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	PROPOSED CHANGES TO WORDING – POLICY OR SUPPORTING TEXT
	


	SUBMISSION STATEMENT

	Sub-matter 1C
CLIMATE CHANGE AND RESOURCE CONSUMPTION

1C.1
Does the Plan take sufficient account of the implications of Climate Change?  Does Policy CC2 provide appropriate guidance to stakeholders on the measures that should be taken to mitigate the effects of climate change and to adapt to risks and opportunities?  Is this guidance carried forward into subsequent policies, including on transport and renewable energy?

The Plan takes climate change seriously and Policy CC2 shows strong leadership at regional level which will help to guide local authorities when developing their own plans.  Policy CC2 itself is strongly supported by all our member groups.

Stronger guidance could be given in other sections of the Plan on mitigation in our view.  Policies on energy, transport and construction could be clearer in their linkages to CC2 and in actions required.  We also feel that more work needs to be done to ensure the sub regional strategies and the Implementation Plan take account of climate change.

There could and should be more emphasis in the transport section on how it will help to deliver cuts in the order of magnitude required to contribute to the targets.  Transport is a major and growing source of climate changing emissions.

We recommend that there is a much clearer section in the Transport strategy which sets out the important role that regional and local plan policies can play in reducing carbon dioxide emissions.  The East of England Panel Report recommends that the primary objective of regional transport policy is “to contribute to a reduction in the region’s climate change emissions by reducing growth, and ultimately achieving an absolute reduction in traffic on the region’s road system”.  We commend this approach and believe it is applicable to the SE Plan as well.

The background text to policies CC4 Sustainable Construction and H5 Housing Density and Design should more clearly indicate the role that the domestic sector plays in contributing to carbon dioxide emissions.  This is a key driver for high design standards and should be referred to. Our submission on housing (4.B3) urges the need for the highest possible construction standards.  We also believe that the new Eco Homes XB standard for refurbished properties should be promoted at regional policy level and that the excellent standard should be required in order to maximise energy savings in existing buildings.

The energy section should give clear guidance on what contribution the South East Plan could make to enable future reductions in electricity demand.  A report by WWF shows that there is the potential to reduce emissions from the UK power sector by 55% by 2025 from 1990 levels. 

 

The Sustainablity Appraisal points out that the sub regional strategies will lead to increases in greenhouse gas emissions (p72) and that the impacts of climate change are not looked at. Clearly more work must be done here to ensure that policies in these strategies do not work against the aims of CC2.

We are concerned that the Implementation Plan does not take forward the aspirations in CC2.  Whilst we are aware that there is a separate Climate Implementation Plan, it will be important that the SE Plan Implementation Plan (which will become a statutory document) places adequate emphasis on the need for all actions to demonstrate how they will help to meet the CO2 reduction targets.  Currently the list of projects does not show how each will contribute to emissions reductions.  This is clearly a failing. 
1C.2 
Is the regional target for the reduction in CO2 emissions appropriate and justified (Policy CC2)?  Is it clear how this might be achieved, and is there a means of ensuring that new development is not unduly penalised compared with existing development?  Would it be appropriate to set additional and/or more specific targets?

Targets

The target is appropriate but should be regularly reviewed in light of changing national commitments, scientific knowledge and the region’s performance.  The Government has made it clear that sustainable development is inextricably linked to climate issues (see PPS1).  The forthcoming PPS on Climate is likely to make it clear that local and regional authorities do have a role to play in reducing emissions. Our earlier submission pointed out that it is the view of many that the government’s existing commitments, even if met, will still not keep carbon dioxide concentration in the atmosphere below 450 parts per million - a target seen increasingly by scientists as needed to avoid temperatures rising too high above pre-industrial levels.

Additional Targets

We do feel that there is a case for a longer term target for 2026.  If we wait until 2011 before setting future targets this may compromise any forward planning to achieve the required reductions.  We already know that the Government is committed to a 60% by 2050 target.  There appeared to be a good level of support for this idea in the responses received on the draft Plan in June 2006.

