TENP Comments on the penultimate draft of the Community Plan.

1) Sustainable Development.

We are pleased to note that the environment and the concept of sustainability have been given a slightly higher profile within the Community Plan redraft but we cannot understand the reluctance to embrace the policies and guidance from WAG in support of sustainable development and the adoption of the UK Government and UKSDC principles. We would like to have a clear explanation for this reluctance particularly as much of the Community Plan is consistent with these overarching and integrating principles.

It is perhaps indicative of this reluctance that Para 3.5 appears to have adopted a version of the Bruntland definition of Sustainable Development which, it is generally accepted, was a product of its age but has now been overtake by events. We would like to suggest a ‘home grown’ definition developed by Cynnal Cymru, in 2004:
“Sustainable Development provides a framework for redefining progress and redirecting our economies to create an equitable social economy that will enable all people to meet their basic needs and improve their quality of life while ensuring that the natural systems, resources and diversity upon which we depend are maintained and enhanced for future generations.
Such a rephrasing emphasises the importance of sustainability, and the critical and fragile inter-relationship between environmental, social and economic objectives, the importance of social equality and community engagement in underpinning the ability of a community to initiate and adapt to change, and the need to have a conscience about tomorrow's generations as the basis for this Plan.

A partial perspective on SD is also worrying, as reflected in Para 5.9, with regard to future development. The point is made that “we will ensure that sustainability becomes embedded in the Pembrokeshire’s future development”. The reference is then made to the LDPs of the County Council and the National Park, as local planning authorities. Two points are relevant to this:

a) - the implication is that ‘future development’ is a concern of Local Development Plan (land use planning), only. This implies a narrow view of what determines future development. The reality is that all the statutory plans and the investment plans and procurement practices of all CPLP members will have an impact on the form and nature of development in the future. This is not to dismiss the critical role of land use planning but to put it in context. The Community Plan should be the directing and integrating all the ‘lower level’ component of plans and programmes. 

b) The ability of Sustainability Appraisals within the LDP plan making process to confront and resolve the conflict between environmental, social and economic objectives is open to serious doubt. The discussions during a consultation event on the County Council’s LDP made it clear that ‘economic objectives’ were not rigorously assessed against sustainability criteria. In fact they were excluded for the assessment. Guidance from WAG and the UKSDC on Community Planning urges that the ‘difficult’ issues, such as the tensions or contradictions between environmental and economic objectives should be confronted. We would expect the CP to adopt this approach and ensure that it is applied across all services and statutory plans. 
- 

2) Consultation and Engagement:

There is no reference to the general advertisement of the Community Plan (Draft) for public consultation; reliance has been placed on the Residents Survey and a specific pattern of consultations. We therefore have to ask to what extent the Community Plan production process has been and is proposed to be the result of a broader citizen centred consultation exercise?
For example, para 1.6 refers to a commitment to further dialogue but no details are expressed, eg a date by which observations should be made on the draft or whether the Plan will be advertised (perhaps in the form of an article in the Western Telegraph). An open ended 'yearly review' with no specific dates to comment on the Initial Plan is typical of the vague form of the Community Plan. (i.e. one which is too general in its clichéd objectives; one without tangible targets or actions)
In Chapter 12, CP201001 refers to more dialogue but also lower costs. We are naturally concerned about what this means, in practice, for community engagement in the development community plan generally, and for TENP Members in particular. It would appear to TENP that additional resources should be put into improving communications among partners and the services users so that best use is made of reduced revenue and capital resources.
Para 15.6 highlights the particularly constructive input made by TENP. We welcome this appreciation of our contribution. To enable other bodies and groups to read our views and promote further engagement on these key issues perhaps you will put a reference to the TENP web site in the final draft of the text (www.tenp.org.uk).

3) Substantive Issues and the Response.
Para 2.2 

Refers to the issue of the ‘wage –house price differential’. This is an issue of economic inequality and disadvantage that will require a response across a number of policy areas: land-use planning, labour market policy, housing policy, procurement policy, and the recruitment practices and wages policy of local employers, particularly within the public sector. 
Para 2.3 States that 

"Some of the other issues we need to address include the amount of CO2 we produce, the difficulties associated with delivering services in such a sparsely populated area and the service demands associated with the fact that we have an ageing population" and reduced financial resources”.
Para 10.7 continues.

"Equality of access is a problem in Pembrokeshire. The distances that people in rural areas are required to travel to access key services are significant. This has a disproportionate impact on some of our older residents, those with impaired mobility and people who do not have access to a car".
The response to these, and other, issues seems to be, (see para 3.8), a focus on the process of partnership working: better processes, partnership arrangements and more co-ordination. Whilst ‘structures and processes’ are important they do not exist in the abstract, i.e., they have a purpose, a desired outcome in a substantive policy area, they aim to do things better, differently or to greater or lesser effect, perhaps with , or because of, less money.  Simply, processes and structures are a means to an end, not an end in themselves.

The inevitable question, then, is what tangible action is being suggested and, more importantly what are the priority areas and why ?, For example, 

- are the CPLP members planning to: 

*adopt a policy of concentrating public services in key settlements ?  

*direct investment away from those coastal or river based areas which are likely to flood by the end of the Plan period?

