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(Final draft 27 January 2009)

Sustainable Development Scheme: ‘One Wales-One Planet’

Introductory remarks:

The Trustees of The Environmental Network for Pembrokeshire (TENP) provide the comments below.

The structure of our response conforms to that of the consultation document.

For ease of access to our main concerns and the answers to your 5 ‘key’ questions, these have been presented in bold. The text provides: an explanation for these answers, constructive comments and references to relevant research.

Paragraph numbers have been used in our response to enable you to refer to specific points in any future dialogue with us.

One of our Trustees was able to attend the Consultation event in Aberystwyth and comments and issues arising during that event are also included in the text. Comments on that event itself are provided in the Concluding section

In making our comments we do not underestimate the challenge facing WAG in attempting to promote and contribute to the delivery of a 66% reduction in resource use and a socially just society within a generation. However, for this to be achieved the Scheme in its final draft must ensure that these 2 key objectives are referred to and supported throughout the text of the document and in the Actions, Outcome and Indicators. It is also imperative that the main aims of the Scheme, as set out in page 1, are achieved, particularly that the long-term vision “is real, relevant and meaningful”.

Wherever possible we have tried to be constructive in our criticisms.

We hope you find our contribution useful.

1) COMMENTS ON PAGES: 5-13 (Foreword, Introduction, Principles and Vision)

1.1) This document starts with an approach which sets out 2 key objectives: the management of a 66% reduction of our resource use (i.e., a radically reduced ecological footprint within a generation) and simultaneously achieving equality and prosperity (see the outcome on page 35). The Ministers called these ‘key’ objectives that need ”bold action by WAG”. In doing so there is no mention of GDP, which is commendable, but an emphasis on social justice, equality and well-being.

1.2) However, to combine a 66% reduction in resource use over a generation (20–30 years) with the priority of targeting the poor implies the redistribution of resources and a reduction in the level of consumption by the majority. If this is a fair and accurate analysis then it is not made clear or explicit enough. WAG should be bold and make this absolutely clear, i.e. that redistribution is an essential requirement if the key objectives are to be delivered. If, on the other hand, WAG is asserting that the current distribution of resources can be maintained as total resource use diminishes then this position should be made clear.

1.3) This document rightly makes clear the need for urgent action beyond that achieved in the past and, on page 12, you note the potential to stabilise the ecological footprint by 2020. This raises a serious question about the ability of society, led by WAG, to achieve the objectives it has set itself within a generation. In other words, what are the real prospects of the dramatic changes that are required being achieved and what level of action and change in the way we behave and consume and produce will be required to do so? Again, WAG needs to be bold and prescriptive.

1.4) Unfortunately past and current experience suggests that this SD Scheme promises “too much too soon” and will deliver ”too little too late”. This is the 3rd Sustainable Development Scheme in 8 years, and the evaluation of the 2nd scheme questioned the level of commitment within WAG and public bodies to SD in practice. This suggests that a major and significant initiative needs to take place in order for the public sector to deliver its contribution to the SD Scheme vision.

1.5) One question which arises is: what evidence is there of a commitment, other than rhetoric, to the level and nature of change that is required? We have examples of decisions being supported by public bodies which are contrary to SD principles, e.g., CCGT power stations rather than CHP, public buildings, including those of the WAG, failing to achieve high levels of energy efficiency, and public sector staff who see SD as a marginal issue, at best, or do not understand it, at worst.

1.6) There are some difficulties with the link made between the SD Scheme and other ‘overarching policies’. On Page 8 you refer to ‘One Future’ but this document does not mention the need for a dramatic reduction in resource use but rather the need for more efficient use of resources.

