1C/Barton Willmore (8021)


MATTER 1 – APPROACH AND LEVELS OF GROWTH

SUB-MATTER 1C – CLIMATE CHANGE

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

1.
It is not appropriate for the Plan to refer to global climate change in setting the level of growth for the South East, particularly in relation to the proposed level of housing provision.  Climate change is, by definition, global not region specific and even if it is accepted that climate change is occurring, its causes are not susceptible to direct intervention by the Regional Assembly or other local body.  The causes of climate change relate to global population growth, technological change and human behaviour.  The town and country planning system in the South East Region cannot directly affect any of these causes.  The government’s document ‘The Planning Response to Climate Change’ (Cn 3) rightly does not suggest that regional growth levels should be restrained in some misguided attempt to ameliorate projected global climate change.

2.
Planning can, however, shape more sustainable patterns of land use by the promotion of integrated mixed use developments which can reduce the need to travel, capitalise on walking and cycling and enhance self-containment and where there are real alternatives to the use of the car.  These more sustainable patterns of land use will complement likely national and European legislative and fiscal change which can directly affect behaviour to reduce carbon emissions from existing development where the bulk of the issue lies.  We are unsure of the justification for the levels of proposed reduction in carbon emissions set out in Policy CC2 but we are certain that planning authorities will (and only can) apply these high levels only to new development which will be a further hindrance to the incontrovertible need for a step change in housing provision.  This is a clear theme of the transport and renewable energy policies.  An appropriate focus for the aims of Policy CC2 would be through the use of and future changes to Building Regulations, these regulations would be applicable not only to new building but also to the alteration of existing buildings (and avoid arbitrary variations in local policy).

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?

3.
The regional target for the reduction in CO2  emissions is neither appropriate not justified.  It is clear that this will only be sought from new development even though such development is marginal and already makes a greater contribution to the reduction in CO2 emissions than the existing population in existing development.  A good example of the penalisation of existing development comes from the Chichester District Local Development Framework Core Strategy which is the subject of Examination-in-Public starting on 30th November, 2006.  Policy Sus7 of the Core Strategy proposes that by 2013 all new housing on sites greater than 10 dwellings will be required to have 50% of their energy needs met from on site renewable sources.  This is an unrealistic target and will not only be a hindrance to delivery but will also fragment and set back efforts to develop efficient off-site sources of renewable energy, not to say of questionable viability.  The targets need to be better justified and related to specific actions to ensure the contribution of all the existing population and development to carbon reduction.

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)?  It not, what changes are required?

4.
The objective of stabilising and reducing the ecological footprint, particularly resource use, is only peripherally related to new development.  We profoundly disagree with the conclusion in the Sustainability Appraisal that the higher growth options which propose more than 32,000 dwellings a year “would place more pressure on environmental resources, in particular transport infrastructure, water resources, land use, waste arisings climate change etc.”.  Depending on location further housing growth of approximately 40,000 dwellings per annum can meet acknowledged social and economic needs whilst at the same time contributing to transport infrastructure and water resources development, implementing waste management strategies and avoiding sensitive environments.  Potential change in existing behaviour encouraged by legislative and fiscal means will greatly outweigh the marginal impact of development.  The impact of an extra 11,000 dwellings per annum is insignificant in relation to these overarching issues.

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?

5.
No.  Influencing behavioural change is a government, European and global issue.  The South East Plan policies will have an insignificant effect.  Former U.S. Vice President Al Gore’s film ‘An Inconvenient Truth’ will have more impact.
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