Further Statement from the South-East Confederation of Green Parties on Sub-matter 1C - Climate Change and Resource Consumption.

Q1C.1 

Does the Plan take sufficient account of the implications of climate change?  

No, as the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) says (p58) the development proposed within the SEP will lead to increased carbon dioxide emissions. Given the size of the threat from climate change, we must reduce the region's carbon emissions.
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, and is this guidance carried forward into subsequent policies on transport and renewable energy?

No, we agree with Sustainability Appraisal (p56 and p58). 

 We support the South-East Forum for Sustainability's suggestions for an additional paragraph after  D1.3, the re-ordering of  Policy CC1 and modification of the final paragraph.

We support the suggestion in the SA that: "Consideration should be given to creating a separate section of the Policy Framework dealing with Climate Change which could bring together ‘sectoral’ policies." This may help assess where we could do more to reduce our carbon emissions. 

Examples of where CC2 has not been carried through into subsequent policies

CC4 Sustainable Construction, H5 and H7 housing policies, EN1 and EN3 development design for energy efficiency and renewable energy

There needs to be a stronger target for the harnessing of renewable energy in new build/conversions. The London Borough of Merton is proposing that all new build or conversions of 500 sq metres or one or more residential units have on-site renewable energy generation that would be equivalent to that necessary to reduce the predicted carbon dioxide emissions by at least 10%. Kirklees Metropolitan Council requires that all new public buildings source 30% of predicted energy needs through on-site generation.

Milton Keynes has a policy that all new development exceeding five dwellings or over 1,000 sq metres has to be carbon neutral or participate in carbon offsetting. The SEP is lagging behind. This MK policy should be replicated in the SEP. 

Additionally all new buildings should meet the Ecohomes/BREEAM Excellent standard and conversions the Ecohomes XB "excellent" standard. This should be specified in the SEP.

The phrase "All new buildings" in CC4 should be replaced by  "development", so that it includes highways, street lighting and other street furniture. This would require the incorporation of renewable energy generation where it would result in net carbon savings over the anticipated lifetime of the development.

We are concerned at the lack of detailed commitments related to improving the resource efficiency of existing housing stock. 1.8.4 in D3 states that it is crucial to improve the condition of the region's existing 3.4 million homes, but we cannot see a mechanism for achieving this. Policy H7 should stating that the energy and resource efficiency of existing housing stock will be improved.

We would like to see the distinction removed in paragraph 19.11 and EN1 (iii) relating the suitability of renewable technologies to the size of the development. The evolution of renewable energy technologies means that measures deemed suitable for large developments are becoming suitable for small-scale projects. The proximity of developments to the electrical grid and gas network is another factor that may make a wider range of technologies suitable for remote developments, irrespective of size.

EN3 These targets for renewable energy generation should be raised to be at least in line with Government's aspiration of 20% by 2020. Paragraph 11.47, which indicates the number of wind and biomass energy projects that can be expected per county area, over the next 20 years shows just how unambitious the targets are given the scale of the challenge we face.
We agree with the points made by SEFS and would support their amendments to EN3. 

There should be an additional target of renewable heat generation, especially as solar water heating is one of the more established sources of renewable energy.

D2 Economy

The policies in D2 Economy run counter to CC2. As we argued in our initial submission, the  GVA target should be replaced with one based on the Index of Sustainable and Environmental Welfare.

We are also concerned that the SEP has adopted a different GVA target to the Regional Economic Strategy (RES). The RES target of 3% GVA per capita would appear to have a greater potential to regenerate depressed areas in the South-East than the SEP target of a 3% GVA increase uncoupled to population. This latter target can be met by simply encouraging in-migration to the region through the provision of housing. 

This migration may come from parts of the UK that have higher levels of unemployment and encourage further abandonment of properties in those areas. It will be harder to attract businesses to these areas if workers have been drawn to the SE through the provision of housing and the natural resources of the SE are already stretched.

This strategy is an inefficient use of resources that will increase carbon emissions through the construction of the homes and associated infrastructure.

Additional changes to D2 would be the insertion in 4.7 and policy RE3 of "A commitment to train people in: designing products to reduce waste and facilitate re-use and recycling; installing energy efficiency measures; and renewable energy generation".

Policy RE4 (i) on ICT and changing working practices should have the additional clause that SEEDA will work with local authorities and other public and private sector partners "to encourage the use of ICT to reduce the need for business-related travel".

We would, however, sound a note of caution over assumptions about the benefits of home-working in terms of reducing carbon emissions and ecological footprints generally. Home-working can reduce congestion at peak times, but may lead to extra daytime journeys i.e. to do shopping that may be have been collected on the way home from work instead. It may also lead to the purchase of additional ICT. ICT manufacture has a large ecological footprint and re-use and upgrading of ICT needs to be encouraged. This will require training support.

A detailed analysis of the ecological footprint associated with ICT has been conducted by the EC funded programme Digital Europe (www.digital-eu.org)

D4 Communications and transport
CC2 is not reflected in the RTS's road-building proposals as these will generate further traffic (see "Isn't There Another Route We Could Take" appended to our first submission).

Neither is CC2 reflected in 1.22 - that land next to rail stations should be safeguarded for car parking. The priority should be safeguarding land next to rail stations for freight transfer stations and for bus stops. 

Policy T5 fails to recognise the role that car clubs can play in assisting people to reduce car ownership, particularly the acquisition of a second car. Car clubs remove the financial incentive that car owners have to take the car when the bus or train would be effective, since car club members pay according to use and do not have the overheads of a car that act as a disincentive to using alternatives.

