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Dear Mrs Morgan,

Consultation on the Regional Spatial Strategy
for South East England: the draft South East Plan

The South East Forum for Sustainability is very pleased to have the opportunity to comment on
the draft South East Plan, published in March 2006, and the associated independent
Sustainability Appraisal Report produced by the consultants Environmental Resources
Management at the same time. We regard this as a vitally important opportunity to provide a
clear framework for sustainable development in the Region.

Who we are and what we do ...

SEFS is a network of environmental non-governmental organisations in South East England.
On average, we have around 60-80 Members (each ‘Member’ is an organisation; we do not
have individual memberships). Our estimated constituency — the combined membership of all
our Member organisations in the Region — is around 1.2 million people. We are governed by a
Constitution, adopted by the Members. We convene general meetings for our Members to
debate sustainable development issues, to develop our approach to key issues such as
regional strategies, and to inform and engage our members in the wider regional issues. Our
day-to-day business is managed by a Policy & Executive Committee (P&EC) comprising
representatives from 12 Member organisations, and we have one part-time employee providing
Secretariat functions. SEFS elects three individuals from the 12 P&EC Members to represent
the environment sector as Regional Assembly members, and we also deliver representatives
to other strategic regional fora. Further details are available on our website
http://www.sefs.org.uk/.

Our broad aim is to help to promote and to achieve sustainable development in South East
England. SEFS works with regional government to ensure that environmental issues are
central in all decision making processes. To this end, we have engaged as fully as our
resources will allow with the RSS process from the outset. In particular, our Members have
engaged with regional and sub-regional debates at both technical and policy levels, and we
have made significant contributions to the consultation process, both collectively and as
individual organisations.

Some headline issues for SEFS ...

We have, as far as possible, made specific submissions in the preferred format, based on the
forms available on the Panel's website. However, there are a number of key issues that we
would wish to highlight here since these appear to us to be critical to both the accessibility of
the Plan to the Region’s citizens — whose future will be significantly affected by the Plan — and
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the overarching aspirations of the Plan to deliver sustainable regional development, as
expressed in the Integrated Regional Framework (IRF).

We would like to bring the Panel’s attention to the following points and concerns:

SEFS considers the Sustainability Appraisal Report to be an essential, critical
commentary on the draft SE Plan. We have some concern that the task it sets out to
achieve is hampered by many data gaps. However, we are impressed at the candid and
clear conclusions and recommendations presented in the Non-Technical Summary. This
send very clear warnings that in spite of laudable, high-level policy aspirations to deliver
sustainable development in the region, the detailed policies, if implemented, will have
quite the opposite effect. It is vital that the challenges thrown up by the SA process and
addressed effectively, and that the Plan is adjusted accordingly.

SEFS is disappointed that the Plan fails to ensure that the sectoral policies and sub-
regional policies are well-aligned with and deliver the overarching objectives set out in
the Cross-cutting policies.

SEFS considers that delivery of key cross-cutting policies (climate change; resource
use; sustainable construction) and other policy elements concerning the management of
water resources (supply and treatment), delivery of renewable energy, management of
waste, provision of green infrastructure, etc are critical to sustainable development in
the region. The Plan must be amended to ensure that these are more effectively
integrated into the policy framework and sub-regional policies.

SEFS considers that the housing allocations amount to premature decisions on the
levels and distribution pattern of new dwellings in the region, before pertinent tests
which would guide the Plan towards sustainability have been completed.

SEFS believes that the Implementation Plan is critical to achieving sustainable
development, and it is disappointing that this document is not at more advanced stage.
We have serious concerns about some of the content that is presented in the version
under consultation. We are therefore forced to reserve judgment on this, and on the
evidence before us, to object to the Implementation Plan as likely to be inadequate to
deliver the Plan policies and to achieve sustainable development.

Finally, we feel it is necessary to comment on the overall accessibility of the Plan. We feel that
overall, the Plan makes relatively little concession to non-specialists. Greater attention to the
use of plain English would, in our view, greatly assist accessibility by the Region’s citizens.
Some of the terminology used is dominated by unexplained jargon and is either ambiguous or
difficult to interpret. Figure Al (page 6 of the Core Document) is an example of this problem.
This cannot encourage widespread public participation in an important process that will
influence the quality of life of every individual and community in the South East over the next
two decades and more. We are also concerned that the early sections which attempt to set the
scene for the Plan and to provide a broad picture of the Region and the challenges we face to
be ‘sustainable’ are in part muddled, and in part inaccurate. We have drawn attention to some
of these in the following submissions, but we would hope that the Plan will be reviewed and
revised to ensure that the current state of the Region and it’s future challenges are described
properly and in language that is readily understood.
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We feel that the present draft South East Plan fails the relatively simple test that the RSS
should be “.. as understandable as possible.” (Planning Policy Statement 11; para 1.20); and
that the Key Diagram (Map C1), which ought to be an aid to understanding the main strategic
development policies, also fails to deliver the objectives set out in PPS11 (para 1.18). Both
need to be addressed; the latter could be relatively easily dealt with through an amended
presentation of the Key Diagram in the yet to be completed Implementation Plan; the former
may be less easily resolved.

We look forward to continuing to make constructive comments and contributions to the South

East Plan, and would welcome the opportunity to elaborate on any of the following
submissions.

Yours sincerely,

lan Hepburn
Convenor, SEFS Planning Group



Draft South East Plan:
Comments Form

Office Use Only
Respondent No:

Comment No:
Date Received:

Acknowledged:

If you wish to comment on the Draft South East Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS), please:

Complete all relevant details in Section A — this need only be done once irrespective of how many parts of the
RSS you wish to comment on.
Complete a separate page 2 of the form for each part of the RSS you wish to comment on. Ensure you insert
your organisation name (or surname if responding as an individual) on each page 2 and complete Sections B,
C & D. You may make copies of this form.

Type or print clearly in black ink.

Note that all comment forms will be made available for the public to read — they cannot be treated as

confidential.

E-mail or post (please do not send duplicates) the completed forms to be received by the Panel Secretary
before 5.00pm on Friday 23" June 2006. E-mail responses will be acknowledged immediately. Do not
return your forms to the Regional Assembly.

Panel Secretariat Office

Mrs Sue Morgan
Panel Secretary
Bridge House

RSS EIP South East
1 Walnut Tree Close

Guildford
GU1 4GA

Section A

E-Mail for responses:response@eipsoutheast.co.uk
General E-Mail: panel@eipsoutheast.co.uk

01483 885256
01483 885257

Telephone:
Fax:

Comments submitted by:

Agent (if applicable):

Organisation

South East Forum for
Sustainability (SEFS)

Organisation

Surname

Walters

Surname

Title/first name

Ms/Alison

Title/first name

Address Line 1

39-41 Surrey Street

Address Line 1

Address Line 2 Brighton Address Line 2
Address Line 3 Address Line 3
Postcode BN1 3PB Postcode
E-Mail alisonw@foe.co.uk E-Mail

Tel. (day) 01273 766 643 Tel. (day)

Fax Fax

To ensure your comments are taken into account this form must be completed and received in
the Panel Secretariat’s Office by 5.00pm on Friday 23" June 2006.

Signature: pp Alison Walters (SEFS Co-ordinator) Date: 23 June 2006

Would you like to be notified of the publication of the Government’s proposed changes and the final South East Plan?

Yes
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SECTION A CHALLENGES
&
SECTION B CONTEXT
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1
Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or

Paragraph No.; or Paras 2.1 & 2.2 (Section A; pp
6-7);
Part 5 (Section B; pp 14-16)
Chapter No. Section A ‘Challenges’;

Section B ‘Context’

Section C

We oppose misleading use of statistics and the oversimplification of the region’s ‘issues and challenges’ portrayed
in Section A, paras 2.1 and 2.2.

We oppose the inference in Section B, part 5 that the region’s wildlife is in good condition, and linked to this, the
explicit statement in the Executive Summary that “. . wildlife is generally thriving” (Exec Summary, Part 1 (iv); page
2). Thisiis incorrect.

Section D1

Oversimplification

The reference to 90% of the region being ‘undeveloped' is highly questionable in itself and appears to be
contradicted in Section B (para 5.2, p. 15) which states that ‘over 80% of the land mass of the South East can be
defined as rural’, implying that nearly 20%is ‘developed. The Integrated Regional Framework offers yet another
figure that 23% of the region is under ‘urban development’ (IRF, p. 55). Even if the 90%figure is accepted as the
built development footprint of the region (excluding green spaces within settlements), this fails to reflect the impact
of the region’s activities and development outside the direct footprint on a range of resources — both regionally and
more widely. This includes noise pallution and visual intrusions by road traffic, communications and utility
infrastructures (masts, cables, etc.) over a substantial proportion of the region. And SEEDA's ‘“Taking Stock’
estimates, using a standardised methodology, that the environmental impact of activity in the South East to be 29
times the region’s geographical extert.

Paragraph 2.2 is unhelpful because it oversimplifies the issues and challenges faced by the region. It is true that
people hold different viewpoints but while it can be argued that economic prosperity is needed to provide the
wealth for environmental action, this is only true with regard to some environmental impacts. It is increasingly clear
that with issues such as climate change it is not a question of whether we can afford to take action but whether we
can afford not to take action. This is not about getting the right balance between two polarised views but facing up
to the fact that our current society, in the absence of any planned expansion, is unsustainable. This whole aspect
of the dilermma facing the South East, and many other communities globally, is not reflected here.

Akey point is that ‘sustainability’ is not a matter of personal opinions. The objective of sustainable development is
to find a way forward that will enhance social justice and environmental well-being, supported by a sustainable
econony; it is not 1o ... balance polarised viewpoints”.
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Inaccuracy
Monitoring evidence relating to the three indicators for IRF Objective 13 (Biodiversity; for which the indicators are

SSSI condition, status of bird populations and extent and condition of key habitats) indicates clearly that
biodiversity assets in the region are in deficit. While SSSI condition is improving, these areas cover only 7% of the
region's surface area. Farmland and woodland bird populations are at low levels compared to the 1970s; the
conservation status of several key regional habitats, such as heathlands, is unfavourable. These points are
supported by the South East England Biodiversity Forum (SEEBF), which takes the view that, overall, “... wildlife
cannot be said to be thriving in the region.”

Section D2
We suggest that Section A, paras 2.1 and 2.2 are substantially modified.

We suggest that Part 5 in Section B (and the comment in the Executive Summary apparently derived from it)
should be revisited and adjusted to provide a more accurate picture of the region’s biodiversity resources.
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SECTION D THE REGIONAL POLICY FRAMEWORK
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2
Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support and Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No. Cross-Cutting Policies
Section D1 (pp 42-54)

Section C

We support the concept of the section on Cross-Cutting policies but feel that their overarching objectives are not
properly reflected throughout the Plan.

Section D1

The Sustainahility Appraisal (SA) points out that it is unclear how the crass cutting policies have been incorporated
into the rest of the document, stating that “It appears that the crass cutting palicies act more as guiding principle
rather than as fundamental drivers for palicies within the Plan.” (SA Report, p. 56). We agree with this assessment
and wish to see further work carried out urgently to ensure that these palicies are properly and adequately
reflected in all parts of the SE Plan. It is imperative that the Cross-Cutting policies are not seen simply as high-
level aspirations, but that they are used to shape the sectoral and the sub regional palicies of the Plan.

We feel that the SA findings of potential detrimental impacts on the environmental objectives as set out in the IRF
could be reduced somewhat if the sub regional and sectoral policies are reviewed in light of howthey help to
deliver on the ains of the cross cutting policies.

It would be helpful if the introduction to Section D1 clarified the role of the Crass-cutting policies.

Section D2

Add a new para (after para 1.3) as follows:

“Policies in the rest of this plan should help to achieve the aims of these Cross Cutting policies. Further

work will be necessary to ensure conformity throughout the Plan. The Monitoring process will assess
progress towards achieving the aims of the Cross Cutting policies”
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3
Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support and Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or CC1
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No.

Section C

We strongly support inclusion of this policy and stress the importance of maintaining this clear high-level objective
of the Plan, explicitly tied into the IRF (which remains the best expression of sustainable development in the
region, endorsed by a wide range of stakeholders).

However, we believe that the policy will be strengthened significantly by ...
Modifying the order of the list to more accurately reflect the shared UK principles of sustainable
development (Www.sustainable-development.gov.ukiwhat/principles.htm) which sets the high level
objectives “.. to live within environmental limits and achieve a just society ... by means of sustainable
economy, good governance and sound science.”
Adding specific reference to the priority actions agreed at national level.

Section D1
Section D2

Retain the original wording, adjusted as follows (new text in bold):

“The principal objective of the Plan shall be to achieve and to maintain sustainable development ... The strategy
and palicies of the Plan promote measures that contribute to:
Living within environmental limits; and
Ensuring a strong, healthy and just society;
with particular emphasis on
Achieving a sustainable economy;
Using sound science responsibly; and
Promoting good governance.

Modify the final paragraph as follows (new text in bold):

“ All public authorities shall ensure that their actions contribute to meeting the objectives set out in the Integrated
Regional Framework (IRF). As a priority, public authorities will focus on actions related to:

Sustainable consumption and production;

Natural resources protection and environmental enhancement;

Building sustainable communities (fromlocal to global levels);

Climate change and energy.
In addition, public authorities will promote actions and measures that encourage changes in individual,
societal and corporate behaviour that underpin sustainable development.”
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4
Section B

Support or oppose Support and oppose
(please specify)

Policy No. ; or CC2
Paragraph No. ; or
Chapter No.

Section C

We strongly support this policy.

However we would like to see some further points included. In particular, the Plan must contain year-on-year
targets to assist in the delivery of the necessary reductions required to prevent dangerous climate change.

We support the development of the Climate Implementation Plan and the inventory of greenhouse gas emissions.
These must remain priorities and should form part of the formal SE Plan Implementation Plan, and the Monitoring
Framework, respectively.

We would like to see:
- Longer termtargets
Milestones or year on year reductions
Sectoral Targets
Integration into sub- regional policies
A regional measure for CO2 consumption

Section D1

Longer termtargets

While we support Palicy CC2 we believe it could be improved by the addition of an indicative target for further
reductions in carbon dioxide emissions by 2026 and beyond rather than leaving this until the review of the Planin
2011. The review should be used to refine indicative targets to more precise targets.

The need for milestones or year on year reductions

Despite UK Government CO;, reduction targets, in recent years emissions have actually risen. It is clear that
urgent action is needed to reverse this trend. The less we act now, the more stringent will be the action required in
future. The policy should be strengthened by including milestones to be reached annually, taking as a guide the
3% reduction suggested in the crass-Party Bill currently passing through Parliament.

Sectoral Targets

The UK Sustainable Development Strategy indicates that palicies to reduce emissions fall under six broad sectors.
Sectoral targets for CO, emissions should be set in line with the sectors defined in the UK Sustainable
Development Strategy - energy supply industry; business; transport; households; agriculture, forestry and land-
use; the public sector. This must be defined in the palicy itself.

Integration into sub- regional policies.

More work needs to be done on other Plan palicies, especially thase in the sub-regional policy framework, to
ensure that they support CC2, rather than contradict it. The Sustainability Appraisal Report highlights the lack of
support for CC2 within the sub-regional policy framework and notes that the issue of sub-regional impacts of
climate change have “largely been ignored”’, that sub-regional strategies “are likely to lead to an increase in GHG
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emissions in both the short and long-term’ (SA Report p. 72) and “the contribution of the strategies to either
increasing or limiting CO, and other greenhouse gas emissions is not addressed nor are the possible issues or
benefits relating to climate change adaptation explored.” (SA Report p. 42). The audit being undertaken to
demonstrate conformity between the sub-regional and regional policies must be used as a mechanism for further
alterations to palicies found not to support the main policy framework.

Regional Measure for CO, consumption

The SE Plan should adopt a measure that takes account of emissions in other countries that result from our use of
goods and resources from thase countries, reflecting the principles behind Ecological Footprint. Our consunmption
patterns here are driving CO» emissions in many developing countries (‘burden shifting’). We believe that this
region should take full responsibility for our consumption patterns.

Status of Climate Implementation Plan
Whilst we fully support the development of this key document we fedl it is crucial for it to form a part of the SE Plan
documents, through inclusion in the Implementation Plan.

Mitigation and waste treatment
Bullet (v) in the mitigation section of the palicy implies that landfill is the only waste treatment method which has
impacts on climate change. This is dearly wrong. The wording should be amended to reflect this.

Section D2

Supporting text for CC2 should state: “Sustainability Appraisal of the Implementation Plan and monitoring
work will identify policies in the rest of the Plan which need to be amended if they are not contributing to
reduced greenhouse gas emissions.”

Add in para 1.5 after the last sentence: “The inventory of greenhouse gases will be based on the sectors
defined in the UK SD Strategy with a commitment to regional monitoring and regular review. Targets and
indicators will be measured in terms of CO, consumption, not just production.”

Add after ‘no later than 2011". “This will show how the region will move towards achievement of the UK
target of a 60%reduction below 1990 levels by 2050.”

