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THIS DOCUMENT

This document provides comment from the Institution of Civil Engineers South East England Region on Climate Change and Resource Management issues in the draft South East Plan, SEERA’s
 long term spatial plan for South East England.
THE SOUTH EAST PLAN

SEERA have been conducting an extensive planning and consultation exercise since 2004 to establish a long term spatial plan for South East England. 

The draft South East Plan was published on 31 March 2006
, and ICE South East England submitted a formal response
 as part of the Plan’s consultation process. The Plan is now being subject to more detailed debate through an ‘Examination-in-Public’ (EiP)
  being conducted from November 2006 to March 2007.

Our understanding is that the Plan will be updated following the Examination-in-Public, and considered in the Comprehensive Spending Review (CSR) in the summer of 2007. The Plan will then be further refined and opened to consultation in 2007 before final adoption in 2008.

THE INSTITUTION OF CIVIL ENGINEERS

The Institution of Civil Engineers (ICE) is a professional membership organisation that exists to promote and progress the science and art of civil engineering
. We are a qualifying body, a centre for the exchange of specialist knowledge, and a provider of resources to encourage innovation and excellence in the profession, worldwide. 
Our interests and expertise span a wide range of disciplines relevant to civil engineering and the built environment. Our Engineering, Policy & Innovation Directorate
 together with our Regional Support structure
 enables us to draw on the expertise of our 77,000 members worldwide (with close to 11,000 members in the South East England Regional area) to gather and share knowledge that reflects worldwide best-practice along with local insight. 
The ICE’s South East England Region
 looks after the ICE members’ interests in the SEEDA area, and hence is leading on the ICE’s response to the SEERA Plan. 
QUESTIONS & ANSWERS: CLIMATE CHANGE AND RESOURCE CONSUMPTION

The South East Plan identifies a core strategy for the Region followed by statements on:

· Cross-cutting issues, 
· Sector specific regional policies (housing, transport, etc.), 
· Sub-regional policies addressing a number of location specific issues across the Region. 
Section D1 of the Plan addresses cross cutting issues including Climate Change while Section D5 captures a range of sustainable development issues that also cross-link to other policy areas and impact on Climate Change. The policy statements in the core Plan are supplemented by additional guidance and planning documents, including:

· Implementation Plan (Revised, October 2006)

· Climate Change Mitigation and Adaptation Implementation Plan (March 2006)

· Sustainability Appraisal (March 2006)

Here we restate the climate change questions posed for the Examination-in-Public, and provide answers and observations for the ICE below.  
QUESTION 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 recognises that there will be implications for South East England from Climate Change. Policy CC2 categorises responses in terms of mitigation (i.e. actions that will reduce green house gases emissions) and adaptation (i.e. actions that will make the South East more resilient to environment changes brought about through climate change).

While Policy CC2 does highlight the main areas of concern around Climate Change, it gives little detail on the background or measures necessary to address those concerns. Section D2 of the Plan on ‘Sustainable Natural Resource Management’ is more illuminating on several policies affecting Climate Change (e.g. energy generation and consumption) and affected by Climate Change (e.g. water resources). However, the Plan does not map Climate Change or sustainable development concerns consistently into other policy areas. In particular, Section D3 of the Plan on Housing does not make the need for improvements in building design explicit enough even though such measures are identified in Section D5. Clearly there is a danger that action on climate change will be overlooked if planners and developers are assessing developments from selected policy angles. This is a serious weakness as policies on transport, buildings and energy generation are critical to the Plan’s climate change aspirations
. We note that there is a similar danger that action on climate change may become no more than an aspiration given that there is no explicit reference to the Climate Change Mitigation and Adaptation Implementation Plan10 in the main South East Implementation Plan9.
We have concerns that the mitigation aspects of the policy, based on increased resource efficiency, are almost certainly an insufficient response to climate change.  Many of the Policies related to climate change concerns are presented more as aspirations than policy statements. For example, the first sentence of Policy EN1 states that Local Development Documents should “encourage” high standards of energy efficiency “subject to economic viability considerations”. One does not have a sense that environmental concerns have priority here. One would have more confidence in the Plan’s ability to address Climate Change mitigation if there was a stronger line on regulation and financial incentives for developers to build sustainable homes and for contracts to stipulate environmental targets. To emphasise this point, we note that it is not yet common-practice for developers or the public at large to invest in enhanced products to increase energy efficiency or to reduce water usage. For example, it is still rare to see the use of spray taps in new developments, the refurbishment of old properties or the replacement of failed fittings (not a surprise when it still the norm to find DIY suppliers offering normal full-flow taps, with spray taps a speciality fitting). If we are serious about Climate Change, more than encouragement is required to improve our commercial and domestic building stock. 
In addition, the mitigation policies – even though part of the solution - are unlikely to produce a net overall reduction of our impact on climate change or ecological resource consumption by themselves. We say this in the context of resource efficiency increases having barely kept pace with economic growth over the last 30 years. A shift to a life cycle analysis of projects and initiatives so that whole-life resource consumption becomes the focus of planning assessment would be a more promising approach. This emphasis on whole-life impact requires that - in addition to resource efficiency - reduced levels of consumption, more resource efficient infrastructure delivery, and decentralized solutions linked to demand management should come in to play. While many of these features are present in the Plan, it is not clear that an integrated life-cycle analysis will be used in making planning decisions. For example, Policy NRM2 notes that the environmental impact needs to be considered in developing strategic water resources (reservoirs, desalination, effluent re-use, water transfers, etc.). However, it is ambiguous as to whether the environmental considerations would include the very significant energy demands (and hence carbon footprint) of the different solutions.