1.7) The reference, on page 9, to the EU’s SD Strategy, fails to mention the EU’s clear and unambiguous commitment to economic growth (in GDP terms) and prosperity. In fact the EU makes clear that social objective can only be achieved through increasing economic growth. This emphasis is repeated in the EU’s climate change publication, which states  

“combating climate change does not mean sacrificing our standard of living, the changes are perfectly compatible with EU priorities of jobs and growth, and with sustainable development” (‘Combating Climate Change: The EU Leads the Way’, page 8, 2008)

1.8) There would appear therefore to be a clear contradiction of approach and objectives between WAG and the EU. For the SD Scheme to be credible this contradiction needs to be resolved. In other words the SD Scheme must state what nature, form and direction of growth and resource use it is advocating. If current standards of living and prosperity can be maintained with a dramatic reduction in resource use, AND the less well off can be targeted through redistribution in the interest of social justice, then it must be made clear how this can be achieved.

1.9) Pages 7, 8, 9 and 11 all refer to Sustainable Development, a definition and the principles. However 2 problems arise which relate to relevance and clarity.

1.10) Our view is that the definition used in this document is not sensitive to the content of an SD Scheme that emphasises the key objectives of lower resource use and social justice. The SD Forum for Wales adopted a definition, which specifically combines resource use and equality and is also visionary. It is also very clear language, and therefore would be far more appropriate:

“Our development will be sustainable when we use all our available assets efficiently - human, natural, and physical resources - to create an equitable social economy which ensures a good quality of life now and in the future” ( Aspinwall, in ‘Sustainable Regions’ Vol 2, No 7, page 3, 2004).

1.11) In the interests of clarity it would be very useful if, early in the document, you made a clear distinction between the HOW of Sustainable Development and the WHAT of Sustainable Development, in terms of the purpose of actions, and avoided confusing them. As the TASK project within WAG pointed out, there is a ‘governance’ and ‘process’ dimension to Sustainable Development:

“sustainable development can be described as a collective social endeavour in which a multitude of stakeholders must be engaged and galvanised into action.” (TASK report, 2007, Para, 2.1.1).

The core and supporting principles, on page 11 and 12, all fall into the category of HOW, which is only one dimension of sustainable development, though very important.

1.12) Principles of WHAT are readily available from the UKSDC:

· Living within environmental limits.

· Ensuring a healthy and just society.

· Achieving a Sustainable Economy.

· Promoting Good Governance.

· Using Sound Science Responsibly.

These principles are clear, meaningful and relevant and already have ‘currency’. These principles also provide a ready-made framework within which all the substantive chapters of the Scheme could be organised, providing consistency but requiring analytical discipline.

1.13) A further, critical, point is that the WHAT and the HOW are related. As public policy makers and implementer are fully aware, and academics have reported, some objectives and policies are easier to deliver than others. In other words the WHAT influences the HOW. Some policies attract an adequate level of resources (political commitment, money, staff, skills and policy instruments) to enable them to be delivered effectively. Other policies are less of a priority and more difficult to deliver, such as equality policy, and therefore do not receive adequate resources. A Sustainable Development Scheme, which has the key objective to achieve social equality and social justice, therefore faces a major challenge in a culture where the economic imperative has a far higher priority than the moral imperative.

To answer Question 1, is the purpose of the SD Scheme clear? 

The Answer is: NO.

1.14) It is also deeply worrying that there is no reference to the local consequences of inaction on which to base the need for urgent change. The case is not presented. Diagrams and charts of ecological footprints are fine but insufficient. There is nothing up to this point on the scale and urgency of the need for change nor any description of what will happen to Wales if we don’t effect the change you are advocating. Why not?  One could argue that there is no point in providing a ‘scary’ option. However issues relating to the threat of climate change are frequently in the media (including S4C) but the local implications are rarely presented. The reality of climate change is indeed ‘scary’ and a potential reality. Denying the public this justification for the, inevitably, difficult decisions that will have to be made would be irresponsible and would make consensus and support for action more difficult to achieve.

1.15) The reality is that communities are mature enough to discuss these issues. At a recent LDP ‘stakeholders’ meeting it was reported that some coastal communities are already discussing ‘population displacement strategies’ in response to a likely sea level rise by 2100 greater than the IPCC predicted in 2007. This has even been the subject of a recent S4C TV programme.