-are waste reduction and management, or bio-diversity improvement and protection, or C02 reduction, a priority? Whatever the environmental priorities, how will CPLP member collaborate to achieve a unified and consistent approach ?, what performance indicators will be set and how?, and who will monitor the delivery/performance levels?.
-in the interests of social cohesions and the ability to respond to climate change, is economic inequality to be reduced by the adoption of a ‘living wage policy’ across the public sector (as advocated by the Joseph Rowntree Trust and being discussed by political parties and practiced by some local authorities)  ? 
The concern for TENP is how priorities will be decided. Will the CPLP engage with stakeholders, including the voluntary sector, as part of priority setting and policy development and delivery? How will the CPLP ensure that the environmental objectives and implication of polices, programme and projects will be given equal attention and consideration as the economic and social objectives?
A related concern is that whilst Para 3.8 uses the terminology ‘short-term’ to mean 2-3 years, nothing in the action list has a target date, neither are the intended outcomes clearly stated nor measurable! 
4) Analysis

Generally we find some of the analysis to be good, however the use of the Index of Multiple Deprivation to justify improvements to the road infrastructure (para 10.3) while imaginative, is unconvincing. To claim that “Pembrokeshire communities are among the least accessible in Wales” should be explained. The fact is that less than half of the index areas in the County are in the most deprived 10% in Wales for access to services (to a food shop, GP, primary and secondary schools, post office, library, dentist and leisure centre). To then link relative inaccessibility to public services to the assertion that road improvements, which will improve access to the ferry ports, provides a solution is highly disingenuous. The fact is that the over  centralisation of public services, the retail market, and policies and investments of the health service disadvantage people living in sparsely populated areas. The solution is to plan and locate development accordingly. In the case of road improvements the business case is that they should ‘follow’ growth’ rather than attempt to attract it.
The Wales Spatial Plans supports a hierarchy of settlements and recommend that new development should not be in isolated areas without facilities. The draft PCNP, LDP, which is shortly due for examination, has a policy (40) that asserts that it is socially irresponsible to allow any development than cannot be accessed by public transport. These policies would seem to be more appropriate than lobbying for infrastructure investment in competition with more buoyant regions when ‘peak oil’, (and probably ‘peak highways’!), is rapidly approaching.

The influx of 22-44 year olds into the County, a key pressure for development?, should be analysed further. For example, what doe this tell us about the local recruitment practices of employers and the access to local job opportunities for local people?
Para 5.6 praises the quality of bio-diversity in the County but it should also be recognised that both marine and land based bio-diversity are under severe threat from development and industrial activity, particularly current farming practices, and the resources to respond to these threats and to protect and enhance are insufficient. This same paragraph does not give sufficient attention to the importance of the historic built environment.
In Section 8.  there is a high degree of ambiguity in the use of the term “appropriate housing”. It begs the question, ‘what would be inappropriate ?. In order to be a clear basis for decision making we would ask for this term to be clarified.

Affordable housing is the main issue dealt with in this section TENP feel that the objective should be more focussed, eg how to meet the need identified, utilising the influence power and resources of all the CPLP members, eg ‘key worker housing linked to the employment of local people. The lack of detail is a concern especially because affordable housing was the top priority expressed in the Residents Survey (Para 8.1)  and the housing market continues to be unsympathetic to those in need. This clear priority seems to be diluted in Para 8.8 where the text refers to the overall priority being to ‘provide a range of housing’ .The contrast of priorities seems uncomfortably stark

5) Conclusion.
The Community Plan is pretty good on analysis and on broad objectives but weak on the description of real policies, priorities and likely projects.  It is a Plan that is full of good intentions and is probably designed to appeal to all.  It is however difficult to identify the essential thrust of the Plan or to be able to judge the quality of its delivery.

The opportunity to embrace Sustainable Development principles and to use them as the overarching framework for policy formulation, review and evaluation, and as the basis for integration of policy objectives across the CPLP membership has been missed. This is disappointing in the light of the exhortation nationally and the increasing public concern locally, as expressed in the active Transition Town movement and the 6 Low Carbon Communities bids submitted from across the County.

The content appears to focus on rearranging partnership arrangements and reducing the costs of delivering services per se. How those reduced costs are going to be achieved (eg greater use of improved but fewer community facilities [schools / halls etc]; invest in settlements on principal bus routes, lower cost arms length charitable agencies, etc) is unclear. Nor is the role of sustainability practices, energy efficiency, renewable energy, local food markets, low energy settlement patterns, etc, given sufficient prominence..

Proposals: this last comment leads to 2 suggestions of themes which the CPLP

Member might wish to consider as a basis for partnership working: 

i) Stimulating the Green Economy

A combination of public expenditure cuts, the prospect of rising fuel prices, the Carbon Reduction Commitment from 1st April 2010, Feed in Tariffs, and the ‘Merton Rule’, provide an incentive for CPLP members to invest in renewable energy for public buildings, social housing and public service vehicles. In doing so this would give a significant boost to the green economy and green jobs, particularly to local suppliers, installer and manufacturers (e.g, Quiet Revolution wind turbines, Pembroke, and Sundance bio-fuels, Fishguard and West Wales).

ii) Affordable Housing and Sustainable Living

The increasing and high demand for affordable housing locally and the availability of land in public ownership held by CPLP Members (eg PCC owns farmland, some adjacent to built up areas) provides an opportunity to both meet a need and develop a ‘model’ of sustainable living. Affordable housing, carbon neutral in design and energy efficient in location, incorporating renewable energy generation (solar, wind, bio-fuels, etc), providing space for kitchen gardens, woodland gardens and community agriculture and enhanced bio-diversity, and with minimum waste and maximum recycling practices would promote best practice in sustainable living comparable to the best in Europe
Yours sincerely

Mr C Mason (Chairman)

On behalf of the TENP Trustees. 14/3/2010.