Add after ‘no later than 2011 “ Additionally such organisations will seek to ensure 3% year on year cuts in
CO, emissions.”

Add after ‘Behavioural change will be essential in implementing this palicy and the measures identified.” “A
climate implementation plan will accompany the SE Plan implementation plan to guide relevant bodies.”

Delete bullet v ‘reducing the amount of biodegradable waste landfilled” and insert instead: “choosing waste
treatment methods which minimise greenhouse gas emissions.”
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5
Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support
(please specify)
Policy No.; or CC3 Resource Use
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No.

Section C

We strongly support Policy CC3 on Resource Use and the commitment to stabilise the South East’s Ecological
Foatprint by 2016 and reduce it thereafter. The ecological footprint shows that our current patterns of consumption
and production are not sustainable. With the largest ecological footprint in the UK if everyone in the world used as
marny resources as we do in the South East we would need three and a half planets to sustain us. Clearly we have
a responsibility to stabilise and reduce our ecological footprint. SEERA as the principle regional body should take
alead on this and setting a headline target is a credible first step, one that we strongly support.

SEERA commissioned experts in the field to undertake an initial study to demonstrate that this target is
achievablelll. However time has not permitted an in-depth analysis that translates into specific actions for
implementation. The SA suggests (though in the absence of any data analysis) that as the Plan stands it is likely
to contribute to an increase in the footprint of the region. It is clear that more work needs to be done on
implementation.

We would therefore recommend that this policy and target are retained but that a commitment is made to develop
a footprint reduction strategy with regional partners.

[1] CURE, Stabilising the Ecological Footprint in the SE Plan, July 2005

Section D1
SEFS asserts that the aspiration to achieve a stahilisation in Ecological Footprint by 2016 and to reduce it
thereafter is essential if we are to safeguard the planet for future generations.

The Government’s Sustainable Development Strategy ‘Securing the Future’ clearly sets the policy framework for
UK government, the devolved administrations and the English regions to move towards a ‘One Planet Economy’.
The strategy includes a more specific focus on environmental limits with three of the four priorities for action
focusing on delivery in this area — sustainable consumption and production, climate change and energy, and
natural resource management. Securing the Future emphasises that environmental limits should be viewed in the
global sense - ‘There would be little value in reducing environmental impacts within the UK if the result were
merely to displace those impacts overseas.™@

Ecological foatprint enables us to assess whether we are living within environmental limits and gives a picture of
our global consumption of resources. It measures the amount of (productive) land a hurman population requires to
produce the resources it consumes and to absorb its waste. Globally the ecological footprint exceeded the Earth's
biological capacity in the early 1980's and it is now 20% higher than the Earth's carrying capacity; we are spending
nature’s capital faster than it can regenerate.
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The Biffa funded WM ‘Ecological Budget' analysis ¥l provides a much needed evidence base to better
understand the important issues of sustainable consumption and production (SCP). It shows the total global
impact of UK consumption by region using three headline indicators, ecological footprint, CO2 emissions and
material flow analysis. This study shows that the South East has the highest ecological foatprint of all the regions
and devolved countries, 17% higher than the UK average. CO2 emissions from consumption are 13% higher than
the national average. Clearly the South East region has a need to respond but also it is well placed to lead a new
approach to sustainable consumption and production delivering economic and social benefits within environmental
limits.

A One Planet Economy is essenttial to long term sustainability even if achieved at the distant horizon of 2050. This
will require a 75% reduction in resource flons —this is commonly known as Factor Four reduction. This means a
year on year reduction of — 3% in resource flows and ecological footprint. Within this context the aspiration to
stahilise the south east footprint by 2016 is a moderate step in the right direction. The Regional Development
Agency, SEEDA, has recognised the importance to the regions economy of taking this seriously with a
commitment in its draft Regional Economic Strategyy to stahilize footprint by 2016 as one of three headline
indicators.

The question then arises as to implementation and mechanisms or tools available to assist this. An initial analysis
undertaken by CURE for the Regional Assembly concluded that stabilisation, principally within the construction
component of footprint, was perfectly feasible by 20164. WM, the Environment Agency and the Regional
Development Agencies and Assemblies have set up a national Sustainable Consumption and Production network
(SCPnet) to provide an evidence base and support for regional decision making. The South East currently chairs
this group and it is proposed that a regional SCPnet should be set up to implement SCP in the South East region.
This group should be used as a mechanism to develop a footprint reduction strategy with regional partners. More
work will need to be done on analysis using one of the key outputs of Ecological Budget —the Resource Energy
Analysis Programme (REAP). REAP is an integrated resource environment modeling system based on policy
scenarios. Different scenarios can be built and then compared to assess their resource and energy requirements
and used to develop possible alternative scenarios for footprint reduction.

In conclusion, it is imperative that this policy and target is retained and includes a commitment to developing a
footprint reduction strategy within the proposed regional SCPnet. This strategy should use and promote the REAP
(Resource Energy Analysis Programme) software tool to inform policy decisions and implementation at all levels of
decision making.

[2] UK Government, March 2005, Securing the Future (p43)

[3] WWF, March 2006, Counting Consumption
[4] CURE, July 2005, Stabilising the Ecological Footprint in the SE Plan

Section D2
Palicy wording should be added to as follows:

“In order to reflect the Plan’s emphasis on more sustainable resource use the Regional Assembly will promote
measures that seek to stabilise and reduce the South East’s ecological foatprint by 2016 and to reduce the
ecological footprint during the second half of the plan period.

Implementation will require a sustained new programme of action incorporating:
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I The development of a footprint reduction strategy with regional partners through a regional SCPnet
(inserted)

i ... etc

Supporting text should be added to as follows:

Insert before para 1.6:

“The ecological footprint is a measure of resource consumption. The South East has a higher ecological
footprint than any other English region, 17%higher than the national average. At 6.3 global hectares per
capitathis means that if everyone in the world used as many resources as we do in the South East we
would need three and a half planets to sustain us. Clearly in order to be sustainable the Region must take
action to reduce this global impact.”
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6
Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support and Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or CC4
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No.

Section C

W\e strongly support the inclusion of sustainable construction as a cross cutting policy. However, the policy must
include specific requirements for design standards. As it stands this palicy is weak; regional spatial strategies
should be leading the way with clear policy requirements. SEFS would recommend the Building Research
Establishment’s (BRE) EcoHomes/BREEAM standard or the new government Code for Sustainable Buildings,
which is based on EcoHomes, if it is adequately strengthened. EcoHomes currently has wide support amongst
regional partners and local authorities.

SEFS would also like to see this policy help to achieve overall reductions of greenhouse gas emissions inthe
region through a commitment to carbon neutral development.

SEFS would therefore recommend:
- The policy is extended to require EcoHomes excellent or the equivalent Level in the forthcoming Code as a
minimum standard for new homes and BREEAM excellent (or equivalent) for other buildings
- Major refurbishments should require the new EcoHomes XB standard at ‘excellent’
- All new large scale housing developments should be carbon neutral by 2012 and support zero waste and
water neutral development
- All new developments should use the SEEDA sustainahility checklist

Section D1
EcoHomes/Code

In order to enable local autharities to confidently include specific requirements for sustainable construction in their
LDFs the SE Plan must include this in palicy. The BRE EcoHomes/BREEAM standard has emerged as the
standard for sustainable construction enjoying widespread support within local authority plans, the social housing
sector and increasingly within the house building industry. Within the context of increasing pressure on natural
resources regionally and globally EcoHomes ‘excellent’ can achieve considerable savings in energy, water and
waste attributable to homes.

From an economic point of view a number of studies have been carried out that suggest the cast of achieving
EcoHomes ‘excellent’ is not prohibitive. A recent RSPB reporti] based on analysis from Defra, UKWIR and the
Housing Corporation concluded that the caosts of the water and energy actions required for ‘excellent’ could be
achieved at just £160 per home. In addition the resulting reductions in water and energy consumption would
produce savings of over £100 per year on typical metered househald bills.

There are already a number of examples within the South East and nationally where EcoHomes ‘excellent’ is
supported and specified. Examples of developments include Greenoak Housing Association (Guildford and
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Woking developments), Midsummer Housing Association (Milton Keynes), SEEDA developments including
Ropetackle (Shoreham by Sea), Preston Barracks and Chatham Maritime. Several local authorities already
specify building homes to EcoHomes excellent including Chichester BC in their LDF, Brighton & Hove City council
in SPD and Croydon in plan policy. All SEEDA supported developments will achieve EcoHomes excellent as a
minimum when the new RES comes into force.

Most recent information suggests the forthcoming Code for Sustainable Homes is to be considerably strengthened
—if this is the case we would recommend requiring the equivalent of EcoHomes ‘excellent’ for all new
developments and that this is extended to all buildings not just homes.

Carbon Neutral Development

If we are to reduce the region’s overall emissions, new build should achieve a zero net carbon standard, meaning
that new development does not add any net carbon dioxide emissions during its lifetime. Indeed, where passible
development should incorporate renewable energy generation so that it has a net positive energy output after
construction.

Already best practice is moving towards considerable reductions in energy use, for example English Partnership's
Northstowe development (Cambridge) where savings of 50%in both energy and water use are achieved in this
10,000 homes development. Milton Keynes is an example of a local authority adopting policy for zero carbon
development. This includes the idea of carbon offset where if carbon neutrality is not achieved within a particular
scheme payment will be made to an offset fund to enable carbon emissions to be offset elsewhere. The
Government has announced its long term vision that development in the Thames Gateway would be carbon
neutral and plans are in place to deliver a carbon neutral Olympics. SEFS believes a policy for achieving carbon
neutrality in all major developments by 2012 is achievable.

Refurbishment

Homes already built account for 99% of our total housing stock. Estimates suggest that a minimum of 75% of the
current stock will still be in use in 2050. The 21 million homes in the UK currently account for 27% of our total CO2
consumption through their energy use, half of public water use, and generate 8% of total UK wasteld. Clearly
refurbishment of existing homes must be a priority.

BRE have developed a standard for refurbishment for the social housing sector, EcoHomes XB (June 2006).
SEFS recommends that this standard is required for all major refurbishments at the ‘excellent’ level.

[1] RSPB Discussion Paper, Resource Savings and EcoHomes, August 2005
[2] Sustainable Development Commission, Retrofit report, forthcoming

Section D2
Palicy CC4 should be amended as follows:

“This will include:

(Deletei —iii and replace with)

I The requirement for EcoHomes excellent or the equivalent Level in the forthcoming Code as a minimum
standard for new homes and BREEAM excellent (or equivalent) for other buildings

il The requirement to use the new EcoHomes XB excellent standard for magjor refurbishments
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iii All new large scale housing developments should be carbon neutral by 2012 and support zero waste
and water neutral development

iv All new developments will use the SEEDA sustainability checklist

iv Designing for flexible use...”

This palicy should also refer to Policy NRIVIL and the proposed changes there.
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7
Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support and Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or CC5H
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No.

Section C
We support inclusion of this policy.

However, we believe that the policy requires a clear definition of ‘infrastructure’ adopted by the Plan documents.
This will ensure clarity over what constitutes the ‘necessary supporting infrastructure’ for the Plan; a term that may
otherwise be subject to different interpretations (similarly ‘affordable housing' in the context of the Plan is defined
in Policy H4).

Section D1

While ‘infrastructure’ lacks a clear definition in the Core Document as adopted in July 2005, the term has been
defined in the ‘Implementation Plan’. This definition has been modified from a version drawn from research
undertaken by the Regional Assembly and by the South East Counties. We broadly support the definition (as
modified during debates in the Assenbly), but we feel that it can be significantly improved and would benefit from
being included at an appropriate point of the Core Document. Cross-cutting issue Policy CC5 provides this
opportunity. e also feel that the clusters and categories could be improved for all infrastructure categories and
have made appropriate suggestions below.

Section D2

Retain all the original wording of policy CC5; adding the following definition as a new paragraph at the end of the current
policy (or alternatively as a separate ‘box’ clearly linked to the Policy) ...

“For the purposes of this Plan, ‘infrastructure’ is defined as comprising the following components (grouped and
listed in alphabetic order)

Arts, Cultural & Socid

Infrastructure: Open spaces, parks & play space
Social and community facilities (including libraries)
Sports centres
Supported accommodation

Education

Services: Further and higher education facilities

Nursery facilities
Secondary and primary education facilities

Green
Infrastructure: Gl is anetwork of multi-functional green spaces in urban areas,
the countryside in and around towns, and the wider countryside. It includes:
accessible countryside
canals and water spaces
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natural and historic sites

outdoor recreational and sports facilities
parks, gardens and allotments

tracks and pathways.

Health

Services: Acute care and general hospitals
Ambulance services
Health centres/primary care trusts
Mental hospitals

Housing: Affordable housing
Key-worker housing

Public
Services: Cemeteries and crematoria
Emergency services (fire; police)
Hood defences
Waste disposal
Transport: Airports
Cycle and pedestrian routes
Mobility management measures (including Travel Planning advice)
Ports
Rail network
Road network
Utility
Services: Water supply and waste water treatment

Energy supplies (gas; electricity, including CHP, renewable, etc.)”
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support and Oppose
(please specify)

Policy No.; or CC8a and supporting text
Paragraph No.; or para 1.20 (pp 47-48)
Chapter No.

Section C

SEFS supports this palicy as it is an important element of achieving sustainable development through
focussing development onto previously used sites and into urban areas where there is a substantial amount of
infrastructure able to support it. However, the target included in CCBavis nat sufficiently challenging. and
should be for 75% of new development to be on previously developed land, subject to the need to avoid
damage to those areas that have significant biodiversity value, and where there may be more appropriate use
of such land (such as for flood defence purposes).

The inclusion of the phrase “.. and avoid unnecessary travel.” in the first paragraph of CC8a is welcomed as it
reinforces links between this policy and athers within the Plan and the key aim of achieving modal shift.

Section D1

Increasing the percentage of housing development which takes place on previously developed land and the
conversion of redundant buildings will help development to occur within the environmental limits of the region
and play a positive role in urban regeneration. The proportion of houses in the South East built on previously
developed land was 68%in 2001/21 and 71%in 2002/32.. The South East was already providing more than
60% of its housing on previously developed land before RPG9 and PPG3 were published. As the existing
Government target for 60% of new development to be on previously developed land has been exceeded well
ahead of schedule, we believe that the setting of a new higher target for the South East of England is
appropriate and achievable.

Also, given the high proportion of nationally designated landscapes within the region (35% higher than any
other regioni3 the South East should be leading on this issue and setting a higher target for the use of
previously developed land than the national one. It would be helpful to make some reference to this in the

policy.

It should be emphasised that this target would be a regional average as some rural districts might struggle to
meet such a target while urban authorities might easily exceed it. e welcome the policy to focus
development on urban areas.

M Table 3.1, item 10, Draft Sustainability Appraisal Report on the Consultation Draft of the South East Plan, ERM, January 2005.
[ Paragraph 1.4.2, page 74, A Clear Vision for the South East: The South East Plan Core Document, SEERA, March 2006.
Bl Paragraph 1.1, Page 174, A Clear Vision for the South East: The South East Plan Core Document, SEERA, March 2006.

Section D2

Policy CC8a (proposed additional text in bold, proposed deletions crossed out):
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The prime focus for development in the South East should be urban areas, in order to foster accessibility to
employment, housing, retail and other services,-and avoid unnecessary travel, and to protect the
countryside.

Local planning autharities should formulate policies to:
i.  Concentrate development within the region’s urban areas

ii. Seektoachieve aregional average of at least 6075% of all new development in the South East on
previously developed land and through conversions of existing buildings

ii.  Ensure that developments in and around urban areas, including urban infill/intensification and new
urban extensions are well designed and consistent with the principles of urban renaissance and
sustainable development, and including in particular the need to safeguard and enhance
important biodiversity resources.

iv.  Use urban potential studies to identify the scope for redevelopment and intensification of urban areas,
seeking opportunities for intensification around transport hubs and interchanges.
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support and Oppose
(please specify)

Policy No.; or CC12 and supporting text
Paragraph No.; or para 1.42 (p. 54)
Chapter No.

Section C

This palicy is strongly supported as it is an important element of sustainable development and will be essential if
the region’s quality of life is not to be eroded through inappropriate development. However, we are concerned that
other policies and proposals within the Plan contradict rather than conformto this Cross-cutting policy.

Section D1

A specific example of the palicy contradictions evident in the Plan is the substantial proposals to upgrade the A27
which would cause significant damage to the South Downs, both visually and in terms of air and noise pollution.
There is also the potential for huge damage from inappropriate housing allocations and other development
proposals supported in the Plan, such as in palicies EN5, M2, SCT4 and EKAY, within or dose to the boundaries
of nationally designated landscapes. There is, therefore, inconsistency within the Plan which should be rectified.
Some conflict could be avoided by careful redrafting of policies such as EN5 and M2. Other conflicts will be harder
to resolve without significant changes to the Plan, such as the road building aspirations of the Plan, but these also
cause substantial conflict with other aspects of the Plan such as palicies promoating improved health and fitness,
modal transport shift and less car use and reducing carbon dioxide emissions.