1.16) WAG should ‘grasp the nettle’ in this document and state quite rationally the likely consequences of inaction based upon current, though rapidly changing, scientific evidence. To expect a change in individual behaviour on the basis of a few statistics and pie charts is not realistic. The recent briefing note on Community Planning produced by WAG in conjunction with the UKSDC (2008) urges Local Authorities to confront ‘crunch issues’. WAG should do the same. The reality is that across Wales life style changes are being discussed, such as food co-ops, Transition Towns, etc. The impression from this Scheme is that government, WAG and Local Government are lagging behind public perceptions and knowledge.

1.17) The document calls for an integration of SD into mainstream policies. This is absolutely essential. However, such integration was called for in 1999, as part of the EU’s ‘Cardiff Process’, but unfortunately this integration is not being achieved. The inability or reluctance of public policy makers and decision takers in Wales to embrace SD principles has been described and analysed in numerous reports and publications over the last 8 years. Exhorting change has not worked in the past. Public servants in WAG and local government continue to advocate unsustainable policies and practices. The principles and vision are simply not being adopted. This would suggest that the journey from principles to practice will require a higher level of ‘resources’ (political and financial) than has been the case to date.

1.18) You set the target date of Decoupling to start in 2011, but you do not explain why this date has been chosen. Public resources make up a significant proportion of consumer spending in some sub-regions of Wales, above 60% in some Counties. This provides WAG, and its partners, with significant potential ‘leverage’, through procurement, etc, to influence consumption and production. The suggestion to delay action seems overly cautious.

1.19) If the date of 2011 has been chosen because of the inevitable slow pace of transition then it should be made clear what the current trajectory of C02 emissions in Wales is and the impact of commitments already made, e.g. ‘high energy’ buildings (in construction and use), and CCGT power stations rather than CHP.

1.20) Again terms such as ‘Zero Carbon’ need to be clarified. Without a common and agreed language then progress will be inhibited and even hi-jacked. The aim to achieve ‘zero carbon’ buildings is declared as an ambition, but no target date is mentioned.

1.21) To achieve a ‘zero waste society’ is a commendable vision, but the ‘market’ for waste is currently a critical factor in determining the ability of public policy goals to be delivered. Waste paper is currently being stockpiled because the market is ‘flat’, demand has declined. To overcome ‘market failure’ implies significant intervention and expenditure. Is this part of the vision, i.e. to extend the ‘reach’ and ‘grasp’ of Government?

1.22) In the ‘Vision’ section the term ‘prosperous’ is used, but not explained. Whilst ambiguity is functional in helping to achieve a consensus there is also the very real danger of misleading people or giving the impression of complacency.  There is also a danger that ambiguous terminology can and will be hi-jacked for purposes contradictory to those intended. This term should be defined. 

1.23) The vision of a ‘fairer’ society requires change in human behaviour but also by decision makers and takers (e.g. greater priority given to the morale imperative, more social housing, greater commitment to Equal Opportunities, etc). Yet it is fully understood that currently ‘poor people get poor services’; therefore for this aspect of the vision to be achieved requires major cultural changes within bureaucracies, a redirection of limited resources and a strong political will to drive through, potentially, unpopular policies.

1.24) The two previous paragraphs comment on the vision statement, on page 12, and in doing so argue that the statement is too vague, ambiguous and general to be meaningful. The vision statement offered in the document could apply to a ‘high resource–high carbon society’. In other words this vision is not context specific The last paragraph on page 8 of the document adopts a more relevant form of words and intent; however we suggest a variation which is ‘jargon free’ and therefore clearer, more meaningful and relevant, which you may wish to consider:

“We are committed to developing a society which: respects and promotes social diversity, achieves social equality and social justice, and which minimises resource use and conserves bio-diversity through ‘low energy and low carbon’ production and consumption. In doing so every citizen will be able to make their unique contribution to maximising individual and community well-being and health”.

1.25) Question 2 asks, “Is the Vision is helpful?” 

Answer:  NO.

