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Q1a and b Delivering sustainable development

The Framework has the right approach to establishing and defining the presumption in favour of sustainable development. Do you: Strongly Agree/Agree/Neither Agree or Disagree/Disagree/Strongly Disagree. 1b Do you have comments? (Please begin with relevant paragraph number)
· Redrafting of Section 1 is required  in order to provide appropriate guidance on achieving a sustainable approach to development to ensure a ‘win-win-win’ for all three (ie economic, social and environmental) strands of sustainability, including reference to environmental limits and guidance on cumulative impact over the longer term. The text of the following sections also needs to be amended to reflect an improved approach to sustainability.
· The definition of sustainable economic development from PPS4 should be retained.

· We welcome the setting out of core planning principles. However some adjustment to the wording of the nine core principles given is necessary (and in the following sections) to ensure that sustainability is followed through in practice – particularly in relation to spatial considerations and ensuring a coordinated and orderly approach to development, including a brown-field first approach. 
· There is an alternative economic viewpoint to that underlying the ‘Presumption’.  The analyses we have commissioned in recent years suggest that over-allocation of new housing and associated development, allowing a wider choice of sites, could be damaging not only to the environmental and social strands of sustainability but  to sustainable economic growth itself  - especially in a situation of limited resources for infrastructure – by diverting investment from those places where it would best be focused.                     
Detailed comments 

Overall comments re sustainability - including environmental limits and cumulative impact   
We note that the report of the Parliamentary Environmental Audit Committee in March 2011 recommended that the Localism Bill:

must provide a statutory duty to apply the principles of sustainability in the planning system and other functions of local government. The Bill must also provide a commitment to define the term sustainable development in the planning context.  An essential prerequisite of such a commitment will be to include in the Bill the five internationally recognized principles of sustainable development as set out in the 2005 Sustainable Development Strategy.  A fuller explanation of what sustainable development means in the planning context should then be developed for the National Planning Policy Framework.
This recommendation is not yet adequately reflected in the draft NPPF and we refer you to One future - different paths, the UK’s shared framework for sustainable development 2005, which is a joint agreement across the different parts of the UK, which parallels and complements the Sustainable Development Strategy referred to in the quotation above. 
Elements in the wording from its goal and guiding principles would be helpful in amending the wording of this section of the final NPPF. For example, the UK Framework goal refers to pursuing sustainable development to enable all people throughout the world to satisfy their basic needs and enjoy a better quality of life without compromising the quality of life of future generations, while its shared UK principles refer to living within environmental limits. 
The Draft NPPF also needs to be modified to parallel the UK Marine policy statement’s approach to sustainability (March 2011) which includes mention of:
· the five principles of sustainability - including environmental limits; 

· the need for a precautionary approach (para 2.6.1.5);
· the need to consider cumulative impact.

The Welsh planning guidance approach to sustainability has also been drawn to our attention as a possible improved approach.

We also refer you to the sustainability policies that were developed in the former regional planning process (Policies SD1-4 in Proposed changes to draft SWRSS, 2008). These policies were little contested or changed through the process and may have some helpful phrasing in developing the England-wide guidance. For example, SD1 The ecological footprint addresses the global dimension of sustainability mentioned above and uses the wording: ensuring that development respects environmental limits. Such wording needs to be included in the final NPPF. 
Overall comments on a sustainable economy

The UK Framework also refers to pursuing the goal of sustainable development through a sustainable, innovative and productive economy that delivers high level of employment and includes the principles of Ensuring a strong, healthy and just society and Achieving a sustainable economy -  …which provides prosperity and opportunities for all. 
We welcome use of the term Prosperity. This is useful wording in our experience - rather than simply considering economic growth in terms of GVA growth per annum alone - as it sets the context for consideration of a wide basket of economic and other measures, including productivity, employment and unemployment levels, skills levels, training opportunities etc.  This is helpful in relation to sustainability – including its social strand. 
We suggest that where the term economic growth is used it should always be referred to as sustainable economic growth and needs to refer not only to a strong, responsive and competitive economy, but also, for example, to reducing disparity (example wording from draft SWRSS, SD4) and to the need for it to be within environmental limits. We would therefore like to see the current definition in PPS4 (footnote to para 9): growth that can be sustained and is within environmental limits, but also enhances environmental and social welfare and avoids greater extremes in future economic cycles retained.
In our experience growth has often been equated with the single measure of GVA growth per annum, and the critique that we commissioned through the South West regional planning process indicated that use of GVA alone masked underlying weaknesses in, for example, productivity in the South West. The analysis we commissioned in 2006, for example, found that about 25% of growth in the South West was coming from net in-migration - rather than real improvement in the economy.