CC12 could be improved by removing the qualification on enhancing the area’s special qualities. The presumption
should be always to seek enhancement wherever possible.

Section D2
Palicy CC12 (proposed additional text in bold, proposed deletions crossed out):

Actions and decisions associated with development and the use of land should actively encourage the
conservation; and where-appropriate the-enhancement of the character, distinctiveness, and sense of place of
settlements and landscapes throughout the region. Opportunities for creating a high quality environment should
be sought, based on a shared vision that places emphasis on good design, innovation, sustainability and
achieving a high quality of life.
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or
Paragraph No.; or 1.1-1.24 (pp. 55-62)
Chapter No. D2 Economy ‘Context’

Section C

The Economy chapter should reinforce the Vision of the Plan by emphasising a shift away from pursuing sustained
econormic growth as the apparent main driver for the Plan. This section should reflect the aim of using the Plan
palicies to work within prevailing economic conditions to reduce social disparities and increase sustainability.

Section D1

We welcome removal of reference to a target for growth in the statement of the core strategy (paragraph 2.2.3 of
old section C) and its replacement with an aim to reduce social and economic disparities. (Section C, para2.2.1,
p. 29). Section C, Vision and Core Strategy implies that regional objectives have shifted away from an over-
arching focus on economic growth and to give equal weight to quality of life and environmental sustainakility.
However, this is nat followed through in the Economy section, Chapter D2. There are no references to sustainable
economic development in this section.

One of the principles of The UK Sustainable Development Strategy (‘Securing the Future’) is, “Building a strong,
stable and sustainable economy which provides prosperity and opportunities for all, and in which environmental
and social caosts fall on those who impaose them (polluter pays), and efficient resource use is incentivised.” Section
D2 does nat reflect this principle.

The Sustainahility Appraisal findings meke it clear that the draft South East Plan “scores well” on economic
objectives yet “appears likely to have negative impacts” on objectives relating to environmental issues (SA
Report, Non-technical summary, p. 14). Section D2, whilst being adequiate in reflecting economic concerns does
not take on board the messages of sustainable development. The current policies in D2 do not show how they will
achieve sustainable development.

Other parts of the Plan still reflect a focus on economic growth and no balance with other factors. For example, the
sub-regional chapter for South Hampshire includes a target for economic groath which is inappropriate and the
East Kent and Ashford sub-regional chapter relies heavily on unsustainable activities such as aviation and
chemical manufacture for growth and regeneration.

Section D2

D2 needs to be rewritten to show how economic progress can be made without being at the expense of the
environment. For example there should be a policy that promotes a diverse regional economy that is not overly
reliant on a small range of business sectors.
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or RE?2
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No.

Section C

The criteria for site provision needs to fully reflect the overall aims of the South East Plan. Policy RE2 does not
relate to Policies CC1, CC2, CC8a or section D4.

Section D1

The allocation of new sites for employment should contribute to the overall objectives of delivering sustainable
development by promating incdlusive mixed use developments which reduce the need for travel, use previously
developed land wherever possible and contribute to resource conservation and reducing climate change
emissions, following the sequential approach.

We recommend that the policy should require development plans to include phasing palicies to ensure that
brownfield sites are given priority over the development of greenfield sites and that strong enphasis is placed on
the reuse and adaptation of existing buildings.

The existing list of criteria is inadequate. The previous draft included criteria that have now been deleted. The
previous policy (RE4) covered this subject well but the merging of two policies from the previous draft to create the
current Policy RE2 seems to have lost this important part of the palicy.

Section D2

Reinstate the first three paragraphs of the previous Policy RE4 (page 63 of March 2005 draft South East Plan).

Replace bullet (vi) with “locations that minimise commuting and maximise access by public transport, walking and
cycling.”

Add a new bullet: “prioritisation of previously developed land”

Add a new bullet: “locations which minimise the loss or damage to environmental capital”
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or H1
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No.

Section C

SEFS believes that the numbers and distribution of housing have been decided prematurely. A range of tests of
‘sustainability’ (including the Sustainability Appraisal, Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Appropriate
Assessment of European sites designated to safeguard biodiversity under EU legislation) are available to help
inform decisions on the most appropriate distribution pattern and scale of housing development. Policy H1 has
been decided before such tests have been completed. We regard this as inappropriate and unacceptable.

Section D1

SEFS accepts housing development in the region which is sustainable, and which meets appropriate tests of
sustainable development. We agree that there is a requirement to meet a backlog of housing need and to deliver
more affordable housing. Achieving this in a manner that ensures we live within environmental limits and deliver a
just society is areal challenge. However, this challenge must be met if we are to achieve sustainable
development.

Arange of sustainability tests, including implications for water resources (supply capacity and treatment capacity),
flood risk management, Appropriate Assessment (of European Sites designated under EC Habitats Directive and
EC Birds Directive), implications for the ecological footprint (including impact on water resource use and
greenhouse gas emissions), as Well as clear information on the need for housing from the existing comnmunities
and their expected evolution over the next two decades, are needed to inform judgments on where housing is
most appropriate.

Taking the shared UK view on ‘sustainable development’ as wanting “.. to live within ervironmental limits and
achieve a just society ..” (Www.sustainable-development.gov. ukiwhat/principles.htn para 1) we are forced to
conclude that, on the basis of available evidence, Policy H1 is unsustainable (or, at best, there is insufficient
information to indicate that the policy, if implemented in its present form, would be sustainable). In view of our
concerns, supported by the broad conclusions of the SA Report, we must therefore object to (or, at best, reserve
judgment on) Policy H1

Section D2

Review and amend H1 in the light of results from appropriate tests of sustainability.
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or
Paragraph No.; or Para 1.3(v) p. 92

Chapter No. Section D4 Communications
and Transport

Section C

The references to policies NRM 7 & NRM 8 are an inadequate response to the concern raised in the SA in respect
of increased CO, emissions from transport. We welcome the recognition that emissions from road transport and
aviation have undesirable local effects on air quality but the broader implication of increased greenhouse gases on
climate change seems to have been missed.

Section D1

Section D2
Change wording of (V) as follows (newwording in bold)

The Plan’s sustainability appraisal highlighted a growing concem regarding the impact of the transport systemon
air quality and noise in the local environment and the effect on climate change of increased levels of GHG
emissions. The palicies contained in the RTS should, therefore be read in conjunction with those in the
Sustainable Natural Resources Section, and particularly policies NRM7 — Air Quality —and NRMB - Naise, as well
as policy CC2in the Cross Cutting Section



Comments from Page 28
South East Forum For Sustainability (SEFS) (of 109 pages)

14
Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support and Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or T1 and supporting text
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No.

Section C

We fully support the ‘manage’ palicies i to vii. Better management of the existing transport infrastructure should
take priority over investment in new. e agree that ‘it is not passible to build our way out of the problem.”

We fully support ‘invest’ policies iii & iv but we think that it should be made clear that accessibility means by
walking, cycling and public transport.

We have reservations over ‘invest’ policy i asit is not clear if it is intended to support the regions gateway function
and inter-regional movement corridors by investment in sustainable modes.

We support regionally specific objectives (i), (i) and (jii) under 1.11, but we believe that objectives (iv) to () could
be interpreted as supporting a road building programme and as such contradict the palicy of rebalancing the
transport system in favour of non car modes.

Also objectives (Vi) to (X) are too specific; these should be removed and dealt with in sub-regional strategies as
appropriate.

We would like to propase an amendment to map T2 (referred to in T1 invest palicy ii). There should be a spoke
between High Wycombe and the Thames Valley to link into the Reading/Slough spoke. High Wycombe is a
Regional Hub and there is no existing quality public transport link with the Thames valley West of Slough. A spoke
on the map would highlight the need for such a link.

Section D1

Regionally specific objectives iv — X imply that improved transport connectivity will lead to economic improvements.
This seems to ignore the findings of SACTRA.

Our concernis that a road building programme, justified on grounds of regeneration, social inclusion or of reducing
congestion, will inevitably lead to a gronth in car miles with an associated increase in harmful greenhouse gas
emissions.

Section D2
Amend T1 ‘invest’ palicy lead paragraph as fallows: “Investment in upgrading the public transport systemand
promoting the use of other sustainable modes should be prioritised to support delivery of the spatial strategy

by”
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Amend T1 invest policy bullet (iv) as follows “Improving overall levels of accessibility by walking, cycling and
public transport.”

In para 1.11 (p. 93) :Delete objectives vi —x.

Amend map T2 (p. 97) by inserting a spoke between High WWycombe and the Thames Valley West of Slough.
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support and Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or T2 and supporting text
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No.

Section C
We fully support T2 palicies which aim to promote the use of sustainable transport in the rural environmert.
We are however concerned that —

There is no longer a supporting paragraph which refers the growth of traffic in rural areas and the negative
impact of the speed and volume of traffic on the decision to walk or cycle.

Improved choice is to be only for those without access to a car.

There is no clear indication of how targeted and innovative schemes are to be promoted and funded within
available resources.

Section D1

We are concerned at the assumption that improved travel choice should be only for those without access or with
limited access to the car. To be inline with other policies, which aimto rebalance the transport system away from
the private car, choice should be for all, whether or not they have access to a car. The same choice as inthe
urban environment.

Greater efforts must be made to curtail the increasing level of car miles in the rural environment by both dermand
management measures and effective promotion and funding of other modes. Without robust and adequately
funded interventions there are serious implications for increased climate changing emissions from rural traffic.

Section D2 Proposed changes to the Plan.
Add after primary mode of travel (para 1.12, line 4): ‘The rate of traffic growth on rural roads is, however, a
concern to local residents, detracts from the enjoyment of the rural environment and has a negative

impact on the decision to walk or cycle. There is therefore aneed to improve travel choicein rural areas.’

After ‘rural areas’, delete the phrase: “for those with no or limited access to the car.”
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support and Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or T3
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No.

Section C

We support this palicy in so far as it promotes the rale which non-car modes should play in accessing regional
hubs.

e oppose the implication that the policy (in conjunction with Map T2 and the *South East Plan Key Diagram, Map
C1) appears to promote construction of a Lower Thames crossing, downstream of the existing crossing at
Dartford.

Section D1

The role of regional spokes should be developed through promotion of and investment in public transport. Their
development should not, however, take precedence over policies which are aimed at reducing the need to travel.

We have concerns that policy iv will be interpreted as supporting road schemes to alleviate battlenecks rather than
addressing the problem through solutions which involve modal shift.

Improved access to intemational gateways should be through promotion of and investment in public transport,
particularly rail schemes.

We are concerned that a Lower Thames Crossing implied from the policy would have mejor negative
environmental impacts, and in particular on nationally and internationally important areas for biodiversity, and
notably the Thames Estuary and Marshes SPA. This potentially places Policy T3 in direct conflict with Policy
NRW4.

Section D2

Amend iv to read: Addressing identified bottlenecks and developing solutions which involve the promotion
and funding of public transport.

Amend v to read: Improving access to international gateways through funding of public transport schemes
particularly rail.

Delete the ‘regional spoke’ acrass the Thames east of Gravesend in Map T2 and Map C1)



Comments from Page 32
South East Forum For Sustainability (SEFS) (of 109 pages)

17
Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support and Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or T5
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No.

Section C

We fully support this key policy which sets out the interventions available to local authorities to enable themto
rebalance the transport systemin favour of nor-car modes. However, it could be improved.

Section D1

There appears to be an error in the text of 1.18. We do not believe that it was intended to use the word ‘realised
on line 5 to describe the need to break the link between economic and traffic growth. We believe the word should
be ‘decoupled.

We believe that the overall thrust of the policy will be strengthened by an addition to Xiii which prioritises access to
rall stations by norn-car modes

Section D2

Amend policy xiii — Measures that increase accessibility to rail stations particularly by public transport, walking
and cycling.
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support and Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or T6
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No.

Section C

We support Road User Charging as an essential complement to greater transport choice, and as a prerequisite to
achieving modal shift, a reduction in car miles and consequent reductions in CO; emissions.

Section D1

Policy T6 lacks a sense of urgency. Whilst road user charging is unlikely to be introduced at local level without
greater encouragement from central government (notwithstanding existing legislation), we believe that regional
policy should attempt to take a more positive stance rather than waiting for a lead.

Section D2
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support and Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or T7 and supporting text
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No.

Section C

Parking restraint is an important demand management tool which can help influence the decision to choose a
more sustainable mode.

Parking provision for cycles can exert a positive influence on the decision to cycle.
We would, however, like to see the references in 1.22 to parking at rail stations and the package of measures
which seeks to enhance access by bus, cycling and walking incorporated into policy T7.

Section D1

Section D2 Proposed changes to the Plan.

Add after ‘appropriate’ in vi:
‘Ensure there is adequate and secure cycle storage and that access by non car modes is facilitated.’
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support
(please specify)
Policy No.; or T8
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No.

Section C

We support this policy and strongly agree that travel planning can play an important role in delivering the mohility
management approach.

We would, however, like to see it strengthened. It should not be optional and should apply to sub-regional as well
as regional hubs

Section D1

Section D2

Amend final paragraph from

‘Local Transport Authorities should also consider piloting the concept of transport planning advice centres for
regional hubs in their Local Transport Plans.’

to

‘Local Transport Authorities should as a matter of urgency pilot the concept of transport planning advice centres
for regional and sub-regional hubs in their Local Transport Plans.’
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support
(please specify)
Policy No.; or T9
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No.

Section C

We agree with the arguments against further expansion of Heathrow and Gatwick as set out in supporting
paragraphs 1.25t0 1.27.

We share the Regional Assembly’s concerns in respect of surface access and other negative social and
environmental impacts resulting from further expansion.

We endorse the statement that the scale of development would imply levels of emissions that would be
unacceptable to the Government’s own national Sustainable Development Strategy.

We support the Access Strategies.

We have, therefore, similar concerns over policies i and i relating to the development of Southampton and Kent
Airports and feel that to support regional airport expansion is contradictory. WWe could not support development of
regional airports if this resulted in an increase in the overall level of CO; emissions, which would work against
regional efforts to mitigate the impacts of climate change, or if a negative local environmental impact were to be
identified.

The policy does not consider the potential negative impact of airport expansion on the regional economny.
Section D1

Palicy T9 should be amended to reflect concern relating to the full real costs of increasing air travel and the
negative, as well as pasitive, impacts of the South East® "gateway’" function.

Regional airports, like international ones, can produce an economic deficit by encouraging money to be spent
abroad. The policy should recognise that expansion of these airports can actually drain the economy.

The policy should, therefore, aimto curb future expansion of aviation in recognition of the adverse environmental
impacts, the potential for breaches of environmental limits and the negative economic effects which will otherwise
result.

Growth in international or regional airports will mean the region becoming increasingly reliant on an unsustainable,
polluting and heavily subsidised activity.

Section D2

Delete i and iii and add —
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il “The expansion of regional airports would not be permitted if this were likely to lead to an overall
increase in harmful emissions, which would work against regional efforts to mitigate the impacts of
climate change, or if a negative impact on the local environment or regional economy were identified.’
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or T10
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No.

Section C

We cannot support this policy without a clarification of what is meant by landside infrastructure in the document.
We are not in favour of investment in improved road links and we are disappointed that there is no longer any
staterment supporting priority for rail access improverments. This should include Dover as well as to Southampton.

Port expansion should avoid damaging important coastal habitat and in particular nationally and internationally
important wildlife sites.

Section D1

Section D2

Add after landside infrastructure ‘and prioritising improved rail links’
Add after the last paragraph

Port expansion should avoid damaging important coastal habitat and in particular nationally and
internationally important wildlife sites
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Section B

Section C

Support or Oppose

or Support and Oppose Support
(please specify)
Policy No.; or T12

Paragraph No.; or

Chapter No.

More freight on rail means less on the road and a consequent decrease in lorry miles. The policy has important
implications in respect of reducing CO; emissions.

Section D1

Section D2
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support and oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or NRM1 and supporting text
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No.

Section C
SEFS supports Palicy NRM1 and welcomes the changes that have been made to strengthen this policy but we
consider it is still not strong enough.

We oppose the failure to prioritise demand management measures over new infrastructure.

Section D1

We are unhappy that bullet iii is restricted only to developments requiring “significant quantities of water”. Given
the drought situation and the expectation of hotter, drier summers in future which will exacerbate water problems,
the highest possible design standard must be incorporated in all new buildings. The policy must specify that the
excellent standard should be achieved.

The policy could and should be stronger. The South East is one of the driest regions of England. New
development in the region will increase demand for water resources and exacerbate existing problems no matter
how efficient new developments are. The Sustainability Appraisal found that housing growth would increase
demand for water resources in the region and that the delivery of both increased water efficiency and new supply
were doubtful

A dear hierarchy of demand reduction before increasing supply must be emphasised in the palicy itself. The text in
para 3.7 is nat strong enough.