As with all ‘visions’ the devil is in the detail. For the vision to aim for a fairer society and much lower resource use, etc, is commendable. Such policy rhetoric is very useful for voluntary sector advocates of SD to use in discussion and consultations with public and private bodies. In other words it serves a useful purpose.  The danger is that whilst a ‘vision’ of such generality may produce a consensus in the short term it is also open to abuse and misinterpretation. It is inevitable that at some point in the future the proposed vision will have to be refined and the prevailing consensus challenged and a new consensus forged in order to ensure that the objectives of the Scheme are delivered. We would hope that a more confident and relevant vision statement would be adopted by WAG, which reflects the key objectives of the Scheme. 

Whether the current vision is helpful depends on the success of WAG in disseminating and embedding this vision within its Departments and to local agencies.  In other words the vision must have ‘currency’ as a ‘bargaining counter’. If public servants, in particular, feel that they can dismiss the vision as ‘merely’ policy rhetoric’ or ‘a WAG thing’, then the vision will be distorted, or simply ignored, by those with discretion in policy delivery. This comment leads back to the weakness of the context and in particular the lack of a graphic account of the consequences of inaction. We fear that unless the case for SD policy, and the key objectives of a low resource society and social justice, is strengthened the likelihood is that the status quo will remain secure and unchallenged.

The weakness in the Context is repeated in the ‘Vision’ and the rest of the document, i.e., there is no characterisation of what a low resource society and economy will mean for people day-to-day. Will a low resource society mean greater self-sufficiency? Will it mean timber buildings (home grown timber) rather than concrete and cement ? Will it mean the abandonment of ‘energy inefficient’ settlement patterns and the re-location of communities? Will it mean economic restructuring with far greater emphasis on the ‘3Rs’ of ‘reclamation, renovation and recycling’ under the ‘strap line’ ‘Waste is Theft!’ Will it mean a transition to an ‘enough society’. If so, will this require WAG intervention in the form of rationing (as the recent Chatham House report suggested and which led to the establishing of a National Food Council by the UK Government)?

We would urge WAG and public agencies to embrace the ‘call’ made in the recently announced ‘Tipping Point Commissions’ (established by the UK Government), which aims to:

“encourage people to develop the radical and imaginative thinking necessary to contemplate and inhabit a world dominated by climate change.”

In other words ‘to think the unthinkable’, both scary and innovative. In Appendix 1 TENP offers a small contribution to this process by providing characterisations of High and Low Resource Societies. We trust this will promote discussions within WAG.

Questions about desirable and attainable ‘futures’ inevitably lead on to questions about the mechanisms and powers that WAG have to deliver a vision.

CHAPTER 2: A STRONG and CONFIDENT NATION.

2.1) WAG and local government have a number of roles through which to deliver the SD Scheme: as

- an employer,

- a procurer,

- a direct deliverer of services,

- an intervener,

- a facilitator and enabler,

- an advocate, and 

- a partner.

2.2) Whilst it is recognised that WAG does not posses all the powers necessary to deliver the SD vision, each of these dimensions of government activity is available and needs to be utilised to the full if the vision is to be achieved.

2.3) As an employer WAG and other public sector bodies could make a very powerful statement by setting challenging targets for CO2 reductions related to working practices: 

– video-conferencing and telephone conferencing rather than travelling to meetings (why are WAG WSP national meetings held in Shrewsbury where video-con facilities are not available?). 

– dramatic reductions in mileage allowances related to CO2 emissions and engine size to the point where using high emission cars attracts no mileage allowance. If travel is necessary, meetings should be held adjacent to railway stations.

– wage levels in the public sector should be reviewed and adjusted to reflect the commitment to social justice and equality and to alleviate the poverty of those on low wages. Procurement policy should incorporate this objective and this should include a commitment to ‘local labour’ initiatives through public contracts (quite feasible within EU law). 

2.4) WAG aspires to be an exemplar but it is not clear why a benchmark is being considered against other Government Departments. Where better (higher achieving) exemplars exist they should be used, e.g., within local government, (see the ‘Guardian’ newspaper’s public service awards for sustainability) and from within Europe. 

