MATTER 8A _NWRA Crib Sheet
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.
· Need to read in conjunction with NWRA Briefing Paper 27 which includes suggested wording changes to LCR policies.
Specific points for Liverpool City Region

Panel request regarding the policies contained in MPU’s statement to the Panel (Jan 2007):

LCR1

· First paragraph – suggest changing the reference to CRDP to policy W1 in draft RSS (consistent with suggested approach in MCR1).
· Second bullet after para 1 – Difficult to see what MPU’s version adds to the policy: "maximise the potential" is pretty vague and would suggest that "support or develop the role" is much better as the roles are already clearly identified in Government documents. Presentationally, it might be worth amalgamating the bullets into one on ports (i.e. airports and seaports) as MPU has done.

· Third bullet after para 1 – refers to SIAs and EDZs which we have only partially listed where we considered they were of regional importance (no EDZ identified as regionally important). Lose reference to EDZ?

· Fourth bullet after para 1– similar to changes set out in NWRA Briefing Paper 27. Would prefer to maintain wording set out in Briefing Paper 27.

· Second paragraph (covering housing) – would seem to be OK and would add stronger housing element consistent with MCR1 and CLCR1.

· Last six bullets after para 2 (transport issues) – First three can be supported given that two (bullets 1 and 3) are already in the revised LCR1 policy in Briefing Paper 20, and bullet 2 is a revision of bullet 9 in the revised LCR1. Cannot agree to include bullets 4 and 5 as they mention schemes. Bullet 6 has been deleted from the revised LCR1.
LCR2
· Policy title could be changed to “The Regional Centre and Inner Areas of the Liverpool City Region” to reflect consistency with MCR2
· First three paragraphs are essentially based on the first paragraph in the existing LCR2 policy. No particular problem with the changes.
· Fourth paragraph – repetition of proposed RT3 (PT Framework) and RT4 (Road Network) and is patently alluding (yet again) to schemes. 

· Fifth paragraph – adds more detail on housing compared to existing LCR2 policy. No particular problems with the additional text.
· Sixth paragraph – reflects suggested change to LCR2 in Briefing Paper 20.
· Seventh paragraph – we have previously resisted the inclusion of sub-regional locations so depends on how the Panel wish to take this forward following EIP debate (including debate on Trafford Park in Manchester City Region), the aspiration from Lancashire County Council etc to include a further policy in Central Lancashire on sub-regional employment sites and potentially similar suggestions for Cumbria. Highlight Eastern Approaches and Wirral Waterfront are broad locations in policy W2 and hence could be referenced as such.
· Eighth paragraph – Mersey Waterfront is already in policy LCR2 and is an established project unlike most of the other potential regional parks. Need to bear in mind that there is a suggested Central Lancashire policy that includes regional parks which will debated next week.
LCR3

· First bullet – Expands on fourth bullet contained in the existing LCR3 policy, to include “urban service centres”, and key service centres identified in Table 7.1 of draft RSS (Note – does include Frodsham). Acknowledge that in CNL1 and CNL2 we do mention key service centres which are considered to be appropriate for Cumbria. Concern would be more about the urban service centres given the various comments received on the LUC research into key service centres that attempted to incorporate centres in urban areas. Await Panel’s view on taking forward key service centres.
· First paragraph – expands on the policy clause on housing contained in LCR3. Need to consider relationship to current supporting text to policy L4 in draft RSS (paragraph 9.19).
· Second paragraph and five following bullets - we have previously resisted the inclusion of sub-regional locations so depends on how the Panel wish to take this forward following EIP debate (including debate on Trafford Park in Manchester City Region), the aspiration from Lancashire County Council etc to include a further policy in Central Lancashire on sub-regional employment sites and potentially similar suggestions for Cumbria. Highlight Speke Halewood and Huyton Prescot are in the broad locations in policy W2 and hence could be referenced as such.
· Third paragraph – replaces the reference to broad locations identified in policy W2 (second inset bullet of the first bullet of the existing LCR3). 
· Fourth paragraph and three following bullets – Liverpool John Lennon Airport covered in first bullet of existing LCR3 and would require wording to remain the same (what kind of sustainable expansion of JLA?); second bullet mentions a scheme so should be deleted; third bullet is already covered by policy W2 (Broad Economic Locations) and RT7 (Freight Transport)
· Fifth paragraph – reads better than the last bullet of the current LCR3 and can be broadly supported. May need to change the reference in parenthesis (outside the settlements listed in Appendix 1) to Table 7.1 although need to note the inclusion of Frodsham in the list.
LCR4

· Need to read in conjunction with NWRA Briefing Paper 27 which includes suggested wording changes to LCR4.
· Most of the policy replicates the amended policy LCR4 included in NWRA Briefing Paper 27. It is presented in a different running order.
· First paragraph in MPU’s LCR4 is an additional policy clause which is considered unnecessary.
· Eleventh paragraph (road safety etc) has been deleted in the amended LCR4 featured in Briefing Paper 27 (and incidentally in Briefing Paper 20).
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