    Please reply to:

PO Box 9,  Ilminster

Somerset TA19 9YX 

To: 
Chris Mitchell, Regional Assembly


Neil Whitehouse, GOSW

Copy: 
Sandra Fryer, chair Assembly Environment sub-group

11 March 2002

Dear Chris and Neil

‘Constraints mapping’ and urban extension studies

Thank you very much for forwarding the paper on Urban Extension Studies following my meeting with you both in December. 

I am also copying this letter to Sandra, as at its meeting in November, we flagged up the need for future input from the Environment sub-group to the constraints mapping/urban extension process. 

We do think that the ‘constraints mapping’ — and in particular the mapping of ‘environmental capital’ within that — needs some more detailed consideration (whilst appreciating that the paper is a working document). We would therefore like to suggest that Assembly work with the lead practitioners for each of the PUA extension studies to set up a small working group to support those carrying out the ‘Assessment of environmental/quality of life capital’, which will be needed as part of the ‘constraints mapping’.  

This would provide a forum to share experience and develop common practice and allow support from specialist members of the environment sub-group. The project would provide a potential focus — with a practical purpose — for the further work in the region on environmental capital recommended by the Panel. If the group felt it useful, for example, perhaps funding might be found for consultants to facilitate the group and help develop a common methodology. I hope you find these thoughts a useful starting point and I’d be happy to discuss ideas further. 

CPRE’s concern is that there should be a consistent approach to the gathering and assessment of information on environmental capital as part of the constraints mapping. We think there needs to be a consistent approach to identification of environmental assets: across the full range of international to local value; and across the full range of environmental and cultural landscape values (including for example archaeology, local distinctiveness, recreational use, etc.). Good practice needs to recognize, in particular, that the cumulative effect of features of local value can be considerable.

Policy context — Policy SS5 in RPG10 sets out a requirement for ‘constraints mapping for PUA extensions using existing and additional research’. It goes on to require urban extension studies for seven PUAs: Bristol, Bournemouth/ Poole, Exeter, Plymouth, Swindon, Cheltenham &  Gloucester (to happen we understand as part of a Severn Vale study) and Taunton. 

In its preamble SS5 also refers to planning for this work on a basis to be agreed with the RPB to ensure consistency and comparability. We think this is especially important for the constraints mapping as there is  no national guidance (as is available for urban capacity methodology).

Quality of life capital — RPG10 sets out the requirement to ‘conserve and enhance environmental assets’ and seek a win-win-win scenario in terms of sustainability (Vision and Policy VIS2), while para 4.5 refers to the new approach to environmental capital being promoted by the Countryside Agency, Environment Agency, English Heritage and English Nature. This is referring to the Quality of Life Capital approach jointly published in 2001 (Plymouth's use of the method in assessing the city’s green space is mentioned — so we have practical experience to draw upon from within the region). 

This approach sets out the need to: 

1. gather and map information on environmental /cultural assets  (through collating existing information and additional field survey where necessary);

2. assess the benefits they provide;

3. evaluate how important each is (on a scale of international, national, regional, county, local):

4. ask the questions ‘Is it irreplaceable?’, and ‘Is there enough?’.

There are several aspects of this assessment process where developing common standards would assist consistency and comparability:

1. Collation of information — As we discussed there are a plethora of sources of information. It is not unusual for some to be included in one study and omitted from another. By sharing sources practitioners will be both sure of working towards a comprehensive approach and have a listing for future use .

2. Field survey and final maps — A common approach to field survey and common scales and symbols for the final presentation of maps would be helpful.

3. Community consultation — Again common standards would be helpful. Some values only emerge on local consultation: for example fields used historically as the site of a local fair or sites of previous village ponds which may have potential for restoration.

4. Final presentation — Development of common standards of  description and any grading scales would all be helpful.  

Urban capacity studies and good design to accompany higher densities  are both prerequisites to minimize the amount of new development on green-field sites in the region. However where green-field development is to occur CPREsouthwest is committed to ensuring it is based on good quality assessment of  'environmental capital' and minimizing any loss of that value. We would therefore welcome an initiative to help put the region at the ‘cutting edge’ of assessment methodology and practice. 

Yours sincerely

Wendy Lutley

Regional Policy Officer