We ask for year on year targets to be established to ensure that action is not delayed on this matter and believe that it would be appropriate to set sectoral targets as mentioned in the UKSD Strategy. (See our full response to the consultation on the SE Plan June 2006)

Ideally we would like to see all targets based on CO2 consumption as opposed to production.  This would acknowledge the wider impacts of our consumption patterns.  The data for this is readily available through the ecological footprint analysis.

The climate implementation plan outlines how the target could be achieved.  We commend the work of the Assembly, the Regional Development Agency and the SECCP in starting to address the issue of mitigation as well as adaptation.  However, we are concerned that as yet, the climate implementation plan is not set out as part of the SE Plan implementation plan – a statutory document - which means it could be overlooked by authorities.

New development

We cannot see a problem with a requirement to ensure that new development is less polluting than existing stock.  Whilst new development is a small part of the built environment, the growth plans for the region are significant and the location, design, construction and operation of new dwellings and commercial development must help to address climate change.  In existing buildings this is equally important but one does not negate the other.   We commend the approach taken by Milton Keynes Council in setting up a carbon offset fund to help ensure that existing emissions are dealt with as new development occurs. 

Given the utmost urgency of reducing carbon dioxide emissions, it would not be an appropriate response for one particular sector to hold back from its best possible performance on the grounds that this would deliver deeper cuts than another sector might achieve in the same time. This would result in nobody ever reducing emissions more quickly than the slowest sector could do, and would be a recipe for disaster. 

In any case high standards of eco-efficiency should be viewed as an asset, not a burden, for developers and homeowners. The WWF report, “One Planet Living in the Thames Gateway”, shows that: “…in terms of capital costs and personal expenditure related to the building, purchase and running of a home, the cost of developing to EcoHomes ‘Very Good’ and Z squared standards would be comparable to, or even cheaper than, the cost of developing to current building regulations… Savings on residents’ energy and water bills would offset any increase in mortgage repayments. In fact, if all household expenditure were considered, living in sustainable homes would be cheaper for residents as well as offering significant environmental benefits.”

The economic costs of not addressing climate change have been addressed in a number of recent studies. A recent survey for Friends of the Earth of over one hundred economic and scientific papers on climate change by economists at the Global Development and Environment Institute at Tufts University in the U.S. conservatively estimated that annual economic damages could reach £11 trillion by 2100, equivalent to six - eight percent of global economic output at that time. Action to limit temperature increases to two degrees could avoid £6.4 trillion in annual damages at a cost of only £1.6 trillion per year.
 It is expected that the Stern review, commissioned by the Treasury and 10 Downing Street, and due to be published in November 2006, will reach similar conclusions. 

1C.3
 Is the objective of stabilising the ecological footprint of the Region by 2016 and reducing it by 2026 appropriate and realistically achievable, bearing in mind the results of the Sustainability Appraisal (Policy CC3)?  If not, what changes are required?

Inclusion of the objective to stabilise and reduce the ecological footprint of the region is not just appropriate, it is absolutely essential if we are to safeguard the planet for future generations. The objective should set a clear imperative for action and contribute to the achievement of sustainable development (as required by section 39 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act). 

Securing our Future, the Government’s Sustainable Development Strategy points out: 

“The largest and fastest growing pressures on the global environment come from areas such as household energy and water consumption, food consumption, travel and tourism.” 

Our homes and transport are two of the biggest contributors to ecological footprint and carbon dioxide emissions. The Plan has the scope to contribute to progress in a number of areas, particularly water use, energy consumption and transport, by setting the right policy framework for the whole region.

It is appropriate to include this objective in the Plan as it is a matter of genuine regional (as well as national and international) importance thus conforming with PPS11, paragraph 1.5

We believe that the policy on stabilising and reducing the ecological footprint fulfils these requirements. 300 Local Authorities are already using ecological footprinting to assess the resource consumption of their area and develop their own stabilisation and reduction strategies. The Plan should take a lead and set a framework for all local authorities in the region to ensure consistency and provide a link to the national level. To ensure consistency at the regional level, the objective should be to stabilise and reduce the footprint by 2016 to bring it into line with SEEDA’s commitment in the Regional Economic Strategy.