We also recommend the region needs to adopt an approach of water neutral development as outlined in the
Sustainability Appraisal of the East of England draft RSS. In areas of severe water shortages it would be advisable
for authorities to take a stronger stance with developers to ensure that some of the new water demand is offset by
either retrofitting some of the existing housing or commercial building stock with water saving devices.
Alternatively authorities could require a payment into a “water offset fund” along the lines of the Milton Keynes
Carbon Offset Fund. This pot of money can then be used by the authority to pay for water saving or rainwater
harvesting equipment in its own stock or in other public buildings such as schools or libraries.

The background text could usefully cross refer to policy CC3, Resource Use, in order to help enmphasise the need
for sustainable water resource palicies. Likewise cross referencing to CC4 Sustainable Construction would be
helpful.

Section D2
Supporting text: - at the end of paragraph 3.7 insert: “ Any measures taken to increase water supply and dedl

with water quality must be tested against the commitment to reduce consumption and stabilise the
region’s ecological footprint as outlined in Policy CC3.”
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Policy NRM1L

Water supply, ground water and river water quality will be maintained and enhanced through avoiding adverse
effects of development on the water environment. Priority will be given to demand management, including
increasing water efficiency, reducing leakage and increasing use of metering. Atwin-track-approach-of
derrand-managerent-and- In addition, water resource development will be pursued where proven to be
necessary, together with development of sewerage and waste water treatment infrastructure.

Amend bullet iii: Delete “Require development that would use significant quantities of water to incorporate
measures to achieve high levels of water efficiency and reflect current best practice including BREEAM “very
good” and increasingly “excellent” standards” and replace with: “ Require all new Alevelopments to achieve
BREEAM and BREEAM Eco homes 2006 “excellent” standard as a minimum. In areas of severe water
shortages, Local Authorities’ policies should move towards ensuring that all new housing development is
“water neutral”, i.e. does not add to the net demand for drinking-quality water.”
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or NRM2
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No.

Section C

While we accept that there is likely to be a need for some new water resource development in the long term, SEFS
believes the Plan should aim to ensure that new infrastructure is not invested in unnecessarily. Increasing water
resources Will not solve the problem of water scarcity in the region if comprehensive water efficiency measures are
not implemented first. Costly infrastructure should only be developed as a last resort after the measures in NRMVIL
are fully implemented.

Section D1

The negative environmental impacts of increasing water demand are mentioned in the Sustainability Appraisal
report. Although we welcome the reference to consideration of water efficiency in new and existing properties, this
is not enough. (bullet ii of the final paragraph), A sequential approach should be adopted taking into account the
thoroughness and success of water efficiency measures. Water demand management must be prioritised before
new resources are considered.

Policy NRM2 now mentions other ways of increasing water resources such as bulk weter transfer, effluent re-use
and desalination. As with new or expanded reservoirs, these options have significant environmental impacts that
must be considered and avoided or mitigated before they are implemented. It would be helpful for a hierarchy of
water treatment technologies to be developed based on their environmental impacts, including impacts on climete.

It should be made clear that by listing specific sites where resenvoirs might be needed the SE Plan does not give
approval of specific schemes. The SE Plan should not support proposals that have not been subject to detailed
environmental impact assessment

Other than the five reservair sites listed in NRVE, it is felt to be unhelpful to mention Darwell reservoir or a
reservoir in north-west Sussex at this stage when the likelihood of developing themis very uncertain. Therefore it
is recommended that they be removed fromthe palicy. It is also with some concern that the paossibility of a new
reservoir at Hardham (not mentioned specifically in NRIVI2 but mentioned in the WRSE report on the latest South
East Plan housing provision and distribution, May 2006) is described incorrectly as being in north-west Sussex,
whenit isin fact in central West Sussex. This places it within the designated South Downs National Park and
close to or in potential conflict with some important wildlife sites. Rather than just accepting that a new resource
might be needed here, the South East Plan should be aiming to steer potentially damaging development away
from such sensitive sites, which is something that this policy currently fails to do.

Section D2
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The final paragraph of Policy NRIV2 should be much stronger in requiring that water efficiency measures be
adopted before new resource schemes are considered and requiring a full environmental impact assessment of
any schemes considered

We have suggested some amendments to the text in order to make the palicy flow more smoothly.

NRM2

Thereis likely to be aelen%nstrableneed for new water resource schem&s anel-mel:easedrdermnd-nﬁanagement
over the period of the Plan to-cal A o g \ Per on

the-environrent. Local Development Documents should alIocaIe and safeguard S|tes |dent|f|ed for
reservoir development from other uses.

Strategic new water resource options that may be required to be operational over the
Plan period include:

i Upper Thames resenvoir by 2019/20

i Enlargement of Bewl reservoir by 2014/15

i Broad Oak reservoir by 2019/20

iv Clay Hill reservoir by 2014/15

% Havant Thlcket reservoir by 2020/21

Addltlonal resource schemes, including new and enlarged-enlargerent-ef- Barwell reservoirs, astrategic-option

innerthwest-Sussex-togetherwith, bulk water transfers, effluent re-use and desalination may also be required.
Where there is a proven need for such schemes, local authorities should work with the water companies

and the Environment Agency in assisting with their timely delivery.

In considering applications for new water resource schemes, consideration should be given to:

I Need at local, sub-regional, regional, and inter-regional scales

i Presence of alternative options including reducing water use through water demand management
measures in new and existing properties and lowering leakage.

iii environmental impact, including impacts on ability to meet greenhouse gas reduction targets and the
need to avoid sensitive habitats and landscapes

v Potential to deliver social and environmental benefits.
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support
(please specify)
Policy No.; or NRM4
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No.

Section C
We strongly support this policy. We would object to any attempts to weaken it.

Section D1

A strong policy to safeguard existing wildlife and key habitats and to enhance the biodiversity assets of the region
is essential in order to secure sustainable development. Many habitats of regional significance, such as
heathlands, and the species they support are in a ‘negative’ status (reduced extent, fragmented and disconnected,
and subject to a range of pressures which degrade them or prevent their recovery to a favourable conservation
status). This is clearly unsustainable. Policy NRM4 should, if implemented effectively, help to remedy this situation
and to reverse the historic trends of biodiversity decline in the region.

W\e believe that there are significant opportunities to strengthen this policy, and in particular through:
adapting Table NRM2 (Regional Biodiversity Targets) to reflect the recent national review of priority BAP
habitats, which is expected to result in habitats such as old orchards being added to the list of priority
habitats, and also to set clearer targets for the Plan period; and
encouraging public authorities and stakeholders with relevant expertise to build on Map NRM4 (Areas of
Strategic Opportunity for Biodiversity Improverment) to generate more detailed maps to guide the
rebuilding of biodiversity assets which will be of significant value to local authorities in preparation or
revision of their Local Development Framework documents.

Section D2
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Section B
Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support
(please specify)
Policy No.; or NRM5
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No.

Section C

We strongly support this policy.

We would object to any attempts to weaken it.

Section D1

Section D2
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support and oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No. D5 ‘Coastal management’
(paras 8.1 & 8.2)

Section C
SEFS objects to the incorrect description of Heritage Coasts in paragraph 8.2.

We support the inclusion of a mention of Heritage Coasts in the South East Plan (currently in Section D5, part 8
‘Coastal management) but would prefer to see this topic integrated with the Countryside and Landscape

Management chapter (D7)
Section D1

In paragraph 8.2 when briefly describing Heritage Coasts, it is stated that: “Areas of the undeveloped coast have
been designated as ‘Heritage Coast'... This is incorrect as Heritage Coasts are a non-statutory landscape
definition and are defined by agreement between the relevant maritime local authorities and the Countryside

Agency.
Section D2
Paragraph 8.2 (proposed additional text in bold, proposed deletions crossed out)

FHve areas of the undeveloped coast within the region have been defined designated-as ‘Heritage Coast’
reflecting their landscape, cultural and recreational importance, including the first ever Heritage Coast, the
famous white chalk cliffs of Beachy Head in Sussex. Undeveloped areas of coast are a finite and important
resource that should be protected.
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support and Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or NRMS8 and supporting text
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No.

Section C

Object to the fact that tranquillity is not mentioned in either the supporting text or the policy on noise and no
mention is made of the impact of noise on nationally designated landscapes or sensitive wildlife areas.

Support existing policy as it relates to new development and urban areas.
Section D1

Despite the brief acknowledgement in paragraph 10.1 that noise is an issue in rural areas it is the only mention of
the possible impact that noise can have on the vast mgjority of the region. Thereafter the focus of the supporting
text is on urban or developed areas.

The existing policy focuses on minimising noise pollution on new development through influencing the siting of this
development away from significant noise and requiring high levels of sound proofing and screening for new
development. It also acknowledges that the management of traffic can influence exposure to environmental noise.
While this is welcome it ignores the significant impact that noise can and currently does have on tranquil areas,
particularly on nationally designated landscapes (AONBs and National Parks). These are areas where tranquillity
is often part of the character and quality of the area and important not only for the quality of life of local people but
also economically in maintaining or contributing to the attractiveness of the area. A stronger emphasis needs to
be given to this bath in the policy and supporting text.

The assertion in the Pre-submission Consultation Statement that tranquill areas are an issue for local planning
rather than regional planning is strongly refuted. Tranquillity is a very important feature of nationally designated
landscapes and is strongly influenced by traffic and transport infrastructure which is planned and led by national
and regional government. Therefore while local planning will play a small role in tranquillity, it cannot address the
strategic impacts created by longer distant traffic and transport infrastructure. The South East Plan needs to
properly address this issue, something that it has failed to do to date.

Section D2
Policy NRVB (propased additional text in bold)

Measures to address and reduce noise pollution will be developed at regional and local level through means such
as:
Locating new residential and other sensitive development away from existing sources of significant noise or
away from planned new sources of noise
Traffic management and requiring sound attenuation measures in mgjor transport schemes
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Encouraging high levels of sound-proofing and screening as part of sustainable housing design and
construction.

Managing activities and locating new development which are significant noise generators so that they
are directed away from sensitive and tranquil areas, particularly nationally protected landscapes, to
minimise their impact on those areas.
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support and Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or EN1
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No.

Section C

While supporting the thrust of the policies on Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy, SEFS considers thet there
should be a stronger requirement for planning policies to ensure developers reduce CO; emissions. We warnt to
see a zero net carbon standard and electricity demand reduction targets.

Section D1

Improving the standards

We support EN1 but it does not go far enough given the slow progress on increasing renewables and reducing
CO, emissions inthe UK. RSS has a major role in setting strategic policy and driving up standards. Energy and
resource efficiency must become key considerations in permitting new development or the re-use of existing
buildings.

Palicy in this area is moving forward constantly and the draft of EN1 is not as advanced as the best in current
thinking. The London Borough of Merton has shown how local authorities can take the lead on tackling climate
change through the planning system The Borough intends to include the folloning text in its forthcoming Local
Development Framework:

The Council will require all developments, either new build or conversion, with a floor-space of 500 m2, or
one or more residential unit, to incorporate on-site renewable energy equipment to reduce predicted CO,
emissions by at least 10%.

This approach is supported by PPS22 and should be promoted as a minimum for all local autharities by its
adoption in RSS

The zero net carbon standard

The aim however must be to reduce greenhouse emissions in the region. So, whilst the aims of the ‘Merton policy’
mentioned above are laudable, it is clear that they do not go far enough. New developments will continue to add to
the overall carbon dioxide emissions. If we are to reduce the region’s overall emissions, new build should achieve
a zero net carbon standard, meaning that new development does not add any net carbon dioxide emissions during
its lifetime. Indeed, where possible development should incorporate renewable energy generation so that it has a
net positive energy output after construction.

To aimfor a zero net carbon standard may be regarded as a radical step, but the palicy is technically achievable,
falls inside the remit of spatial planning and is the clear and logical extension of the Government® national policy
and international obligations on climate change. It is also supported by the LGA1

The term “carbon neutral” development is also used and has been defined as: “At minimum, carbon
neutral developments require that any carbon emissions generated by the use of buildings must be offset by
carbon savings elsewhere.” 2 \We believe that all new build developments should be carbon neutral by 2012.
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Milton Keynes Council for exarmple has a sustainable construction policy requiring high energy efficiency
measures and where a developer cannot meet these they are asked to contribute to a carbon offset fund which is
used to reduce energy demand elsewhere in the area.3

If the existing policy is kept, there is a danger that developers will try to avoid the threshold, so further work could
be done to advise local authorities on targets for developments below the suggested threshold. Policy EN1 should
require minimum standards of energy efficiency in all developments. (BRE Eco Homes 2006 and BREEAM
Excellert)

Energy demand

We feel that there should be a greater emphasis on energy demand. The Assenbly should investigate the
feasibility of setting an electricity reduction target. We believe that electricity demand should and could be
stabilised and then reduced by approximately 10% by 2020. Research by Fiends of the Earth 4 shows that this is
passible and further work by WM is expected to update this.

We welcome the new bullet | in Policy EN1 but submitting an assessment of the development’s
energy demand should be a requirement, not an option as currently implied by the policy wording.

1) “leading the way: how local authorities can meet the challenge of climate change
http://www.lga.gov.uk/Documents/Publication/leadingtheway. pdf )

2) Government sets vision for carbon neutral development, Department for Communities and Local Government press
release, May 18™ 2006 http://www.gnn.gov.uk/Content/Detail.asp?ReleaselD=202740&NewsAreal D=2

3) This policy is for all developments over 5 dwellings or in excess of 1000sq m. Milton Keynes Sustainable Construction
Policy, available from Martin Davies at martin.davies@milton-keynes.gov.uk, 01908 252614

4) http://lwww.foe.co.uk/resource/reports/bright_future.pdf

Section D2

Replace: “A proactive approach towards the implementation of this policy may involve” with “A proactive approach
towards the implementation of this palicy will involve”.

Delete bullets i, ii and iii and replace with:

LDFs should seek to ensure that all development, either new build or conversion, will be required to
demonstrate that it does not add any net carbon dioxide emissions over the life-cycle of its operation.
Developers may adopt arange of technological approaches to achieve this objective, including:
A zero carbon standard (based on the Z-squared standard) for any large scale housing development.
A minimum of EcoHomes ‘Excellent’ for energy or future equivalent standard for any housing
development of one unit or more.
A minimum of BREEAM ‘Excellent’ for energy for any commercial development.
The development of on-site renewable energy generation capacity, including in particular, passive solar
design, solar water heating, photovoltaics, ground source heat pumps and in larger scale development,
wind and sustainably sourced biomass generated energy.
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It will be for the developer to decide which approach is the most appropriate to deliver a zero net carbon
standard in their specific proposal. The applicant must demonstrate, through a development appraisal, if
the adoption of such an approach results in an undue burden on the viability of the scheme.

In the last paragraph, delete “should” and replace with “will seek to achieve high levels....

Add after final paragraph: “At the next review of this part of the SE Plan work will be undertaken to set an
electricity demand reduction target.”.

If the existing wording is kept :

The phrase ‘as appropriate’ in reference to BREEAM and NHER in bullet i should be removed. These standards
(or equivalent) should be required in all new developments.

In bullet i, delete “encouraging” and replace with “requiring”.
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support and Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or EN3
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No.

Section C

While supporting the thrust of the policies on Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy, SEFS continues to be
disappointed with the level of targets set for renewable energy generation and the lack of an indicator or target for
consumption of renewable energy.

Section D1

In light of the adoption of palicies on reducing consumption and stabilising ecological footprint it would be
appropriate to make a commitment to measure the deployment of renewable energy in terns of electricity
consumed and nat merely production or capacity. The West Midlands, East Midlands and East of England all
have targets based on consumption.

Targets for the amount of energy generated by renewable sources by 2016 and 2026 should be increased in line
with Government targets. The 2020 target of 10%is much too low considering that the national aspiration is 20%
by 2020. The medium and long term targets should aspire to higher amounts in line with meeting our CO2
reduction targets at regional and national level.

The renewable energy targets should be regularly reviewed and revised upwards (if they are met). We would

suggest, given the pace of change in the development of renewable technologies, that the RSS should stipulate
that reviews should be conducted at least every three years.

Section D2

Policy EN3 should also include Ground Source Heat Pumps, as mentioned in EN1, as a renewable heat
resource.

Regional targets for electricity from renewable energy based on consumption should be added to Policy EN3.
The existing targets should be increased —we suggest at least 20% by 2020

Add at the end of EN3: “Regular reviews of these targets will take place and at the least, every three years.”
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support and Oppose
(please specify)

Policy No.; or EN5 and supporting text
Paragraph No.; or Para 11.54 (pp. 135)
Chapter No.

Section C

Object to the fact that the policy is somewhat vague on what is appropriate in nationally designated landscapes
and that the supporting text could actually encourage damage to nationally designated landscapes. Object to a
specific size and number of wind turbines when discussing small-scale rather than defining small scale as a
general principle.

Support the existing palicy’s prioritisation of areas for development and the desire to minimise adverse landscape
impacts and the recognition in the supporting text that development impacts can be cumulative.

