MATTER 7A
General points for sub-regions

· Briefing Paper 6 and section 2 of the Technical Appendix provide the rationale behind the development of the various sub-regions in draft RSS.

· Previous debates in EIP discussed restructuring sub-regional policy as per GONW Briefing Papers 1 and 2 which did not find particular favour amongst participants.

· However, there was some enthusiasm from participants for relocating the sub-regional policies before the thematic sections to sit alongside the regional framework.

· Additional elements on Green Infrastructure/ Environment pick up on concerns about sub-regional policies lacking such content but does it add anything particular about the sub-region (save for the examples included).

Specific points for Manchester City Region

Panel request regarding the policies contained in AGMA’s Manchester City Region Spatial Strategy:
MCR1
· First bullet point - first sentence provides a more general approach whereas we have a more spatial approach set out for bullets one and two.
· First bullet - Green Belt review already covered in RDF5 albeit it pushes the timeline to 2021 compared to 2011 in RDF5.

· Second bullet is about implementation so more appropriate for Implementation Framework?

· Third bullet – moved away from referencing CRDP in favour of sectors identified in W1 (RES derived) although there is a high degree of common sectors.
· Fourth bullet – our suggested changes cover some of this in bullet one of MCR1 in BP20. Could agree to the intent of the first sentence of the bullet (sharpens up the spatial aspect of the policy) as an amendment to our first bullet although some concerns about terminology which need clarification and possible amendment:

· “…at established sites…” – need to resolve what this means (i.e. established sites anywhere?)

· why say “…accessible primarily…”?
· “…sustainable transport modes…” – why not say public transport/ walking/cycling?

· Fifth bullet simplifies the two bullets on housing in draft MCR1 although it does lose some of the content.
· Sixth/seventh bullet – not sure that the new wording adds any value to what is already in the policy, which AGMA wrote and NWRA edited for consistency with the rest of the RTS.  They are very general statements, arguably less spatial than ours (cf no reference to Wigan as a key public transport interchange)?

· Eighth bullet – could probably live with this being included given the fairly heavy criticism of the lack of environmental aspects in the sub-regional frameworks although it is somewhat generic (no spatial element identifying particular areas – role for LDFs etc?).

MCR2
· First and second bullets rearrange aspects of the first parts of MCR2 so if Panel think it reads better then no major problem with the redraft.

· Third and sixth bullets – Third bullet point starts to deal with schemes, ie what is the Manchester Rail Hub? - We have not used this term in the transport priorities.  Also, not sure what this adds over our test in MCR1 bullet point seven, although this could be amended to reflect the importance of linking the Inner Areas to the Regional Centre.  Similar response regarding bullet point six, if this is a priority, the text in MCR1 could be amended to reflect - I would not wish to see all MCR policies fall within the RTS
· Fourth bullet – removes reference to Inner Areas replacing with deprived residential areas adjacent to Regional Centre (definition?). Would it include Trafford Park?

· Fifth bullet – would not support (why just name Trafford Park? what about other sub-regionally significant sites/locations?).

· Seventh bullet – could probably live with this being included given the fairly heavy criticism of the lack of environmental aspects in the sub-regional frameworks although it is somewhat generic (no spatial element identifying particular areas – role for LDFs etc?).

MCR3
· First bullet – concerns about some terminology but would support the wording in general given clarification and maybe some changes as a result
· “…core areas…” introduces a new spatial element – why not stick to “…in or on the edge of town centres…”

· “…at established sites…” – need to resolve what this means (i.e. established sites anywhere?)

·  “…accessible primarily…”
· “…sustainable transport modes…” – why not say public transport/ walking/cycling?

· Amend ref to MCR1 to W1

· Second bullet – depends on what “…meet expected needs…” and “…support economic growth...” means.
· Third bullet – This is repetitive with regard to what has been said in MCR1 and MCR2 - over emphasis.  We have, for example, in one policy links from Inner Areas to the Airport are important and here links from the Airport to Inner Areas are important.  Only need to say it once.
· Fourth bullet - could probably live with this being included given the fairly heavy criticism of the lack of environmental aspects in the sub-regional frameworks although it is somewhat generic (no spatial element identifying particular areas – role for LDFs etc?). Reference to Mersey valley provides some spatial direction but why just mention it?
MCR4

· First bullet – additional text helps to provide spatial direction to MCR4 although again some concern about terminology
· “…core areas…” introduces a new spatial element – why not stick to “…in or on the edge of town centres…”

· “…at established sites…” – need to resolve what this means (i.e. established sites anywhere?)

·  “…accessible primarily…”
· “…sustainable transport modes…” – why not say public transport/ walking/cycling?
· Second bullet – depends on what “…meet expected needs…” and “…support economic growth...” means.

· Third bullet – See comment above - how many times do we need to say the same thing?  It would be better to make sure MCR1 states what is required in policy terms and omit any reference to transport elsewhere to avoid duplication.
· Fourth bullet - could probably live with this being included given the fairly heavy criticism of the lack of environmental aspects in the sub-regional frameworks although it is somewhat generic (no spatial element identifying particular areas – role for LDFs etc?). 

MCR5
· General – gauge Warrington’s view on the policy (e.g. role of Warrington identified in the opening clause of the policy).
· First bullet – first sentence of the clause may be suitable to replace the first bullet of MCR5 given concerns about terminology are dealt with:
· “…at established sites…” – need to resolve what this means (i.e. established sites anywhere?)

· “…accessible primarily…”

· “…sustainable transport modes…” – why not say public transport/ walking/cycling?

· First bullet – second sentence covers sub-regional and regional economic development. Prefer to stick to existing MCR5 second and fourth bullets.
· Second bullet – Might be merit to include first part of clause although it is covered by para 9.19 (d). Latter part of clause amalgamates existing third and fourth bullets of MCR5.
· Third bullet – What is the view of Warrington BC on this policy?  I do not recall they had a particular problem with our original text.  The motorway network referred to is of UK national importance (M6, M62 and M56).  Otherwise the policy is map.  Has lost the requirement to promote Warrington as a key public transport interchange.
· Fourth bullet - could probably live with this being included given the fairly heavy criticism of the lack of environmental aspects in the sub-regional frameworks although it is somewhat generic (no spatial element identifying particular areas – role for LDFs etc?). 

MCR6
· Already covered at Matter 5D where we noted MCR6 is covered already by various clauses in existing policy (i.e. MCR1, RT3 and RDF5 (supporting text)).
· I think we stated under Matter 5D that there was no need for a separate policy on Manchester Airport.  If there is, and the Airport is seen as vital for the Region's economy, should it not be in Policy W1.
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