2.5) Green Dragon status, while useful, should be supported by an extension of the EU Directive (agreed in 2003) which requires that all new public buildings and renovations must have an energy efficiency certificate publicly displayed. WAG could require this of all public buildings owned by national and local agencies.

2.6) A significant challenge for WAG is to embed the ‘vision’, actions, and the SD indicators, in the mainstream activities of public sector agencies. Certainly the experience of TENP in Pembrokeshire, through the LSB consultations, LDP stakeholder groups and informal discussions, is that the nature and need for change in policy and practice is not fully appreciated nor understood. WSP discussions, led by WAG officials, have yet to fully embrace SD principles. This would suggest an urgent need for staff development using ‘in-house’ resources and EU MtC funds, and external expertise, but also a more directive or ‘stronger’ partnership approach by WAG than is currently the case.

2.7) This chapter refers to effective participative systems, which TENP is keen to see improved. Currently discussions on proposals, policies and strategies are dealt with, as with this SD Scheme, by written consultations with little indication of the impact of the consultation process on the final outcome. TENP would ask that WAG gives serious consideration to mechanisms to support more frequent and meaningful dialogue between partners, rather than be confined to formal procedures linked to a single document (for example see Barnsley Council’s regular environmental public forums). Discussions prior to formal statutory consultation could enhance the content and facilitate a greater understanding of the basis for and justification of policy and strategy. Similarly discussion on local plans (land use, community, health etc) should be more frequent, public and informal. This is suggested in order that the current ‘gap’ between policy and action is reduced and to ensure that policy is reviewed more frequently (10 year plans, for example, are inevitably overtaken by events and the dramatic changes being proposed in this document are likely to need regular public dissemination and discussion).

2.8) WAG as an advocate is a key function to support the achievement of the SD Scheme vision. Where powers lie outside the Assembly, the advocacy role is available to negotiate for policy change where this is contrary to SD principles and/or to negotiate for local discretion. The case of CCGT power station decisions is an example where WAG, supported by EU targets for CHP power generation, should be more outspoken. This is not a matter of rejecting policy but advocating the adoption and implementation of policies that exist but which are being ignored.

2.9) Finally, the role of WAG is critical in monitoring the delivery of and outcomes from statutory plans (LDPs, Community Plans, etc). The potential for local discretion and policy distortion or misinterpretation always exists. WAG should require that local authority sustainability appraisal methodologies be far more transparent than is currently the case and ensure that planned outcomes contribute to the SD Scheme vision for lower resource use and social justice. The stark reality is that redistributive policy (including equal opportunities policy) is far harder to deliver than economic growth policies. However the question remains, what action would WAG take if policies and practices contradicted the SD Scheme? The answer to this question is not clear but would certainly require an adjustment to current ‘central–local relations’. 

CHAPTER 3: A HEALTHY FUTURE

3.1) This chapter starts with fine rhetoric by aspiring to a significant improvement in health, but then fails to indicate the causes of ill health which result from our current ‘high resource’ life style and economy. Poor mental health is clearly increasing, especially amongst young people. Life style and work related stress have also increased of which there are various published accounts. It may be that a low resource economy will, eventually, help to reduce these forms of ill health.

3.2) The desire that, as a nation, we value and promote good health is commendable but it is clear that attitudes and behaviour fall short of this at present. Wanting to see less smoking (especially within the highly stressed disadvantaged communities!) and more walking and cycling are clearly not just a matter of influencing personal choice but of the successful delivery’ of other objectives within the SD Scheme (economic equality, social justice, etc). In fact it could be said that the health service provides the alleviative policies in response to the negative outcomes of the failings of a high resource and unsustainable society.

3.3) What is missing in this chapter is an indication of what a health service in a low resource society would look like. One can speculate that in order to improve access the service should be decentralised, not centralised, and ‘join up’ with the WSP hierarchy of settlements. Delivery of some services might depend on greater personalisation of budgets. It might even be the case that the current trends towards ‘privatisation’ and ‘de-professionalisation’ of the health service will not survive the transition to a low resource society. Food security and health might mean a greater investment by WAG in self-sufficiency initiatives such as the availability of allotments and the support for food coops. There is an example of a low resource society with internationally recognised excellent public health services and outcomes, i.e. Cuba, which would be worthy of investigation.