Section D1

The policy EN5 is less specific than the supporting text, where in paragraph 11.54 it is mentioned that small-scale
construction can be accommodated in AONBs and National Parks. Yet policy EN5 not only allows small-scale
development to take place, it only requires that development should generally be of small scale, i.e. it need not be
all the time. This is inconsistent with ather palicies which in the Plan which give greater protection to nationally
designated landscapes. The policy also suggests that ‘community based development’ is acceptable without
requiring it to be of small-scale. It is believed that including reference to ‘community based development’ is
superfluous as it is only mentioned with regard to protected or sensitive landscapes and would in any case be
covered by the allowance of small-scale development.

The last sentence of the policy is proposed to be changed to ensure consistency of wording with other policies
within the draft South East Plan. It is also a more concise wording.

The objection to the inclusion of the text defining small-scale is that for many landscapes in the South East, which
can be very open in character, the definition of small-scale currently included in paragraph 11.54 could actually
have a substantial detrimental impact on these landscapes. As such it is unhelpful and potentially misleading for
developers and it would be better to define small scale in more principled terns.

Section D2
Policy EN5 (proposed additional text in bold, proposed deletions crossed out):

Local Development Frameworks should encourage the development of renewable energy in order to achieve the
regional and sub-regional targets. Renewable energy development, particularly wind and biomass, should be
located and designed to minimise adverse impacts on landscape, wildlife and amenity. Outside of urban areas,
priority should be given to development in less sensitive parts of the countryside and coast, including on previously
developed land and in mejor transport areas.
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The location and design of all renewable energy proposals should be informed by landscape character
assessment where available. Within areas of protected and sensitive landscapes, including AONBs or national

parks, development should generally-be of a small scale-er-eormmunity-based. Proposals within or close to
boundaries of designated areas should demonstrate that development witkwould not dndermine-compromise the

objectives that-underpinthe-purpeses of the designation.

Supporting text in paragraph 11.54:

However, wind and other renewable energy development should nat be precluded in AONBs and national parks
where they can beneflt rural and |solated local communities. as There will be Iocatlons where small scale

accorrmodated V\lnere conﬂlct vvlth statutow Iandscape protectlon purposes set out in PPS? can be av0|ded o
mAirised through careful siting and design. Small scale is defined in this context as being of a scale that
can be carried out within the capacity of the local environment, without causing lasting damage or eroding
the special qualities of an area. Regard must also be had to-nreluding redueing the cunmulative detrimental
impact of a number of individual schemes even if individually they are seen as having little or no impact.
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Section B

Support or Oppose or | Support and Oppose
Support and Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or w1
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No.

Section C

We support the policy to reduce waste. However, the targets set are not sufficiently challenging. SEFS believes
that, to be sustainable, we must aimto achieve zero waste to landfill in the long term, to set challenging targets to
ensure that this is achieved, and to plan accordingly.

Section D1

The policy envisages only a reduction in the growth of waste rather than a reduction in waste. This is not a
sufficiently challenging target. The objective must be to reduce the amount of waste produced, not simply allowed
to grow more slowly. The long term objective of zero non-recyclable waste should appear as stated aim

Section D2
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Section B

Support or Oppose or| Oppose
Support and Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or W3
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No.

Section C
Provision for London’s waste is too high.
Section D1

Despite the title of the policy, much of it actually relates to the apportionment of London’s treated waste. It might
therefore be appropriate to rename the palicy *Self sufficiency and inter-regional waste management’. There also
appears to be overlap with Policy W4 and this ought to be revisited to prevent duplication.

We are concerned that the Policy includes reference to “improving the viability of recovery and reprocessing

activity within the region.” This is likely to encourage large facilities in the region, particularly on the London
fringes. It appears to contradict the concept of self sufficiency and Policy WA.

We are concerned that the large quantities allocated from London could force local authorities — particularly those
which are fast running out of landfill space, to change their waste plans to bring forward alternative waste
treatment methods or to enlarge existing ones. This could have serious financial and environmental costs.

We therefore feel the projections for London’s waste are far too high and should be reduced.

Section D2
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Section B

Support or Oppose or
Support and Oppose
(please specify)

Support

Policy No.; or

W6

Paragraph No.; or

Chapter No.

Section C

SEFS strongly supports these targets. They should be seen as a minimum

Section D1

Section D2
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Section B

Support or Oppose or| Oppose
Support and Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or W10
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No.

Section C

There is not enough emphasis on rail and water transport.

Section D1

We support the idea, in principle, of dealing with waste arising in the region. This policy should be cross-referred to
W16 (Waste Transport Infrastructure) and W17 (Location of Facilities), to show that the same criteria apply when
choasing regionally significant sites. These policies might better sit side by side.

There needs to be a stronger emphasis on transportation of waste to and from these sites by rail or sea.

Section D2

After “good access to ports” add: “ The selection of such sites will follow the guidance laid out in Policy W17.
Every effort will be made to ensure that rail and water will be used for transportation to and from these
facilities.”
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Section B

Support or Oppose o1 Support and Oppose
Support and Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or W15
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No.

Section C
SEFS welcomes the recognition of the need to deal with hazardous waste in the region wherever possible. More
emphasis is needed in the policy to reflect the need to reduce this waste stream.

Section D1
Hazardous waste also needs to reflect the waste hierarchy so that where possible it is reduced, re-used and

recycled.

The palicy it does not address the need to consider human health impacts as well as cumulative impacts on
particular communities. While health impacts are partially controlled through legislation outside the planning
process, there is a general requirement to protect the ‘amenity’ of local communities through planning.

Therefore proposals for hazardous waste disposal (landfill and incineration) operations should be subject to the
precautionary principle, particularly when they are in close proximity to human habitation.

Section D2

Policy W15 should state:

“Waste Planning Authorities will undertake an analysis of the composition of hazardous waste arising in
their area. Management of this waste will prioritise re-use, recycling and biodegradation.”

“Hazardous waste sites should not be permitted within 3 km of human habitation or where there will be a
negative environmental impact on watercourses or aquifers in addition to fulfilling the requirements laid
out in policy W17
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Section B

Support or Oppose or| Support
Support and Oppose | PROPOSED
(please specify) NEW POLICY
Policy No.; or
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No. D6- New policy

Waste & Climate Change

Section C

SEFS believes that there should be a new policy outlining the way in which regional and local waste policies can
contribute to the achievement of reductions in greenhouse gas emissions. This is not covered by the existing
policies and the section does not cross refer to Cross Cutting Policy CC2 on Climate Change.

Section D1

Waste dispasal contributes towards climate change, for example, through the release of methane from landfill
sites or the burning of fossil fuel based plastics. Research suggests that untreated waste going to landfill and
incineration are the worst options for climate change (Community Recycling Network, ‘Maximising Recycling
Rates, Tackling Residuals’, 2002). Recycling brings more energy savings than energy fromwaste options because
destroying materials through burning them means that more energy needs to be used overall to extract and
process raw materials into the goods we buy and use (Friends of the Earth, ‘Greenhouse Gases and Waste
Management Options’, 2000).

The Plan must ensure that regional and local waste management plans and palicies address the causes and

potential impacts of climate change.

Section D2

Under section 2 —“A resource management approach’ a new paragraph should be inserted stating the links between waste
and climate change.:

A new policy should be included stating:

“Waste planning authorities will take climate change impacts into account when determining the ‘pattern
of facilities’ for waste management by considering, alongside other environmental impacts, the net
greenhouse gas emissions across the resource and waste life-cycle for each form of waste management .”
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Section B

Support or Oppose o1l Support and Oppose
Support and Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or W17
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No.

Section C

SEFS oppases this policy because it does not consider the cumulative impacts of site location on the well being of
local communities and the range of possible site for waste facilities is too wide.

Section D1

Whilst we support the thrust of this palicy it does not address the need to consider human health impacts as well
as cumulative impacts on particular communities. A number of communities are concerned about the health
impacts of high levels of dioxins. While health impacts are partially controlled through legislation outside the
planning process, there is a general requirement to protect the ‘amenity’ of local communities through planning.
Therefore proposals for waste disposal (landfill and incineration) operations should be subject to the precautionary
principle, particularly when they are in close proximity to human habitation.

We also believe that stringent protection should be given to nationally designated landscapes. Therefore, waste
management facilities should be precluded from AONBs and National Parks.

Section D2
Bullet iv should be deleted and replaced with

iv That the cumulative impacts of waste facilities do not adversely affect human health, well-being or the
‘amenity’ of local communities, either immediately or over time.

v that environmental impacts have been fully assessed and where relevant mitigated

and this should be cross-referenced to WI15: Hazardous Waste.

The whole of the final sentence should be deleted and replaced with:

“Nationally designated landscapes will be protected from such facilities.”
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support and Oppose
(please specify)

Policy No.; or M2 and supporting text
Paragraph No.; or para 23.5 (p. 166)
Chapter No.

Section C

SEFS objects to the halving of the proposed increase in the use of secondary aggregates and recycled meterials,
from 2.2mtpato 1.1mipa, reducing the overall total from 8.8mtpa to 7.7mtpa in 2016 (from a baseline of 6.6ntpa).

We support the protection given to nationally designated landscapes in the palicy but the supporting text could be
better written to reinforce this and greater clarity is required around the use of the termlocal materials.

Section D1

There is considerable disquiet that the target, even though described as a minimum figure has been halved in its
ambition. The previous draft of the South East Plan contained a target of 8.8mtpa (39% of the guidelines for
primary aggregate production in the region) secondary aggregates and recycled materials by 2016. This has now
been reduced to 7.7mtpa (34%).

There is a concern that the use of the term ‘local materials’ could apply to both geographically arising meterials
with no relation to a particular area other than they have ended up there and to materials sourced originally in a
local area and therefore often important in defining the local vernacular. This is an important distinction and one
that should influence whether there is a justification in developing in an AONB or national park. Only the latter
should carry any weight in whether to develop in a nationally designated landscape. Unless this is correctly and
carefully defined, the palicy potentially could give greater protection to the Green Belt than AONBs and National
Parks, even though the latter designations are potentially more sensitive to development and of more importance
nationally.

The proposed changes in wording to the supporting text (paragraph 23.5) strengthen the requirement to use a
landscape character appraisal to help judge whether a particular proposal will be acceptable or not and reinforce

the importance of national policy. They are virtually the same words used in paragraph 18.7 of the waste section
on page 160. This will help ensure consistency within the Plan which will also help increase its clarity.

Section D2
Policy M2 (proposed additional text in bold, proposed deletions crassed out):
The use of secondary aggregates and recycled materials in the South East should increase from 6.6mtpa (29% of

the guidelines for primary aggregate production in the region) to at least Z7rtpa(34%) 8.8mtpa (39%) by 2016
S0 as to reduce the need for primary aggregates extraction. ..
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..In very exceptional circumstances, rarerals-recycling facilities for local minerals mraterals-important to the
local vernacular of these areas should not be precluded from Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and National
Parks where this is consistent with the proximity principle [, where there are no alternative sites] and where
development would not compromise the objectives of the designation.

Paragraph 23.5 (last sentence)

.. Itis essential that recycling facilities proposed in AONBs or National Parks are assessed in the light of
local circumstances and national/regional policy, and are subject to good design and landscape character
appraisal.
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support and Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or M3
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No.

Section C
This palicy promotes increased exploitation of marine aggregates. e consider this to be unsustainable and
consequently we strongly object to this element of the policy.

However, we maintain our strong support for the main thrust of the policy which ains to reduce exploitation of
primary aggregates through increased supply from secondary and recycled materials, which meets the key
objective of sustainable development.

Section D1

Section D2
We recommend the following change to Policy M3 (modifications to original text are showninbold) ...

“The supply of construction aggregates in the South East should be met from a significant
increase in supplies of secondary and recycled materials, a reduced contribution from primary land-won

resources. and-an-aereasein-Hnperts-of-m Marine-dredged aggregates may contribute to this, but only
where exploitation of such supplies is judged to be sustainable.”

We accept that the conseguence of this may be a need to alter the apportionments listed in Policy M3 and also a
re-assessment of the overall targets and apportionment set out in Policy M2.
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No. D7- Countryside and
Landscape Management
‘Context and purpose’
paras 1.1-1.4 (pp 174-175)

Section C

SEFS objects to the introductory text as it fails to give any sense of what the landscape is like in the South East
and to set any real context for the rest of the Plan. This is a real oversight given that 35% of the region is covered
by nationally designated landscapes, more than any other region.

Section D1

This section lacks an introduction describing the variety and high quality of the South East’s landscape character
to give a sense of what the region is like physically. Including a map showing the region’s landscape character
areas, along with supporting text, would provide some context to the landscape policies and help in the
understanding of the needs of the area and the threats thet it faces.

The spatial strategy cannot hope to fulfil its function if the main features of the region are not properly described,
let alone provide a proper context for other policies within the Plan. It is also unclear as to why there are cross-
cutting policies on Green Belts and Strategic Gaps and not nationally designated landscapes and why the policies
on Greens Belts and Strategic Gaps are not included within the Countryside and Landscape Management chapter
where they more sensibly belong.

New text should describe the openness of much of the region’s nationally important landscapes, based as many of
themare on chalk. It should highlight the nature of the countryside in the South East: its lomand nature, its
accessihility, its popularity, its variety and vulnerability. It should describe the nature of the topography, the siting
of these landscapes in relation to mejor centres of population and the potential impact of development. Also the
threat to these open landscapes from visual, light and noise pollution, particularly from road traffic and insensitive
development, needs to be highlighted.

No mention is made in this section of the increasing importance of local (and organic) food production and
farmer's markets and their popularity as awareness has grown around issues such as food miles and the impact
that transporting food for very large distances can have on local communities and the environment.  Little
reference is made to farm diversification or the linkage to other important landscape and land management issues.
There is a small mention of this in the tourism chapter (Section D10, para 3.1, pp 206-207) but it should really be
dealt more thoroughly within this chapter with perhaps some crass-referencing back to the tourism chapter.

The way that countryside issues have been fragmented within the Plan as described above is particularly
unhelpful and will make it harder to plan in a sustainable way.



Comments from Page 66
South East Forum For Sustainability (SEFS) (of 109 pages)

Section D2

The ‘Context and Purpose’ text should be reviewed and revised in the light of the comments above in order to
provide a proper context not only for this chapter but the whole of the Plan.
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Oppose
(please specify)

Policy No.; or Clb and supporting text
Paragraph No.; or para 1.8 (pp 175-176)
Chapter No.

Section C

Object to the supporting text in paragraph 1.8 which is factually inaccurate and to the policy Clb as it adds nothing
to policy C2, which in any case applies to land already designated as AONB in the South Downs until such time as
the South Downs National Park designation is confirmed.

Section D1

SEERA was natified previously by a number of parties that the wording in paragraph 1.8 was factually inaccurate.
The designation order was made by the Countryside Agency in December 2002 and awaits Ministerial
confirmation.

The policy Clb fails to provide any intermediate protection to the swathe of countryside that has been included
within the designated South Downs National Park but is currently not designated AONB. This land, some 273
square kilometres in total, has no additional protection afforded to it beyond the general countryside provisions in
the Plan despite being within a designated National Park, which means that the designation order could be
prejudiced by the Plan's provisions.

This situation was considered in East Hampshire where the Local Plan inspector ruled in his report, dated 30
March 2005, that:

“Should the Designation Order be confirmed, planning authorities will immediately consult on, and adopt as quickly
as possible, palicies to augment their existing AONB palicies. In the meantime, planning authorities will not grant
planning permission for any development that would prejudice the proposed National Park and its purposes.”

The East Hampshire Local Plan has now been adopted with these recommendations.

Section D2

Palicy Clb (proposed additional text in bold, proposed deletions crassed out):

The Government is considering the confirmation of the designation order of a South Downs National Park.  Until
there is a formal decision on this, planning authorities will not grant planning permission for any
development that would prejudlce the d&slgnated South Downs Natlonal Park and its purposes—PeheyLGz




Comments from Page 68
South East Forum For Sustainability (SEFS) (of 109 pages)

Supporting text in paragraph 1.8

In Decermber 2002, the Seeretary-6 ' '

Countryside Agency signed the d&srgnatlon order for the South Dovvns Natlonal Park extendlng from
Winchester to Eastbourne. The boundary of the park and its future administration were examined at a public
inquiry, which closed in March 2005. The Inspector’s report is expected during 2006, and the Secretary of State’'s
decision on whether there should be a National Park in the South Downs and its precise boundary will follow that.
If the Secretary of State agrees to the principle of a South Downs National Park it is urlikely that the South
Downs National Park Designation Order will be confirmed eome-into-being-before- April sometime in 2007 at
the-earliest and a National Park Authority established sometime in 2008.

Should the Designation Order be confirmed, planning authorities, including SEERA, will immediately
consult on, and adopt as quickly as possible, policies to augment their existing AONB policies. Inthe
meantime, in order to safeguard land designated in the South Downs National Park but not currently
designated as AONB, it is essential that planning authorities do not grant planning permission for any
development that would prejudice the designated National Park and its purposes.
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support and Oppose
(please specify)

Policy No.; or C2 and supporting text
Paragraph No.; or para 1.9 (p. 176)
Chapter No.

Section C

Support the main thrust of the policy and its supporting text and the protection given to AONBs and their setting,
but object to the fact that policy C2 only gives ‘priority’ to the conservation and enhancement of AONBs. The
policy should also be strengthened with regard to protecting the setting of nationally designated landscapes.

