regional frameworks for Cumbria/North Lancashire and South Cheshire specific visions had not been developed but future reviews could incorporate where needed. 
Cross references:

Cross-referencing could be useful if it drew the readers’ attention to all relevant policies that have a sub-regional dimension in a consistent way (a sort of sub-regional index) but this is not the case.  For example:

· there are consistent references to RT1, RT8 and RT3 (except Carlisle) but RT4 is only mentioned in the context of the Mersey Ports and Heysham.  Only the West Cheshire policy (LCR4) mentions specific transport corridors;

· only MCR4 and LCR3 cross-reference housing policies (L3 and 4); 

· MCR3, MCR5, LCR3, CLCR1, CNL1 and CNL4 cross-reference W2 whilst LCR2 and MCR2 refer to specific broad locations by name.  LCR4 and CH1 do neither.  Only MCR2, LCR3 and CLCR1 cross-reference W3.  No part 4 policies cross-refer to W5, W6 or W8 – all of which articulate sub-regional priorities in one way or another; 

NWRA – in line with paragraph 1.3 of submitted draft RSS; “Cross-referencing within the policies has been kept to instances where explicit policy linkages need to be highlighted.” Paragraph 3.14 of the Panel Report into the Partial Review of RPG13 suggested that cross references be used very sparingly.
Topic coverage:
· LCR2 bullet four refers to a proposed regional park but MCR and CLCR polices do not.  This is despite the fact that, in the case of MCR, para 12.5 of the supporting text specifically mentions regional park and community forest resources in the context of green infrastructure;
NWRA – Need to consider any potential redrafting in the light of MPU’s submissions for LCR policies.
· LCR3 and CNL1 refer to local centres but others, for example, CLCR3 and MCR4 do not;

NWRA – The difficulty faced in RSS is to what level of detail to provide policy. The only instance where settlements not featured in Table 7.1 are included is in LCR3, whereas CNL1 refers to the need for local centres to be identified by LDFs. The revised LCR3 policy from MPU suggests a number of local centres to be named. The Assembly would suggest that naming local centres in RSS provides too detailed a layer of policy, but have included a suggested revision in Briefing Paper 20a with regard to a possible local centres framework policy for RSS. If the policy is included in the proposed revisions to RSS, it may negate the need for references in LCR3 and CNL1.
· Both LCR3 (northern LCR) and LCR4 (W Cheshire) set out policy for Ellesmere Port.
NWRA - Need to consider any potential redrafting in the light of the Assembly’s Briefing Paper on West Cheshire and North East Wales and the forthcoming debate at the EIP.
Policy content: 

· the focus on the Pathfinder area in bullet one of LCR2 is not matched by a similar emphasis in MCR2 and is expressed differently in CLCR1;

NWRA – would not agree that emphasis is lacking and would question why a problem is identified in expressing issues in different ways for each HMR area.
· MCR4 bullet two promotes a range of accessible, high quality employment sites.  Why does LCR3 not do the same? MCR2 penultimate para emphasises a good range of high quality housing.  Why do LCR2 and CLCR2 not do the same? Do such broad brush policies add value at the sub-regional level? 
NWRA – Agree that there could be improvement in consistent wording which in part may be met by the suggested changes coming forward from participants.
· MCR1 specifically seeks to enhance the accessibility of the Regional Centre. In LCR1 bullet 8, it is the city centre that is mentioned in this context and for all modes rather than just public transport;

NWRA – Agree that the wording could be changed to be consistent.
· unlike MCR2, there is no LCR policy on residential development in the  regional / city centre.  Does this reflect a different policy imperative?

NWRA – Reflects the policy development undertaken with partners in each of the city regions. Sub-regional policy is not about a one size fits all template.
· MCR policies distinguish between residential development and economic development – giving priority to the former in inner areas.  LCR policies give little specific advice on the location of residential development but seek to focus development generally in northern parts to address need (para 13.5).  This is a very different approach to MCR which gives more weight to building on success at key locations in the south.  The justification for these different stances is not clear;
NWRA - Reflects the policy development undertaken with partners in each of the city regions. 
· only LCR1 specifically mentions worklessness but there are concentrations elsewhere in other sub-regions;

NWRA – Issue is covered in W1 and supporting text of draft RSS at 8.4. The need for further wording in the sub-regions can be discussed at the EIP with all participants.
· CLCR1 and CNL2 cite specific delivery tools in policy (eg Preston Vision and Carlisle Renaissance) but MCR and LCR policies do not;
NWRA – specific references included as a result of consultation responses draft RSS (prior to the full public consultation).
· first para in MCR2 talks about the Manchester / Salford regional centre as the primary economic driver in the city region, but the first sentence in 12.6 says the regional centre will continue to be the primary economic driver in the North West;

NWRA – paragraph 12.6 also refers to the city region.
· MCR 2 bullet two refers to housing making a positive contribution towards the regional centre, whereas para 12.6 talks about avoiding a negative impact on its commercial, retail, leisure, cultural and tourism status.

NWRA – no conflict as the paragraph merely sets out the need to ensure residential development proportionate to the commercial etc function of the Regional Centre. 
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