QUESTION 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?
The regional target for reduction in CO2 emissions is consistent with UK national policy. Given the need for action on a global basis, it is appropriate that the Region should adopt the framework set by our national policy.

However, the Plan does not make clear how much the various regional policies that play into this area (transport, housing, etc.) will impact on those quantitative targets. It is difficult to know whether the policies laid out in the Plan will deliver the Region’s carbon dioxide emissions targets without the models and assessment framework to judge the carbon footprint impact of those policies. Section D1 of the Plan makes clear that further work is needed here, and we note that those results need to be fed back into the Implementation Plan9 and planning decisions if they are to be of benefit. 

Our concern here is that, historically, most development has inevitably led to further energy consumption. In that context, the aim should be to shift to development without increased energy consumption. The ICE believes that a truly sustainable energy policy requires a clear set of priorities which awards due importance to the management of energy transformation and use. We propose the adoption of an “Energy Hierarchy”
 which helps provide an integrated approach to the management of energy demand and supply, and recognises the need for effective use of energy as a valuable resource to combat climate change. We define the Energy Hierarchy, in order of decreasing sustainability, as follows: 

1. Energy conservation (reducing total energy demand) 
2. Energy efficiency 
3. Exploitation of renewable, sustainable resources
4. Exploitation of non-sustainable resources using low/no-carbon technologies
5. Exploitation of conventional resources as we do now. 

Energy conservation is the most fundamental element in this hierarchy. In order to guarantee continuity and to meet our short-to-medium term energy needs we will have to continue utilising measures and technologies from the base of the hierarchy; however, the goal should be to shift the emphasis upward to the more sustainable modes of energy use. The position laid out in Section D5.11 of the Plan is helpful but we would also look for the policies in that section to be strengthened (see comments above in relation to Question 1C.1) so that regulatory and financial incentives can be applied more consistently to prioritise solutions within the Energy Hierarchy.

The targets to be met need to be as specific as possible so that they feed down to all stakeholders, and the system to be used for monitoring outlined.  The framework set by appropriate nationally recognized standards (e.g. BREEAM, SuDS, etc.) should be used where possible both to avoid any potential for confusion amongst designers and contractors and to avoid any undesirable distortion of the economic playing field.  Although mitigation actions in South East England or even the UK will not resolve the Climate Change challenge alone, it is important that each country plays its part and for the Region to act as an ambassador in this regard.

QUESTION 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?

The objective of stablising and then reducing the ecological footprint of the Region is appropriate
. 
As with the Climate Change targets discussed in relation to Question 1C.2, it is not clear that the ecological footprint (EF) targets are achievable as there is insufficient clarity as to the EF measurement framework for the region or how the various policies in the plan will impact on the EF metric in any quantitative way. The concern is that economic development will continue to drive up environmental demands more quickly than the mitigation measures (particularly those highlighted in Section D5 of the Plan) can reduce the region’s Ecological Footprint. 