Section D1

While in paragraph 1.9 it is acknowledged that AONBSs require the same focus on protection and paositive land
management as National Parks, palicy C2 only gives ‘priority’ to the conservation and enhancement of AONBS
whereas palicy Cla, for the New Forest National Park, gives ‘high priority’ to its conservation and enhancement.
For consistency these should be the same and given the importance of AONBs baoth for the regional economy and
for people’s quality of life, their conservation and enhancement should be given a high priority.

The need to consider the setting of AONBs as required by policy C2 is strongly supported but it could be improved
by simplifying the wording. This helps to emphasise the importance of the setting of these often open landscapes
where development beyond the designated boundary can have a significant impact on land withinit. Development
should not be allowed outside the boundary of an AONB which would fail to conserve or enhance the AONB and
its setting

Section D2
Policy C2 (proposed additional text in bold, proposed deletions craossed out):

High priority should be given to conservation and enhancement of natural beauty in the regions’ Areas of
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONBs) and planning-decisions-shedleHhave regard-to their setting. Proposals for
development should be considered in that context. Positive land management policies should be developed to
sustain the Areas’ landscape quality. In drafting Local Development Documents Local Planning Authorities should
have regard to statutory AONB Management Plans.

In considering proposals for development, the emphasis should be on small-scale proposals that area sustainably
located and designed. Propasals which support the economies and social well being of the Areas and their
communities, including affordable housing schemes, will be encouraged provided that they do not conflict with the
aim of conserving and enhancing natural beauity.
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support
(please specify)

Policy No.; or C3 and supporting text
Paragraph No.; or para 1.10-1.12 (pp 176-177)
Chapter No.

Section C

Support the policy because it recognises the importance of local distinctiveness and aims to protect and enhance
this in rural areas in a sustainable way.

Section D1

Section D2
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support and oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or

Paragraph No.; or Map CLM1 (p. 177)
Chapter No.

Section C
SEFS supports the inclusion of Map CLML, but abjects to the omission of Heritage Coasts.
Section D1

Given the extensive coastline of the region and its relationship with inland landscapes and land management
issues, this section on coastal management would sit better in the Countryside and Landscape Management
chapter. All the existing (five — see list below) Heritage Coasts in the region are linked to AONBs and it would
therefore make sense to include them on Map CLML as they are integral to both the quality and character of the
designated areas as Well as their setting. This would enable the full context of the region’s landscapes can be
seen on one map. Currently the Plan does not show or list the region’s Heritage Coasts, which is an omission
given that it acknowledges in paragraph 8.1 that: “The coast ... is home to some of the South East’s, and the
country’s, maost iconic images”. Indeed, the first Heritage Coast to be defined was the famous white chalk cliffs of
Beachy Head in Sussex. It is also worth noting that the South East has a relatively small number and length of
Heritage Coasts, making it all the more important that the few relatively unspoilt sections of outstanding coastline
remain as such.

South Foreland North Downs AONB
Heritage Coasts Dover—Falkestone North Downs AONB
(and AONBstowhich  Sussex Sussex Downs AONB
they are linked) Tennyson Isle of Wight AONB

Hamstead Isle of Wight AONB

Section D2

Amend Map CLML by adding all ‘Heritage Coasts' to the map.
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support and Oppose
(please specify)

Policy No.; or C4 and supporting text
Paragraph No.; or para1.13 (pp 177-178)
Chapter No.

Section C

Support the policy because it recognises the importance of access to, within and fromthe countryside. However,
concerned that insufficient emphasis is placed on reducing car use.

The supporting text does not properly recognise the importance of the region’s rights of way network for the rural
econon.

Section D1

The policy should emphasise that while seeking to increase access to the countryside, overall a key aim should be
to reduce car use, for health, environmental (emissions) and the impact that it has on landscape both visually and
interms of tranquility. To this end it is proposed that the reference ‘seeking to reduce car use for shorter journeys’
should be deleted under part ii, and that this sentiment is instead incorporated in the introductory text to make it an
overarching aim

Many settlements, including some quiite large ones, are located close to nationally designated landscapes and
there is an opportunity to reduce car use by improving access into the wider countryside by non-car means. Itis
not just about reducing car use within and between settlements as the policy and supporting text currently implies.

Section D2
Policy C4 (proposed additional text in bold, proposed deletions crassed out):

Local autharities, through Rights of Way Improvement Plans and other measures, should encourage access to the
countryside, whilst seeking to reduce car use, taking full advantage of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act
2000, particularly by:

[ Maintaining, enhancing and promoting the Public Rights of Way system, and permissive and longer
distance routes, to facilitate access within, to and from the countryside for visitors and all members of the local
community

i Identifying opportunities and planning for routes within and between settlements-seekingte-reduee-car
useforshorterjourneys

ii Where paossible, making new routes muiti-functional to allow pedestrians, horses and cyclists to use them
Paragraph 1.13

The region has a well-used public rights of way network, giving access to some of England’s finest lowland
landscapes, which provides a mgjor opportunity to improve the well-being of individuals through exercise and
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access to countryside. This network should be maintained and enhanced, recognising the need of visitors and
local communities, to enable people to visit and enjoy the region’s countryside, improve their quality of life and
help to maintain the region’s rural economy. It also needs to be planned so that the regions’ countryside
can be enjoyed by all-aswell-as and to ensure that it providesing opportunities to reduce car use-for-sherter
jedrneys-within-er-between-settlerrents. Rights of Way Improvement Plans should be used to establish the needs
of an area to access both rural and urban areas. These plans will be integrated into Local Transport Plans by
2010.
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Section B

Support or Oppose Support

or Support and Oppose PROPOSED

(please specify) NEW POLICY

Policy No.; or
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No. NEW POLICY

D7- Countryside and
Landscape Management

Section C

The Planis deficient in that it does not contain any specific palicies that encourage a strategic approach to be
taken towards the conservation of the attractive landscapes of the non-tidal River Thames valley corridor and its
associated rich biodiversity and wildiife networks. The River Thames is England’s principal heritage river, yet has
no formal designation. A guiding policy is required in the Plan to ensure that a coherent, proactive approach is
taken jointly by local authorities to protect the natural and built heritage of the River Thames corridor. The
appropriate location for such a palicy is Section D7.

Section D1

The River Thames valley corridor through Surrey, Buckinghanshire, Berkshire and Oxfordshire is a mgjor
environmental and heritage asset for these counties and for the Region. Its waterscapes and adjacent meadows,
woodlands and hillsides are rich in wildlife. The river and its tributaries are important wildlife corridors and the
many open water spaces along its valley are important sites for migratory birds. Many fine historic buildings and
parklands are located within the river valley.

The potential importance of the river for tourism and leisure is recognised in Policy TSR7. However, if a holistic
approach is to be taken to the future sustainability of this national asset that crasses from one side of the region to
the aother, it is vital that its environmental sustainability is also treated as a strategic priority.

The draft Plan recognises a number of environmental assets that have only sub-regional significance but not the
River Thames, which is a key feature of three sub-regions, the London Fringe, Western Corridor and Blackwater
Valley and Central Oxfordshire. The Thames merits greater recognition at Regional level.

The proposed text below is based on that for Policy WCBV3 (The Colne Valley Park).
Section D2
Add a NEW POLICY as follows:

“THE RIVER THAMES CORRIDOR

The Local Authorities will work together and with other agencies: (a) to maintain and enhance the
landscape (including settlements) and waterscape of the River Thames Corridor, in terms of their scenic
and conservation value and their overall amenity; (b) to resist urbanisation that impacts on the rural
setting of the River Thames and to safeguard existing areas of adjacent countryside from inappropriate
development, (c) to conserve the biodiversity resources of the River Thames Corridor through the
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protection and management of its diverse plant and animal species, habitats and geological features, and
(d) to provide accessible facilities and opportunities for countryside recreation where this does not
compromise (a) (b) or (c).
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Section B

Section C

Support or Oppose or Support
Support and Oppose

(please specify)

Policy No. ; or BE1

Paragraph No. ; or

Chapter No.

This Policy now provides specific guidance to the implementing agencies (j.e. Local Planning Authorities, English
Partnerships, etc) on how to provide renaissance of urban areas.

Section D1

Section D2
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Section B

Support or Oppose or Support and Oppose
Support and Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No. ; or BE?2
Paragraph No. ; or
Chapter No.

Section C

We support this Palicy as it encourages proactive planning guidance for the development of urban and suburban
areas. However, we consider that that it could be improved.

Section D1

The policy provides encouragement for the planning of urban and suburban intensification. Thus, rather than
waiting for developers to submit proposals for maximum densities, the urban and suburban areas of towns
should be structured (both through policies and Area Action Plans) to guide to the form of development required

Whilst the use of Area Action Plans is referred to in the supporting text, it would be preferable if the Policy
encouraged their use.

Section D2
Suggest that the Palicy be amended as follows (amendments in bold)

“This guidance, which may take the form of LDD policies or Supplementary Planning Documents (SPDs) or Area Action
Plans, should be based ..
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Section B

Support or Oppose or | Support and Oppose
Support and Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No. ; or BE3
Paragraph No. ; or
Chapter No.

Section C

This new Palicy, whilst beneficial and necessary, should perhaps include the need for Area Action Plans as
supplements to the proposed Neighbourhood Management Plans.

Section D1

This Policy seens to be a response to recognised problems with suburban areas (failing shops, inappropriate
levels of intensification, failing local services and public transport). This will take the form of defining the needs,
proposing physical, social and economic programmes to encourage shopping, appropriate structured residential
intensification and therelby encouraging economic public transport (i.e. the Neighbourhood Management Plans -
NMPs). However we feel that Area Action Plans could be incorporated in the NMPs.

Section D2
We suggest that the second paragraph of the Policy be amended as follows (amendments in bold)

“For thase neighbourhoods identified, local authorities should work with their partners to develop Neighbourhood
Management Plans (NMPs) which should be an element of Area Action Plans”.
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Section B

Support or Oppose o1 Support and Oppose
Support and Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No. ; or BE4
Paragraph No. ; or
Chapter No.

Section C

Whilst generally supporting this policy (especially its revisions which guide its implementation), it is considered
that as well as Green Belts, both Strategic and Local Gaps should be defined in the text as key areas for the
application of action management.

Section D1

The objective of managing the Urban Fringe (i.e. the rural fringe around the urban area) is to ensure that it is
actively used —agriculture, recreation, education, etc. Too often it is not actively used i.e. not farmed leading to
dumping, vandalism and the “hope land” (not used to encourage re-zoning for development). The Strategic and
Local Gaps have an important role to play in separating urban areas (the purpose of the Green Belts), but
because of their limited width they are particularly at risk from misuse so should be actively managed.

Section D2
Amend the second paragraph of the Palicy to read (amendments in bold):

“I Ensure better management of the urban rural fringe, including where applicable Green Belt, Strategic and
Local Gaps, by working with ...”
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Section B

Support or Oppose or | Support and Oppose
Support and Oppose
(please specify)

Policy No. ; or TC1 and supporting text
Paragraph No. ; or Para 1.8
Chapter No.

Section C

Whilst supporting this palicy it is recommended that specific reference is required to the need to incorporate the
valuable historic areas of many town centres in a sensitive and realistic manner. This policy therefore should be
cross-referenced to Palicy BE7 (Management of the Historic Environment).

Section D1

We believe that it is important, especially in town centres in the South East, that their historic areas (albeit of
varying extent and quality) are sensitively incorporated in development plans.

Section D2

It is suggested that a cross-reference to Policy BE7 (Management of the Historic Environment) should be included into
paragraph 1.8.
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Section B

Support or Oppose or Support and Oppose
Support and Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No. ; or TC2
Paragraph No. ; or
Chapter No.

Section C

We welcome this Policy and, in particular, support the recommendation that there is no need for “further out of
centre regional or sub-regional shopping centres or large scale extensions to existing centres during the period to

Section D1

We want to support the reversal of previous government policies which encouraged out-of-centre or sub-regional
shopping centres, which as a consequence encouraged unsustainable use of private transport. However, this
revised palicy still accepts peripheral centres for supermarkets and warehouse shops which should be

discouraged.

Section D2
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support and Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or

Paragraph No.; or paras 1.1 - 2.4 (pp 203-206)

Chapter No. D10 Tourism, Related
Sports & Recreation
‘Context’

Section C

Support the general thrust of the text but are concerned about its accuracy and the omission of Areas of
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) in the list of key areas with a role to play in relation to tourism and recreation.

Section D1

Qutside of the New Forest and South Downs there are nine AONBs in the region, some of which attract a large
number of visitors and which should form part of any tourism and recreational strategy. Wth nationally designated
landscapes (AONBs and National Parks) covering 35% of the region, more than any ather region, more should be
made of this high quality asset. As aresult it is important to highlight that one of the reasons for the South East’s
popularity as a destination is not just from the diversity of its environment but also its quality.

These areas need careful management and marketing to ensure that their special qualities are not compromised
or their value to the region could be lost. This is why it is essential that they are given proper recognition in the
supporting text.

Up to date figures also need to be employed as the figures for the South Downs are inaccurate. The latest figures
for the South Downg! estimate that there are 39 million visits a year to this landscape.

[l Para 5.6, Page 49, A Survey of Recreational Misits to the Proposed South Downs National Park — October 2003, the Countryside
Agency, by Tourism South east Research Services with Geoff Broom Associates

Section D2
Paragraph 1.1i (proposed additional text in bold, proposed deletions crassed out):

I.  Thediversity and quality of the region’s environment (including attractive countryside, historic towns and
coastal resorts). ..

Paragraph 1.7 (National Parks)
The South East already has one national park, the New Forest, and may have a second, the South Downs. Both

are nationally significant visitor destinations. The latter, with 36-39 million leisure visits annually, would be the most
visited national park in the UK and contributes an estimated £333 million to the regional economy annually...
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After the section on National Parks a new section should be inserted on Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and
their contribution to recreation and tourism.
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support and Oppose
(please specify)

Policy No.; or TSR2 and supporting text
Paragraph No.; or paras 3.1 - 3.3 (pp 206-208)
Chapter No.

Section C

Support the policy as it is seeking to promote tourism in a sustainable way, ensuring that new developments ‘are
of a scale and type appropriate to their location’.

Oppose that part ii of the policy is restricted to market towns and to the inclusion of rural diversification within this
policy.

Section D1

There is adanger as the policy is written that it will not be seen to apply to al settlements and certainly to the
larger urban areas which do not see themselves as market toans. By replacing ‘market town’ with ‘settlement’,
the policy then applies to all towns and cities close to countryside areas with ‘significant tourism potential’.

An example of the shortcomings of the current policy can be seen in the South Downs which is a highly visited
landscape surrounded by many towns and cities which would not necessarily describe themselves as market
towns, such as Brighton & Hove, Eastbourne, Portsmouth, Southampton and Worthing. These larger
conurbations are the source of many of the visitors to the South Downs and as such, it is important that integrated
sustainable transport is provided from these conurbations into the wider countryside, for social, economic and
environmental reasons.

The inclusion of reference to rural diversification within this policy is opposed as it only tackles one aspect of
diversification, namely that in relation to tourism Rural diversification would appropriately be dealt with within the
Countryside and Landscape Management chapter where it could be dealt with more fully.

Section D2
Palicy TSR2 (proposed additional text in bold, proposed deletions crossed out):

Opportunities to promote tourism ane-reereation-based-rural-diversification should be encouraged where they
provide jobs for local residents and are of a scale and type appropriate to their location.
I.  Local planning authorities in formulating planning policies and taking decisions should:
Support proposals which seek to develop the tourism opportunities associated with all types of rural
development initiative
Protect access to and support proposals for upgrading inland waterways and associated facilities for
recreational use in accordance with relevant management strategies
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ii.  Insurrounding countryside areas with significant tourism potential, local authorities should identify actions
to strengthen linkages between settlements rrarkettewns-and their hinterlands through the provision of
integrated sustainable transport and complementary product development, investment and marketing.
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support and Oppose
(please specify)

Policy No.; or TSR7 and supporting text
Paragraph No.; or paras 8.1 —8.11 (pp 214-217)
Chapter No.

Section C

Support the policy as it is seeking to promote an integrated approach to tourism and support its aspiration to
‘improve access, whilst retaining and enhancing the natural character of the area’ in part in relation to the coastal
belt and the Isle of Wight.

Oppose the lack of clarity around what is meant by improving access in part i of the policy and the discrepancy
between the supporting text and the policy.

Oppose the conflict between the aspirations of this policy to retain and enhance ‘the natural character of the area’
and the long list of road schemes in the Implementation Plan which will cause significant damage to the South
Downs and other areas.

Section D1

The supporting text (paragraph 8.2) talks of “Complementary approaches should work towards the improverment of
access to and within the area, and ensure that the upgrading of facilities retains and enhances the natural
character of the area.” This inplies that it is the upgrading of the facilities, not the improved access, which will
need to retain and enhance the natural character of the area.

However, in the palicy the need to retain and enhance the natural character of the area is assigned to all
improvements in all fields. This is strongly supported and the supporting text should be amended to address this

discrepancy.