Car clubs should be considered as alternative to parking provision in new developments and examples are appearing across the country where these are being set up as part of section 106 agreements. This should be reflected in T7.

The support for growth of airports in T9 and associated text conflicts with CC2 and should be removed. We made our case against airport expansion in "Isn't There Another Route We Could Take". Since that report was written, the Tyndall Centre for Climate Change Research has calculated (in Decarbonising the UK - Energy for a Climate Conscious Future, http://www.tyndall.ac.uk/media/news/tyndall_decarbonising_the_uk.pdf), that if the aviation industry grows as predicted, all householders, motorists and businesses will have to reduce their carbon dioxide emissions to zero in order to meet the Government's climate change target of a 60% reduction in carbon dioxide emissions by 2050. They show that even if aviation's current growth is halved, the rest of the economy will still have to make cuts far beyond the Government's 60% target.

The Royal Commission on Environmental Pollution (RCEP) has also argued (in The Environmental Effects of Civil Aircraft in Flight  - http://www.rcep.org.uk/avreport.htm) for restrictions on new airport capacity, and for measures to constrain aviation, so that the Government's sustainable development goals can be met.

The "Predict and Decide" from Oxford University in October 2006 argues that by 2050 carbon dioxide emissions from UK aviation will represent up to two-thirds of the government’s total emissions target for that year. It says that all forecasts of the emissions associated with the Government's policy of airport expansion will make Government targets to reduce carbon dioxide emissions by 60 per cent by 2050 almost impossible to achieve - even when all realistic options for improvements in technology and air traffic management are considered. It concludes that airport capacity must not therefore be increased.
Sub-regional strategies 
The SA  (P72) lists the ways in which climate change has largely been ignored in the sub-regional strategies and will lead to an increase in GHG emissions.

Sub-regional strategies on climate change will assist local authorities. It is politically easier to take action if neighbouring authorities are doing likewise. They will give them a framework within which to work together, pooling resources and expertise in what is a new area for many local authorities. Cross-authority working will be helpful, if not vital, in implementing traffic demand management measures.

There are sub-regional targets for renewable energy generation in EN4. Yet climate change in the south Hants strategy is tackled through new building standards and little else. No consideration is given to retro-fit of existing buildings with renewable energy generators.

London is the only area within the UK where bus use is increasing and it is the only area where bus services were not de-regulated. Local authorities should work together on a sub-regional level to re-gain bus regulation powers.

Q1C.2
Is the regional target for the reduction in carbon dioxide emissions appropriate and justified (policy CC2)?

We would support the changes proposed by SEFS for changes to CC2.  However, 
under the principles of Contraction and Convergence, the UK needs to reduce carbon emissions by 90% from a 1990 baseline by 2050. (Contraction and Convergence is endorsed by the RCEP in its  Twenty-second report Energy - The Changing Climate and an introduction is appended.) Such strong targets are further endorsed by the Stern report, published on 30/10.06.

A long-term target for 2050 that will give business particularly greater certainty of long-term circumstances in which they will be operating and we need the discipline of year-on-year reductions in carbon emissions. However, we believe that the year on year reductions should be 6%.

Is it clear how this might be achieved, including the issue of not penalising new development while not addressing existing sources of emissions? 

 No, because CC2 is not carried through into other policies. There is a particular gap in policies for reducing carbon emissions from existing sources. H7 should state that the energy and resource efficiency of existing housing stock will be improved and this should be reflected in the policies on training.
Would it be appropriate to set additional and/or more specific targets?

In a region of this size, it is too easy to feel that the responsibility for meeting the targets lies elsewhere. This has already been borne out by the sub-regional plans that have failed to address climate change. Therefore CC2 should require monitoring of sub-regional carbon dioxide emissions. We would also support sectoral targets.

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 SA (policy CC3)? If not, what changes are required?

We support SEFS's changes to CC3. 

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 SA judges that the plan will increase the region's ecological footprint (p26) and that there is a reliance on behavioural change, which in turn is dependent on changes to central government policy.

To reflect CC3, the use of sustainable urban drainage, where it will not reduce groundwater quality, should be specified in CC4 and H5d.

Policy NRM1(iii) should state that BREAM/EcoHomes "excellent" standards from the date the SE Plan comes into effect, rather than at a unspecified date, as is the case in the current policy.

Regional authorities must bring businesses together so that packaging can be standardised to facilitate re-use. An example of what can be achieved can be found in Canada where in 1992 brewers voluntarily standardized bottles so they would be interchangeable. Currently 90% are standardized. There is a deposit on the bottles and return rates in excess of 90%. 

http://www.ec.gc.ca/epr/inventory/sectorView.cfm?intSector=29&intInitiative=82
In Nova Scotia province, most beverage containers bear a deposit, including TetraPak and aluminium cans. Half the deposit is refunded to consumer on return of beverage container. The remainder funds the collection scheme with the surplus used to finance other waste recovery products. The province has 84% recovery rate. 

http://www.ec.gc.ca/epr/inventory/en/DetailView.cfm?intInitiative=82
Although collection is via a network of 93 privately-owned and operated depots (which collect other materials for recycling), the lead was taken by the provincial government. Approximately 300 jobs have been created through this specific measure and 3,000 have been created generally through waste reduction industries within the province, which has a population of 940,000.

Local authorities should work together to investigate offering incentives to the public to participate in residual waste reduction e.g. reductions in their Council Tax.

The meaning of D6 13.6 is unclear.