3.4) The SD Indicators presented seem to have no direct link to achieving or measuring a low resource health service. They are indicators which appear to be ‘resource’ neutral. 

3.5) It is not clear how the proposed £190m investment will improve health or aid the transition to a low resource health service.

CHAPTER 4: A PROSPEROUS SOCIETY
4.1) This chapter adopts the rhetoric that the role of business is to generate wealth; however to achieve the SD Scheme ‘vision’ a number of questions arise:

What is meant by the term ‘prosperity’? 

How does wealth generation relate to prosperity?

How is wealth (and how much) created in a low carbon–low resource economy? 

How is wealth to distributed? 

4.2) The outcome on page 35 states the desire:

“for a real translation of wealth and power in our poorest communities”.

The relationship between ‘prosperity’ and ‘wealth’ creation seems unclear and confused and the vague term ‘real translation’ adds to this confusion. If translation, in the context of lower resource use, means ‘redistribution’ then this should be clearly stated, or the term explained.

4.3) This request for greater clarity extends to how the economy and society will be organised and function in a low carbon–low resource society. In other words aspirations to achieve a reduction in CO2 and resource use are fine, but not enough. It seems to TENP Trustees that WAG has a duty and responsibility to think through what this will mean for individuals, communities, the public sector, voluntary sector, and business and the relationship between them. The recent ‘credit crunch’ has initiated and revived such discussion. If prosperity is the same thing as GDP and economic growth then this suggests ‘more of the same’, with the inevitable conflict over ‘who wins and who loses’. The alternative is a fundamental restructuring of the way we are organised and behave. For example: we have to consider how and what we produce for sale in order to generate incomes and what people are buying to generate businesses that are both ‘resource light’ and viable.

4.4) No mention is made of trends that might usurp the traditional market mechanisms, for example, self sufficiency initiatives such as food co-ops and allotments, which would reduce demand for certain goods and threaten some producers but help to reduce resource demand (transport miles) and C02 levels. Better woodland management can make land owners self sufficient in certain land management products. Similarly: reclamation, renovation and recycling would affect demand and supply. The issue is not just about a reduction in energy use.

4.5) This Chapter includes ‘tackling disadvantage’ and a reference to Community First inhabitants and their potential for self-help and employment creation as a contribution to economic growth. This is a worrying concept, namely that the most disadvantaged and excluded communities can become the ‘engine’ of future growth. This is not to ignore the potential within these communities for ‘self help’ and the level of resilience that they display in dealing with deep-seated economic and social difficulties. However it would be misguided to generate false expectation of these communities who have been the target of ‘urban policies’ and EU funds for many decades without a major change of circumstance. It is to be hoped that WAG recognises the key role of good quality and well ‘targeted’ mainstream services in supporting the most disadvantaged areas and abetting regeneration. In the context of the ‘delivery’ of SD Scheme ‘vision’, however, ’bridges’ have to be built from the ‘marginal’ and most disadvantaged to the ‘mainstream’ if the redistribution of wealth and the advance in collective prosperity are to be achieved. An SD ‘vision’ accessible to a large majority, but with continued relative disadvantage for a significant minority, in the context of diminishing resource availability, would provide conditions for social conflict. Redistribution cannot and must not be seen as an inconvenient ‘add-on’, dependent on the myth of ‘trickle down’ economics, but has to be a key target and outcome of the SD ‘vision’. Achieving this will require strong partnerships, perhaps with BITC, and strategic use of public procurement and recruitment policies.

CHAPTER 5: LIVING COMMUNITIES

5.1) This chapter opens with a statement that “where we live is central to our quality of life” and is followed by rhetoric about shared community values, etc. 

5.2) It is true that there is a rich diversity of communities but geographical location, of itself, is not the determining factor in quality of life, after all being ‘in a community’ is not the same as being ‘of that community’. Both How and Where we live is a resource-determined experience but it is strongly influenced by the ‘market mechanism’. In addition to personal income our quality of life is determined by the investment decisions of public and private agencies (such as the closure of schools and post offices and the lack of health services locally!!).