The major concern though is with the aspirations for many road building schemes within the coastal strip (listed in
the Implementation Plan) which if built would not only generate yet more road traffic and increased carbon dioxide
emissions, but would severely impact upon the natural character and quality of the area. They would have a very
significant visual impact and result in a further loss of tranquility. This would be a magjor blow to landscapes such
as the South Downs and undermine their tourism potential as well as their importance to the region’s quality of life.

Yet sustainable access within the area could be dramatically improved but without a strong steer from regional
planning it will not happen. The basic infrastructure is there in terms of the railway but it needs to be built upon,
creating better walking and cycling linkages, integrating with buses and upgrading services. Currently, weekend
rail services are notorious for delays and interruptions with sections of many journeys being made by bus because
of the focus on weekend engineering, with the needs of the major resorts and surrounding areas coming second.
This contributes to severe access problems in places such as Brighton at weekends and needs to be resolved.
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Therefore it is felt that it is essential that the policy TRS7 does not just refer to improving access but talks of
sustainable access to give a strong steer to the need to improve in particular public transport access, particularly
at weekends. It is worth noting that in part ii support for improved access is qualified by making specific reference
to ‘enhanced public transport access'.

Section D2
Palicy TSR7 (proposed additional text in bold, proposed deletions crossed out):

...The coastal belt and the Isle of Wight — Seeking complementary approaches to the development and
management of tourism so as to upgrade facilities, promote diversity, reduce seasonality and improve
sustainable access, whilst retaining and enhancing the natural character of the area. This includes making use of
the attraction of Canterbury and Brighton to encourage longer stays through linked trips to surrounding areas. ..

Paragraph 8.2

Major new investments in tourism facilities and infrastructure in key resorts should be appraised in a sub-regional
context, in terms of the added value they bring to the coastal strip as awhole. Complementary approaches should
work towards the improvement of access to and within the areas; and ensure-that the upgrading of facilities whilst
retainsing and enhancesing the natural character of the area.
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support and Oppose
(please specify)

Policy No.; or S2 and supporting text in
Paragraph No.; or paras 5.1 & 5.2 (pp 222-223)
Chapter No.

Section C

Support the policy because it takes a more halistic approach to costing public service facilities but opposed to the
fact that it does not fully consider all the issues involved.

Section D1

While this section is supported, particularly with regard to encouraging services being located centrally where
there is integrated access, the supporting text is unclear as to whether it is requiring providers to consider the
scale and location of facilities together. While a large centralised facility is imminently preferable to one provided
on the outskirts of a settlement where transport costs will be high and access poor, the alternative may not just be
providing the same facility in one centralised location. A more holistic and sustainable approach might be to
provide more of such facilities on a smaller scale closer to the communities they are serving. This would make the
senvices more accessible, both in cost and time and therefore more inclusive. It might also provide local public
buildings which could support a variety of other community needs, something that is less likely to be realised by
one large central provision.

Section D2
Palicy S2 (proposed additional text in bold, proposed deletions crossed out):

The consideration of the whole life casts of goods, works or services (indluding acquisition, operating and disposal
costs), should be a key component of any relevant strategy relating to the delivery of public services, and should
be incorporated in the evaluation of location and design options of new facilities, and the improvement of existing
facilities.

Consideration should also be given to the wider community costs associated with any new facilities and
the environmental, social and economic benefits of providing more localised services. In addition,
facilities should be designed, wherever possible, to be capable of having a multiple use, including those
not necessarily associated with their primary use.

Paragraph 5.1

When planning the location of services, providers need to consciously ensure that facilities are located in places
where they best serve the community, particularly with regard to the scale of provision. Too dften in the past
such facilities have been located on an ad hoc basis with too little regard for integrated access. Providing large
centralised facilities can also cause access problems for the more vulnerable sectors of society.
Consideration should be given as to whether it is actually more efficient to group facilities together in one
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very large unit or provide smaller facilities spread out more evenly amongst the population being served
where the external community cost of the development, particularly with regard to transport, is much
lower.

Add new sentence as new paragraph 5.3
Designing new facilities, where practicable, to be capable of being used for wider community uses also

helps create a more sustainable society, making better use of scarce resources while providing valuable
support to local community life.
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support and Oppose
(please specify)

Policy No.; or S3 and supporting text in
Paragraph No.; or paras 6.1 - 6.4 (pp 223-224)
Chapter No.

Section C
Support the policy because it is promoting both health and sustainability.

Oppose the fact that with regard to transport this policy is only considering transport in new developments, not
existing communities. It is also failing to consider the need for sustained investment in information and education
about healthy transport choices to achieve behavioural change.

Section D1

Given the acknowledgement within the Plan that behavioural change is going to be key to delivering many of the
Plan's aspirations, particularly with regard to sustainahility, it would appear to be an oversight that healthy
transport is only considered with regard to infrastructure provision in new developments. As it stands, this palicy
will have a marginal impact as new developments will only affect a small proportion of the region’s population.  If
the policy is to have any significant impact it should address existing settlements and communities. Here the
solution to increasing walking and cycling and achieving behavioural change will not be just about new
infrastructure (new cycle or pedestrian facilities) but could be more about education and information.

New infrastructure for both walkers and cyclists should be safe, attractive (i.e. pleasant to use so that people will
actually use it) and direct (if it is not direct it will not be used to its full potential). It does not make sense that only
footpaths should be safe, as the palicy currently states, and this in itself is not enough to encourage people to use
themto their full potential.

Section D2
Policy S3 (proposed additional text in bold, proposed deletions crossed out):

Local Development Documents should embrace preventative measures to address the causes of ill health by
reflecting the role the planning system can play in developing and shaping healthy sustainable communities,
including:

[ Sustainable Corrunity-access to amenities such as parks, open spaces, physical recreation activity,
and cultural facilities

i Mixed and cohesive communities, with a particular focus on access to housing for socially excluded
groups

i Healthier forms of transport, by incorporating safe, attractive and direct pedestrian and cycle access

lanes-and-safe-foatpaths in planned developments.
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Consideration should also be given by local highways authorities and other bodies as to how behavioural
change can be encouraged, particularly with regard to healthy forms of transport in existing communities
and developments. This may require investment in new infrastructure but is also likely to need sustained
investment in education and information.

Add a newwording after paragraph 6.4

The planning systemitself will not be able to achieve all the necessary change, particularly with regard to
encouraging healthy forms of transport in existing communities and developments. While Local Transport
Plans can provide a framework for retro-fitting better walking and cycling facilities into certain areas this
is unlikely to be the whole answer. Providing people with information about travel choices and the
impacts of travel by different forms of transport is an essential part of achieving behavioural change of
any significance. This will require a different approach and a greater degree of partnership working.

Ongoing investment will also be needed to maintain the quality of the community infrastructure.
Otherwise there will be the risk that a poorly maintained park or open space, for example, will quickly
become a blight on the local community rather than an asset.
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support and Oppose
(please specify)

Policy No.; or S4 and supporting text
Paragraph No.; or paras 7.1 - 7.4 (pp 225-226)
Chapter No.

Section C

Support the policy because it is promoting greater joint working between local planning authorities and the NHS
which should lead to more sustainable development in the future. However, there is concern that the NHS has
been slow to realise the impact that the location of its services can have on communities and transport and so
stronger wording should be incorporated within this policy.

Section D1

It is recommended amending policy $4 as shown below to ensure that the travel impacts of new proposals are
fully investigated and that action is taken to choose sites which minimise car use. To date the NHS has a mixed
record on considering the transport implications of its various strategies and policies. Making a strong statement
within the policy will help raise the profile of this important issue.

Section D2

Policy $4 (proposed additional text in bold, proposed deletions crossed out):

Local planning authorities should ensure the provision of additional and reconfigured health and social care
facilities to meet the anticipated primery care needs of communities, working closely with the Primary Care Trusts.
Where need is identified, land should be made available for additional community and primery care facilities, close
to the centres of populations they are intended to serve and which minimize travel by car.

Local authorities and the NHS should work closely together to facilitate joint planning and to influence NHS estate
strategies. Health Impact Assessments (HIAs) should become an integral part of the decision-making process.
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support and Oppose
(please specify)

Policy No.; or S5 and supporting text
Paragraph No.; or paras 8.1 - 8.5 (pp 226-228)
Chapter No.

Section C

Support the policy which is promoting better accessibility to education. However, there are concerns that the
policy is not as clear on accessibility as the supporting text.

Section D1

It is recommended amending policy S5 to reinforce the supporting text in paragraph 8.5 about choosing locations
‘taking into account their ready accessibility to the communities they serve’. At present the policy only mentions
good public transport links but that is no guarantee that good public transport links will necessarily serve the
whole, let along the mgjority, of the catchment area of a particular location.

Section D2
Palicy S5 (proposed additional text in bold, proposed deletions crossed out):

Local planning authorities, taking into account demographic projections, should work with partners to ensure the
adequate provision of pre-schoal, school and community learning facilities. Policies should advocate the widening
and deepening of participation through better accessibility, reflecting the role the planning system can play in
developing and shaping healthy sustainable communities. Palicies should:
I.  Take account of the future development needs of the economy and the community sector
ii.  Encourage mixed use approaches, that include community facilities alongside ‘formal’ education facilities
iii.  Seekto ensure access for all sections of society to education facilities at locations central to the areas
they are serving with good walking, cycling and public transport access.
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Support and Oppose
(please specify)

Policy No.; or S7 and supporting text
Paragraph No.; or paras 10.1 - 10.7 (pp 229-231)
Chapter No.

Section C
Support the policy which is promoting greater physical fitness and cultural activity.

Oppose the fact that little attention is paid to the many cultural facilities or features in rural areas and the impact
that increasing numbers might have on sensitive locations.

Section D1

It is recommended amending policy S7 to make the link between improving physical fitness and healthy transport
explicit. This needs greater attention as there are many instances where greater physical fithess is being promoted
by encouraging people to drive to a gym or health fitness club. In the long termthis is not sustainable, nor does it
make much sense.

This whole of Section C contains very little about cultural facilities or features in rural areas, of which there are
many within the region. These add to the sense of place within the countryside but if over-promoted could lead to
a deterioration in the local environment and quiality of life for local communities and undermine the special qualities
for which an area might be designated. This issue is not addressed clearly by the Plan at presertt.

Section D2
Palicy S7 (proposed additional text in bold, proposed deletions crossed out):

Increased and sustainable participation in sport, recreation and cultural activity should be encouraged by local
authorities, public agencies and their partners through Local Development Documents and other measures in
order to improve the overall standard of fitness, enhance cultural diversity and enrich the overall quality of life.
This should be done alongside promoting healthier transport choices. Care should be taken to ensure
that promoting increased participation in particular activities does not undermine the special qualities of
an area or threaten its protection.

Provision for cultural and sporting activity should be based on an up to date strategy for the selected provision
(e.0. Sports Facility Strategy or Playing Pitch Strategy), which includes an audit of current supply and assesses
this supply against estimated demand/growth. The audits should cover the quantitative, qualitative and accessible
nature of provision. Authorities should encourage formal partnership working to put in place effective programmes
of provision and management.

Local Development Documents should include policies relevant to local needs designed to:
I.  Encourage participation by disadvantaged and socially excluded persons/groups
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ii.  Make joint service provisions in facilities accessible by a variety of modes of transport
iii.  Give special attention to cultural provision in areas of urban regeneration, which may be the subject of

Area Action Plans
iv.  Include policies encouraging workplace and other everyday provision for increased physical activity.
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SECTION E THE SUB-REGIONAL POLICY FRAMEWORK

General observations

SEFS has not undertaken a comprehensive review of the Sub-regional framework and all the
associated policies set out in the sub-regional strategies. We have some general
observations on the Sub-regional framework, and have set out specific comments (using the
preferred format) on one particular Section (E2 — Sussex Coast Sub-region) to illustrate some
of the specific concerns that we have identified. Many SEFS member organisations have
used their own submissions to focus on sub-regional policies in the sub-regions closest to the
areas which they cover.

Specific issues

We remain concerned that the Sub-regional strategies fail to meet the test implied from
Planning Policy Statement 11 that “... the sub-regional definition should be based on a
clearly recognisable ‘strategic policy deficit’ which cannot be adequately addressed by
general RSS policies or by LDDs on their own” (PPS 11 ‘Regional Spatial Strategies’; Para
1.13).

There would appear to be greater merit in defining the Thames Basin Heaths SPA and
surrounding area (to a boundary 10km from the SPA boundaries) as a ‘Sub-region’ for the
purposes of the South East Plan.

Given that Sub-regional strategies have been developed, we have a number of general
concerns over their content, and in particular ...
many sub-regional policies appear to be in conflict with the regional policy framework;
there is a lack of consistent approach between the sub-regions, for example in
addressing biodiversity issues;
with some exceptions, there is a lack of recognition of designated sites for nature
conservation and of nationally designated landscapes (AONBs; national parks). There
are distinct (but slightly inconsistent) policies on the Thames Basin Heaths SPA in two
sub-regions, but it is inconsistent that this particular Natura 2000 site receives such
attention when most others are not mentioned,
the relationship between the environment and the economy is poorly recognised,;
the role of green infrastructure is inconsistently and inadequately dealt with (Policy
KTG10 being the principal example of it being reasonably addressed);
it is not clear how, if at all, the capacity of each sub-region to accommodate envisaged
levels of growth has been addressed, either by individual sub-region or cumulatively
between sub-regions
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Oppose
(please specify)

Policy No.; or SCT1 and supporting text
Paragraph No.; or paras 8.1 — 8.11
Chapter No.

Section C

Oppose policy SCT1, which conflicts with ather policies within the Plan, such as CC2, CC3, CC12, T1, T3, T5 and
C2 and its failure to promote the enhancement of the sub-region’s high environmental quality, plus it lacks clarity in
places.

Oppose the inaccuracy in the supporting text, which, for example, incorrectly states the number of AONBs in the
sub-region and ignores the economic potential of the South Downs and other landscapes and the future National
Park.

Section D1

Whilst supporting the palicy recognition that the protection of sub-region’s high environmental quality is importart,
omitting reference to its enhancement, particularly that of the nationally protected landscapes, puts it in conflict
with policy C2 and national planning palicy statements. This is just not an aimin itself but is a key factor in
ensuring the economic success of the region and the quality of life of those who live and work within the sub
region

The current sub-regional approach also overlooks the importance of the Sussex Heritage Coast (the first Heritage
Coast in Britain to be defined and an icon in itself) and the South Downs and the ather AONBS in the sub-region.
When mentioning environmental assets in the region they are described as constraints. Despite its economic
importance, with the South Downs supporting an estimated 8,000 jobs and bringing in £333 million to the regional
econonmy every year, no mention is made of this environmental and economic asset and how it can be developed.
This would appear to be a huge oversight, particularly since regeneration and creating employment is an important
goal of this sub-region.

There is also a lack of accuracy when describing the sub-region with paragraphs 1.1 and 1.3 of the supporting text
failing to mention the Chichester Harbour AONB or the designated South Downs National Park. This resuts in the
Plan giving a misleading impression of the sub-region’s environmental quality with paragraph 1.3 incorrectly
stating that the sub-region has two AONBs when it contains three. The Heritage Coast is also incorrectly
described as a designation when in fact it is a definition.

The current focus in SCT1 of strategic transport links is a missed opportunity to tackle serious local transport
issues which impact on accessihbility within the sub-region. Much of the sub-region is coastal plain and relatively
flat and therefore eminently suitable for maximising walking and cycling and reducing congestion within many of
the coastal towns. Yet little development of these modes has taken place and the potential for improvement is
great. Strategic transport links will still need to be addressed but by resolving local transport issues it is likely that
they will have a positive knock on benefit on some strategic transport pressures. Changing the policy in this way
would also bring it back into line with other key palicies within the Plan and address the concerns of the
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Sustainability Appraisal which states that there ‘is nat sufficient focus on the role of non-car means of transport
and transport related emission will continue to increase as a result of the Strategy'.

Given that the coast is served by coastal train and bus services along with regular north-south links, the focus on
improving strategic transport links should be on the public transport network to improve accessibility and reduce
pallution. However, to fulfill their potential this will need to be done alongside strategic investment in local
transport infrastructure as mentioned above.

In contrast, expanding the capacity of the road network might improve some journey times on the trunk roads
between towns but could then increase congestion and pallution within them, thereby reducing accessibility as well
as having a significant detrimental impact on the environment, particularly landscapes such as the South Downs.
Some road improvements may be necessary for safety reasons but these should be small-scale and should not
undermine the statutory purposes of the AONBs / designated South Downs National Park.

The thrust behind the transport aspects of policy SCT1 is to improve transport links to reduce the sub-region's
‘peripherality’. However, what it fails to acknowledge is that the Sussex Coast is always going to be on the
periphery of the region. This will discourage some businesses fromlocating in the sub-region, whatever happens,
as they are likely to want a more central location which will minimise their travel and time costs and in many ways
is possibly a more sustainable option than locating on the coast. Nonetheless, with modern ways of working such
as electronic communications, combined with a high quality environment the sub-region has positive advantages
for job creation and these need to be promoted. Equally the conservation and enhancement of the environment is
essential to the sub-region’s success since this is a key factor in persuading companies and individuals to locate
within it.