While there is significant overlap in terms of the impact of energy consumption on the Ecological Footprint
 and on the region’s Carbon Footprint, the Climate Change Mitigation and Adaptation Implementation Plan10 makes only passing reference to the Ecological Footprint concept. Neither does the Ecological Footprint feature in the Implementation Plan9 in any clear cut way. That lack of linkage between overlapping policies and implementation plans does not give confidence that the Ecological Footprint will be given full attention in regional planning decisions. This is particularly relevant to major infrastructure investments currently in the Implementation Plan9, which will have long-term implications for the Region’s Ecological Footprint – for good or bad – in the decades to come
. 
We believe it is necessary to provide consistent measures of the ecological footprint in the region so that progress can be monitored and assessed. The targets can be achieved if there is the will to do so. While we recognise the concerns about the need for regional and central government policy to pull together if the desired impacts are to be delivered, we also note the role of SEERA in acting as an advocate for the region both with central government and other agencies in the region.
We believe that consideration should be given to tightening the 2016 date for stabilisation as it superficially appears to lack urgency. This needs to be reconsidered when defining the targets.
QUESTION 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?  

The plan sets out a number of strategies which will assist in the objective of restricting the ecological footprint of the region. 
However, while there are many positive linkages between policy areas, the plan is not fully coherent and we have noted specific gaps in relation to Housing Policy (see comments on Question 1C.1 above) and between Climate Change and Ecological Footprint measures (see comments on Question 1C.3 above). 
In addition, in terms of understanding the overall environmental impact of the Plan, it is important to note that fresh water is not included in the Ecological Footprint. This is because the demand for and use of fresh water resource cannot be expressed in terms of the global hectares that make up the footprint. It is, however, critical to both human and ecosystem health
. 
The Implementation Plan9 notes the need for central government support to deliver the drivers that will assist in achieving behavioural change, while the Sustainability Assessment11 also highlights concerns on the Plan’s ability to deliver behavioural change. We recognise these concerns. One could be more optimistic about seeing changes in behaviour if responsibilities, programmes and budget holders could be more readily identified or if climate change and ecological footprint mitigation measures could be more clearly integrated with the main implementation plan. 
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� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.southeast-ra.gov.uk/southeastplan/plan/view_plan.html" ��http://www.southeast-ra.gov.uk/southeastplan/plan/view_plan.html� for details


� ICE South East England: Response to the SEERA South East Plan for 2006-2026 (June 2006)


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.eipsoutheast.co.uk/home/" ��http://www.eipsoutheast.co.uk/home/� for more information


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.ice.org.uk/" ��http://www.ice.org.uk/� for more information


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.ice.org.uk/knowledge/index.asp" ��http://www.ice.org.uk/knowledge/index.asp� for more information


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.ice.org.uk/about_ice/aboutice_nearyou.asp" ��http://www.ice.org.uk/about_ice/aboutice_nearyou.asp� for more information


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.ice-southeastengland.org.uk/about/index.asp" ��http://www.ice-southeastengland.org.uk/about/index.asp� for more information


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.southeast-ra.gov.uk/southeastplan/plan/view_plan.html#imp_plan" ��http://www.southeast-ra.gov.uk/southeastplan/plan/view_plan.html#imp_plan� 


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.southeast-ra.gov.uk/southeastplan/plan/supporting_information.html#climate_change" ��http://www.southeast-ra.gov.uk/southeastplan/plan/supporting_information.html#climate_change� 


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.southeast-ra.gov.uk/southeastplan/key/sustainability.html" ��http://www.southeast-ra.gov.uk/southeastplan/key/sustainability.html� 


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/climatechange/uk/ukccp/index.htm" ��http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/climatechange/uk/ukccp/index.htm�. The UK Climate Change Programme 2006 report notes that, in terms of end-users, the domestic and transport sectors each accounted for 27% of the UK’s CO2 emissions in 2004. 


� For example, see the Engineering Forum for Energy submission to the DTI consultation on “Our Energy Challenge: Securing Clean, Affordable Energy for the Long Term” in March 2006


(� HYPERLINK "http://www.ice.org.uk/downloads/EFE%20-%20Energy%20Review%20final%20120406.pdf" ��http://www.ice.org.uk/downloads/EFE%20-%20Energy%20Review%20final%20120406.pdf�) 


� The Living Planet Report 2006 clearly explains the rationale for reducing the global Ecological Footprint (� HYPERLINK "http://assets.panda.org/downloads/living_planet_report.pdf" ��http://assets.panda.org/downloads/living_planet_report.pdf� ). 


� Living Planet Report 2006 (page 37).


� Living Planet Report 2006, Figure 31 (page 26) illustrates how the life spans of various infrastructures can lock in particular consumption patterns for the long.  


� Living Planet Report 2006, page 12.
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