In view of these concerns we have a number of more detailed comments on individual paragraphs: 

Para 10 - Use of the word prosperity in the first bullet is welcome. Reference in the second bullet to providing an increased supply of housing, should be reworded to an appropriate supply of housing.  The wording in the third bullet, needs to refer to ensuring that development respects environmental limits.
Para 13 - We suggest amendment of the heading Presumption in favour … to Achieving sustainable development with, as above, the reference in the text to supporting sustainable economic growth.
Para 14  

We recommend deletion of presumption and amendment to achieving sustainable development should be seen as a golden thread - with subsequent amendment in the paragraph to follow this through. For example, the text approve all individual proposals wherever possible should be deleted - as clearly those which are unsustainable should be refused (as indicated later).  
Bullet 1 - We suggest shortening to simply …with sufficient flexibility to respond to change - as it will not be appropriate to respond to all rapid shifts in demand. In the South West, for example, there could be unlimited demand for new homes in some coastal planning areas.
Bullet 3 - needs to be amended to clarify that the established practice of the planning system, of referring to earlier plans, draft plans and evidence base as material considerations still applies – and consideration needs to be given to transitional arrangements and a period in which some existing policies can be saved. (See our comments on Question 2). As worded we are very concerned that this could adversely impact on the South West as at present there are very few adopted core LDFs strategies - but there has been considerable work as preparatory evidence base and studies, draft documents, etc which planning inspectors should be able to take into account as a material consideration based on the individual situation.
In the last part of the paragraph the text needs to be amended to refer to evidence base - reflecting the UK Sustainability Framework principle of Using sound science responsibly. This principle also recommends taking into account scientific uncertainty (through the Precautionary principle) as well as public attitudes and values.
Para 17 - again the wording needs amendment to refer to achieving sustainable development rather than the presumption. The second bullet point in particular needs modification, so that additional development might only be provided where it would be of an appropriate type, location and timing, so as not to undermine the local plan and create unsustainable patterns of development… This is particularly important in the context of the South West, where development opportunities around small market towns and villages tend to be very attractive for developers. The current wording could undermine the need for urban regeneration in adjacent larger and/or less attractive conurbations, which, from the evidence base for the regional planning process, presented the best opportunities for sustainable economic growth.
Para 18 - we recommend deleting increase in development. As above, it is not appropriate for all local authority areas in the South West to seek to increase levels of development. Rather the aim should be to seek to achieve appropriate type, scale and pace of development to assist in achieving sustainable economic growth.

Para 19 Core planning principles – We welcome the setting out of a number of core planning principles – which then appear to be taken forward in objectives set out at the beginning of following sections, with more detailed guidance following. However this could be more clearly signposted and some adjustment to the wording of the nine bullet points given here is desirable:
Bullet 1 - we welcome the commitment to a plan-led approach. 
Bullet 2 - the last part needs to be modified as per our comments above. 
Bullet 3 - amendment is required to ensure appropriate new housing is provided of the right type and in the most appropriate locations. In particular the concept of ‘affordability’ ratios referred to here is largely inappropriate given the South West’s spatial context, ie its attractive rural and coastal quality and climate. The mathematical affordability model of building more open market housing to reduce price is of limited application in the South West and the priority needs to be provision of affordable housing, not higher levels of new open market housing.

Bullet 5 - We welcome the commitment to protect and enhance environmental and heritage assets. Some potentially helpful policy wording developed in the SWRSS process, which was uncontroversial and unchanged through the process may have England-wide application, includes:

Where development and changes in land use are planned which would affect these assets, Local Authorities will first seek to avoid loss of or damage to the assets, then mitigate any unavoidable damage, and compensate for loss or damage through offsetting actions. (from Policy ENV1 Protecting and Enhancing the Region’s Natural and Historic Environment)
Bullet 6 - we particularly welcome the reference to effective use of land, as well as mixed-use developments and creating more vibrant places. However, policy development in the remainder of the document on effective use of land needs to be more fully developed, most particularly to ensure that there is a sequential approach to maximise the use of sustainably-located urban brown-field land in order to minimize unneccessary green-field development and support urban renaissance programmes. We also welcome the last text of this bullet point recognizing that open land can perform many functions - we suggest that some open land is modified to open land can often perform many functions.
Bullet 8 - we welcome wording on managing patterns of growth to make the fullest use of public transport, walking and cycling but the wording here needs to be strengthened on the need to plan development to reduce the need to travel and to prioritise investment in public transport, walking and cycling. Although mentioned in para 88 under Transport, this needs to be set out at a higher level in the core principles.
*****
� NB This document is part of our overall CPRE South West submission which consists of 10 separate documents: a covering note; this and 7 others covering specific questions (each with a summary at the start); and an appendix. It complements the national CPRE response by providing additional perspective and suggestions based on our experience from the South West. Our South West branches and district groups may also make more detailed individual submissions based on the experience of their localities.





� Chris Elton Consultancy for CPRE South West, 2006: Phase 3 report, para 3.9 and final table. See Appendix 1 for further details.





PAGE  
1