In pursuing the current strategy, both the statutory requirement to conserve and enhance the nationally designated
landscapes and the presumption against major new infrastructure are being undermined, despite the staterment in
paragraph 2.8 which states that: ‘accommodating further development must also be accomplished in a way that
respects environmental constraints and minimises the need for people to commute to jobs outside the area’. The
proximity of the South Downs and the opportunities and constraints that it provides suggests that a different
approach to economic regeneration should be tried in this sub-region.

Section D2
Paragraph 2.8 (first sentence)

“Accommodating further development must also be accomplished in away that respects the sub-region’s
environmental eopstraints-assets and minimises the need for people to commute to jobs outside the area.”

Policy SCT1

Remove references to road building within the text of policies SCT1 and replace themwith palicies on rebalancing
the transport system, supporting and prioritising public transport and on reducing the need to travel by car and
lorry. Changes similar to this were made to Policy CO6 in the last revision of the Plan.

Local authorities and other agencies should, as a priority, pro-actively pursue and promote the sustainable
economic growth and regeneration of the Sussex Coast that will:
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Reduce intra-regional disparities and help bring the performance of the sub regional economy up to the

South East average

Respond to the different needs, opportunities and characteristics of each town, or group of towns and all

sections of their communities

Build upon and help deliver mgjor improvements to the local sustainable and strategic public transport

infrastructure and services both to reduce its perceived peripherality and to improve accessibility within

the sub-region

Achieve ecbettepbalaneebem,eenieheﬂe\ﬂe&eneﬁmre sustal nable housing and-the-capability-of- both
elocal-env ' » way that respects environmental

limits in the area\/\,hllst respondlng as far as possible to the needs of local people (including key workers)

for decent homes at a price/cost that they can afford

Protect and enhance the sub-region’s high environmental quality (in both town and country),-enhanee its

cultural and historic assets and promote excellence in the design of new developments in recognition of

thelr importance to economic success and quality of life.
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or SCT2
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No.

Section C

Oppose parts i and i of policy SCT2, which conflict with key regional palicies, such as CC1, CC2, CC3, CC12,
T1, T3, T5 and C2 and repeat policy SCT1, part iii.

Section D1

Remove references to road building within the text of policies SCT2, particularly bullets ii and iii. These in any
case are a repetition of SCT1 part iii and add little in terms of policy to warrant them being repeated here.

If these sections are kept then they need to be substantially re-written to accommodate the comments of the
Sustainability Appraisal which states that: ‘is not sufficient focus on the role of non-car means of transport and
transport related emission will continue to increase as a result of the Strategy’. See also comments made under
SCT1 about the negative impact the proposals in parts ii and iii of SCT2 could have on accessibility and the
environment.

Section D2

To help redlise a step change in the sub-region’s economic performance, national, regional and other relevant
agencies and authorities should give increased priority to investment decisions and other direct support for the
sub-region. Key measures should include:
I Directing national and regional assistance and expenditure to promote the social and econormic
regeneration of areas in greatest need by:
» continuing the support being given to Hastings/Bexhill and Shoreham in general, whilst
* increasing the priority given to other parts of the Sussex Coast (from Shoreham to Rye, including
Brighton and Hove and Hastings)
. targetlng other pookets of sooal and economc depnvatlon throughout the subreglon
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or SCT4
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No.

Section C

Oppose Policy SCT4 because it includes the ‘exception’ clause in bullet ii regarding development within
environmentally designated areas and is in conflict with policy C2 and other key regional palicies.

Section D1

Allowing exceptions to the policies designed to protect and enhance the region’s nationally designated landscapes
is unacceptable. Landscapes in the South East including the South Downs are open landscapes generally and as
such can be easily degraded by developmert.

If there is a perceived shortage of land in the sub-region then the Plan should respect the environmental limits of
the sub-region and guide development elsewhere. While some new housing and employment opportunities can be
accommodated care needs to be taken that it can be provided without compromising environmental designations.
If this is not possible then the housing numbers should be reviewed.

Section D2

Delete bullet i of Policy SCT4
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or SCT7
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No.

Section C

Support general thrust of policy and its emphasis on sustainable patterns of development. However, we oppose
allocations which could impact on nationally designated landscapes, and which conflict with crass-cutting policies
(including CC1, CC2, CC3, CC12).

Section D1

We support the flexibility of the policy. However the wording needs to be more balanced so that additional housing
stock can, if necessary be moved into non-AONB areas within the sub region to protect the nationally designated
landscapes. This is particularly important in districts like Chichester where the propased figures have resulted in
alocations that are likely to harm the Sussex Downs AONB.

The supporting text in paragraph 8.5 could similarly do with tightening up as proposed for the policy SCT7 below.
Section D2
Policy SCT7

“Although the intention is for each authority to meet its contribution to the sub-regional total as shown, some
flexibility will be allowed for thase authorities not whally within the sub-region to vary the relative amounts between
the sub-region and the rest of county areas where this is necessary to meet the overall district provision, and
achieve a more sustainable pattern of development without compromising the regeneration of the coastal towns or
the high quality landscape in and adjacent to the area...”
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Section B

Support or Oppose
or Support and Oppose Oppose
(please specify)
Policy No.; or SCT9
Paragraph No.; or
Chapter No.

Section C
Oppose Poalicy SCT9 as it states nothing new and repeats in abbreviated form, Palicy CC5. It should be deleted.

Oppose the Implementation and Delivery table (page 263) for failing to properly identify all the key delivery
mechanisms and agencies, and in particular the failure to include ‘green infrastructure’.

Section D1

In the Implementation and Delivery table there is, for example, no mention of Local Transport Plans yet these will
be a key delivery mechanism for the Sussex Coast sub-regional strategy. Given that 41% of all journeys (25% of
all car journeys) were under 2 miles in length in 2002/03,1 accessibility in the sub-region will not be addressed by
concentrating on strategic transport issues. The fact that local transport plans are not mentioned is further
worrying proof that the main issues and concerns for the sub-region are not being properly addressed by this sub-
regional strategy.

Equally there is no mention of the South Downs or other AONB Management Plan which will help deliver key
infrastructure in support of providing access to a high quality environment in order to maintain and improve
people’s quality of life. It could also be used to maximise the economic potential of these areas without
compromising their designation objectives.

Section D2

Delete policy SCTO.

(1 Department for Transport/National Statistics 2005
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SECTION F: THE IMPLEMENTATION PLAN

We acknowledge that the Implementation Plan is incomplete and that a revised version is
expected prior to the Examination in Public of the South East Plan.

We have some concerns over the current draft of the of SE Plan Implementation Plan
(SEPIP). As the document will clearly change, we have made some selective observations
and comments, with a focus on transport elements, which we hope will indicate these
concerns and assist in the development of the SEPIP over the coming months.

Section 11: ‘Behaviour Change’ (p. 10)
We note and approve that ‘behavioural changes’ heads the list of mechanisms through which
the objectives of the South East Plan will be delivered.

Regulatory changes and demand management are cited as ways of changing behaviour in
respect of energy use and water consumption, but they are not mentioned in 11.2 as ways by
which transport use behaviour might be changed. We are supportive of any
educational/information initiatives, and the mobility management toolkit, but as thinking on
demand management, particularly Road User Charging, is already well developed and
appears as transport policy T6 it should be referred to in this section.

We recommend the following specific change to the draft SEPIP:

Amend section 11.2 to read:
“The Regional Transport Strategy identifies the need for a rebalancing of the transport systemin favour of
non-car modes. Whilst this will —in part and on the one hand, be delivered through investment in the
provision of practical and attractive alternatives to the private car, and on the other by the introduction
of road user charging to rigorously manage demand, there is a groning body of evidence that the
availability of consistent, reliable easily accessible travel information can effect a mgjor change in travel
habits that is long term. Funding should therefore be made available to support such initiatives.”

Green Infrastructure

We are concerned that there are disparities between sub-regions in the ways in which
delivery is described. For example, cost estimates for delivery of green infrastructure is
omitted from most of the Sub-regional Investment Framework tables. We are also concerned
that the links between the delivery of green infrastructure in the South East Plan and the rural
payments regime, notably Environmental Stewardship, are not clearly identified.

We are seriously concerned that the Sustainability Appraisal Report concludes that the
implementation of the Plan is likely to contribute to increased resource consumption,
increased production of waste, increased emissions from transport, increased levels of water
resource consumption and loss of biodiversity.

We recommend the following specific changes to the draft SEPIP
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the provision of green infrastructure (Gl) must be costed by sub-region, linked to green infrastructure provision
under the rural payments regime, and this should be incorporated as a component of the Gl element of the
Implementation Plan

further development of the Implementation Plan must address the issues of ‘unsustainability’ as identified in
the SA Report and must propose changes to remedy this. Bearing in mind the aspiration of the South East
Plan to stabilise and subsequently reduce the ecological footprint of the region, the conclusion that
implementation will increase ecological footprint is wholly unacceptable and must be addressed.

Annex 3: Sub-Regional Investment Framework

We are dismayed at the large number of road schemes listed in Annex 3, and the priority
given to them. We find it difficult to square this emphasis on road improvements, which will
ease travel by private car and therefore stimulate its growth, with the explicit policy to
rebalance the transport system in favour of non-car modes (Policy T1(ii)).

We are pleased to see a number of important rail schemes, but are concerned that in many
cases there is no identified source of funding. Funding should be secured as a matter of
urgency, otherwise the balance between rail and already funded road schemes will be further
distorted.

There is a need to financially support the promotion of sustainable transport across the
region, other than by capital expenditure, but this need does not seem to be generally
acknowledged. We note, and approve, that the Western Corridor sub-region lists a travel
planning centre and mobility management measures as requiring funding and the Gatwick
sub-region refers to soft measures to ease congestion, but there is an absence of anything
similar listed elsewhere in other sub regions.

In light of the many commendable schemes to improve bus and coach transport in the sub-
regions it is disappointing that the need to promote their use through mobility management
measures is not given a higher profile in the SEPIP.

This failure to acknowledge the importance of funding soft measures is also reflected in
schemes to improve walking and cycling facilities in Aylesbury Vale and Gatwick sub regions.
We are very supportive of such schemes, but to improve their chances of success in terms of
modal shift from the private car they need to be backed by complementary schemes such as
travel plans.

We are concerned that the sub-regional investment framework will tend to exclude non-capital
schemes or the non-capital element of listed schemes, which are essential if key mobility
management policies are to be implemented. It is important that the need for non-capital
support is given a high profile.

We are equally concerned that the large number of road schemes, even if only widening or
junction improvements, reflects an approach which puts investment in infrastructure ahead of
managing the asset. Such a policy runs the risk of increasing car miles and hence an
increased level of harmful greenhouse gas emissions in direct conflict with Policy CC2.
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SECTION G: THE MONITORING FRAMEWORK

We regard the monitoring framework as a vital component of the package of South East Plan
documents. It is equally vital that it is an effective framework that will ensure that we have an
accurate picture of the region’s performance in implementing the Plan policies and in meeting
the objectives of sustainable development. The information obtained through this framework
will provide a basis for adjusting the Plan (and the SEPIP, as appropriate) to ensure that the
region’s planned development meets sustainability objectives.

We are concerned, however, that the Monitoring Framework is not adequate to allow
monitoring of the Plan against the overarching objectives of sustainable development as set
out in the Integrated Regional Framework (IRF), nor will it adequately measure progress
towards a more sustainable region.

General observations

The inclusion of IRF indicators is a significant improvement in the Monitoring Framework, and
we welcome in particular those on climate change, eco-footprint and renewable energy.
However, there are still significant omissions which we feel need to be addressed.

We welcome the indicator of installed renewable energy capacity by type, but there also
needs to be an indicator of renewable energy consumption. To assist in measuring
performance of the policies to reduce consumption and stabilise ecological footprint, it would
be appropriate to measure the deployment of renewable energy in terms of electricity
consumed and not merely production or capacity. Other English regions have established
targets based on consumption. These data could be collected by local authority area and
aggregated at the sub-regional and regional level. It should be categorised by type of energy
source.

IRF indicators on transport (15a, b and c) are not included in the Monitoring Framework. This
should be addressed, and in particular 15¢ as investment in alternatives to the use of private
vehicles should be monitored as a measure of whether if the policies on modal shift and
reducing the need to travel are delivering their objectives.

An appropriate social indicator (such as the Index of Sustainable and Economic Welfare
(ISEW) or the Measure of Domestic Progress) should be adopted along with use of the
Ecological Footprint and GVA as measures of performance of the three broad sectors
(society, environment and economy) which contribute to sustainability.

We support the Sustainability Report’'s recommendation that there should be a new indicator
on waste generated per capita (SA Report, Non-technical summary; p. 93).
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We believe it would be useful to include an indicator showing the efficiency with which water
companies in the region deliver water supplies to their customers (a measure of water
leakage).
Specific recommendations
Add to Table G1:

Anindicator on renewable energy consumed

IRF indicators 15 a, b and ¢ under Transport.

A social welfare indicator;

Anindicator of waste generated per capita;

Anindicator of water supply efficiency.
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THE SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL REPORT
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General observations

We strongly support the application of an independent Sustainability Appraisal to the South
East Plan. We are broadly content with the approach adopted by the SA/SEA. It is clear from
the SA Report that the Plan requires substantial modification to make it more sustainable.

We are concerned that the SA/SEA:
- may not have been applied consistently to the sub regional strategies;

has underplayed or failed to consider the impact of new development on nationally
designated landscapes (e.g. of roads on tranquility);
has failed to recognise the regional significance of biodiversity by categorising this as
being of ‘sub-regional’ significance;
currently fails to include an Appraisal of the Implementation Plan;™
currently fails to include an Appropriate Assessment of the likely impacts of the Plan on
the network of Natura 2000 sites (of European importance for biodiversity, as classified
under the Birds Directive and designated under the Habitats Directive);?

We believe that key additional tasks that must be completed to ensure that the sustainability
of the Plan is properly tested and that it is effectively implemented include:
- Complete (and undertake a full SA of) the ‘Implementation Plan’;
Undertake an Appropriate Assessment of the Plan;
Establish a mechanism to ensure that Local Development Frameworks (LDFs) comply
with the Plan’s policy framework and Sub-regional strategies;
Collate monitoring data and monitor the overall sustainability of the Plan, including a
mechanism to ensure that periodic reviews take full account of sustainability appraisals
and that the Plan is adjusted to improve it's sustainability.

We are also particularly concerned that the recommendation (pp 56 & 96 of the SA Report
Non-technical summary) for a new section on Climate Change should be accepted. This
would highlight the critical importance of this issue for the region and would bring together
some of the diverse elements of the Plan that relate to this topic.

Specific recommendations
Add a NEW POLICY SECTION on Cimate Change

We recommend that a new section on Climate Change is created, and that this should be placed between
Section D1 (Crass-cutting Palicies) and Section D2 (Economy).

The new section should, inter alia, highlight the importance of the issue, outline the roles of key regional
bodies, commit to the regional inventory of greenhouse gas emissions and set the stage for local
authorities and ather bodies to contribute to reducing impacts and adapting to inevitable climate change in
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the region. It should also confirm the status of the ‘Climate Implementation Plan’ as an integral part of the
set of SE Plan Implementation Plan. Placing this new section ahead of other sectoral policies will help to
reinforce the importance of Climate Change to region spatial planning.

Complete and publish a Sustainability Appraisal of the Implementation Plan in due time for consideration
at the BIP,

Complete and publish an Appropriate Assessment of the South East Plan in due time for consideration at
the EIP,

Adjust the SE Plan palicies in response to the changes recommended in the SA Report (Para 7.3; page
27 of the Non-Technical Summary) to improve its sustainability;

Review and revise the application of SA/SEA to sub-regional strategies to ensure a consistent approach;

Review the SA/SEA framework to identify significant gaps in key measures of quality of life (in particular
countryside and landscape protection) and to address the regional significance of biodiversity. The
SA/SEA must then be revised to remedy these deficiencies.

Notes

Twe accept that it is SEERA's stated intent to undertake a Sustainability Appraisal of the Implementation Plan as a new
version of the SEPIP is developed. However, we feel it is important to make it clear in this submission that we recognise this
as a deficiency of the current SA Report that should be addressed.

@[we accept that it is SEERA's stated intent to undertake an Appropriate Assessment of the Plan inn order to inform the
Examination in Public and later stages of the Plan process. However, we feel it is important to make it clear in this
submission that we recognise this as a deficiency of the current SA Report that must be addressed in order to comply with
the 2005 ruling of the European Court of Justice concerning assessment of land use plans.

Bl Government intends “.. to prepare and consult on a new PPS setting out how its expects participants in the planning
process to work towards the reduction of carbon in the location, siting and design of new development.” (‘Climate Change:
The UK Programme 2006’ (CM6764; SE/2006/43, March 2006) p. 91)