The Government’s Sustainable Development Strategy clearly sets a framework for moving towards a ‘One Planet Economy’ with increased emphasis on environmental limits. Setting a target for stabilising and reducing the ecological footprint of the region fits within this framework. The Plan will then not only comply with the Government’s current objective of achieving sustainable development but also with Defra’s intended new overarching objective of achieving One Planet Living. The concept of OPL is based on ecological footprint and requires analysis of this data to inform decision making. We would suggest that the Plan adopt an aspirational target of achieving One Planet Living by 2050. A current Integrated Regional Framework working group project will show what policies would work towards One Planet Living.

The work performed by CURE for SEERA in 2005 showed that the objective of stabilising and reducing the ecological footprint is achievable but it can only be delivered if meaningful actions can be identified to enable the behavioural change that is needed. This will require the Assembly to work with partners within and outside the region to identify actions and formulate an implementation plan. The work of the IRF project will contribute to this and some regional partners have already offered to work with SEERA to explore how to fill the ‘awareness-action gap’ that will convert awareness of sustainability into the behavioural change necessary to achieve the Plan’s targets.

The Sustainability Appraisal suggests that the Plan as it stands will increase the footprint of the region which indicates the urgent need for a footprint reduction strategy to be developed and implemented with regional partners and for the Plan to be adjusted in the light of the recommendations of the sustainability appraisal.

1C.4
Does the Plan set out a coherent strategy and set of policies that will assist in controlling and reducing the ecological footprint, particularly in respect of influencing behavioural change?  

No, the Plan does not set out a coherent strategy and set of policies that will assist in controlling and reducing the ecological footprint. This is possibly because the policy on ecological footprint was added to the Plan at a late stage but also because sustainability has not been fully incorporated into the Plan from the outset. Had it been, then the Plan policies would have all been working to the aim of sustainability regardless of the inclusion of a footprinting policy.

We suggested some changes to the Policy framework in our response to the South East Plan Consultation draft which we would refer you to.

In terms of influencing behavioural change, the Plan needs to set the framework within which people’s behaviour becomes sustainable. It is the Plan’s role to help deliver sustainable infrastructure and services and enable us to change the defaults of our lifestyle choices, making it easy, attractive and affordable to choose the more sustainable options. 

A footprint reduction strategy should be part of the implementation plan.








� The balance of power, WWF 2006  � HYPERLINK "http://www.wwf.org.uk/filelibrary/pdf/ilex_report.pdf" �http://www.wwf.org.uk/filelibrary/pdf/ilex_report.pdf�





� As well as requiring high design standards Policy D4 of the Local Plan requires carbon neutrality. “ This element aims to achieve development in MK with zero carbon growth: preferably by reducing emissions from the development making use of renewable energy or, as an interim measure, by making payments into a carbon offset fund. This will be used elsewhere in MK to reduce carbon emissions by cutting energy use, producing renewable energy or tree planting.”  





Carbon offset means the increased carbon dioxide emissions from a new development are balanced by savings in carbon dioxide elsewhere, by making payments into a carbon offset fund. Any net increase in carbon dioxide emissions from a development will be calculated as tones per year. A one-off contribution will be required to the carbon offset fund, at a rate of £200 (index-linked) for each tonne carbon dioxide by means of a Section 106 agreement or unilateral undertaking. Coupled with existing best practice in energy efficiency, carbon offset could provide carbon neutrality for a few hundred pounds per house.





Milton Keynes Interim Guidance on Sustainable Construction, July 2006.  


http://www.mkweb.co.uk/development-control/documents/M62099_-_Interim_Guidance.pdf





� � HYPERLINK "http://www.foe.co.uk/resource/reports/econ_costs_cc.pdf" ��Climate Change –the Costs of Inaction�. � HYPERLINK "http://www.foe.co.uk/resource/reports/econ_costs_cc.pdf" ��http://www.foe.co.uk/resource/reports/econ_costs_cc.pdf�





� Guardian”, 25th October 2006: http://politics.guardian.co.uk/green/story/0,,1930737,00.html
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