5.3) The lack of affordable housing is a clear example of how the choice of where people live is restricted by the power of the ‘market’ and the land use planning system. Current policy in Pembrokeshire, for example, is to use private sector house building to attract ‘in-migrants’ in order to raise GDP, even though there is no evidence of a causal link! It is a concern that, on page 27, this document advocates a similar policy; nor it is made clear how such a policy contributes to lower resource use and social justice and equality when the assertion is made that:

“Housing will be a key lever for stimulating private investment which will contribute to the sustainable regeneration of communities”.

5.4) With the fluctuations in the financial markets, mixed tenure developments are difficult to negotiate and the Housing Associations cannot afford to buy development land. The result is significant unmet housing need and local people are forced to move to where the market is less discriminatory, or have to contravene planning laws.

5.5) Being able to live where you want to live is not an inalienable right but economics determines that access to ‘owner occupation’ provides more choice of location than other tenures. Affordable housing is a component and indicator of a just society, but the market mechanism depends upon scarcity. The outcome is a decline in ‘community’ as family, and other networks are dislocated by the lack of suitable and affordable housing; also, the role of women as a contributory factor in sustaining communities has declined due to the increasing number needing to work. JRF funded research concludes that notions of community have declined in response to ever increasing individualism. (JRF, ‘Neighbourhood Identity’, by Robertson, Smyth and McIntosh, Mach 2008.) 

5.6) Once again the rhetoric in this chapter hides the stark realities of how communities are formed. This chapter provides a ‘wish list’ but it is very difficult to see how the housing aspect of the SD vision will be achieved without a far more interventionist approach by WAG and a far stronger negotiating position being adopted by the planning authorities.

5.7) The statement that in rural areas agriculture is central is not explained. Certainly employment numbers in the sector are in decline as the sector restructures in the face of economic pressures and economic instability. 

5.8) The affordable housing needs in rural Wales were recently the subject of a JRF Commission which found that key statistics on the changing scale of housing need were not being collated. Without this evidence base the appropriate action to achieve the SD Scheme vision for sustainable communities will be inhibited.

5.9) Lower resource use and energy efficiency, as the former head of the International Energy Agency has argued, require planners and decision makers to be far more energy conscious. This means that the current and future spatial location of development has to be far more energy efficient. The recent WAG consultation paper on rural housing advocates ‘co-location’ of homes and work, for example, and WSP advocates a hierarchy of settlements. The result of the ‘drive’ for SD and energy efficiency is that the current settlement pattern (particularly the more sparsely populated areas) will have to be seriously assessed against SD criteria and, in some cases, settlements in rural areas may no longer be sustainable within a generation (a process that has already taken place in Sweden and Hungary). The positive outcome of rationalisation would be that communities can be provided with a range of services including renewable energy. The issue for WAG is how to manage this process, but first this inevitability has to be recognised.

5.10) In the context of the issues raised above, the SDI of “the % of unfit dwellings” is clearly inappropriate. The SDI’s should relate to the SD vision. Whilst a reduction in unfit dwellings would add to the total housing stock, it would not provide housing for all those in need.

CHAPTER 6: LEARNING FOR LIFE

6.1) The opening 2 paragraphs of this chapter are key. 

6.2) The first advocates a greater awareness, through education, of ESDGC but restricts this awareness to children and young people. However what is currently lacking, and urgently needed, is greater awareness of ESDGC (including SD) amongst adults and decision makers, and the resources, in all senses, to take appropriate action.

6.3) The second paragraph confirms our suspicion that the SD Scheme has failed to make the required ‘paradigm shift’. The evidence available on economic activity and pay levels does not support the claim that success, equality and prosperity are achieved through employment. This paragraph perpetuates the myth that economic growth is available to all and can provide wealth and fulfilment for all through training and employment. Again the stark realities and ‘crunch issues’ are being ignored.

6.4) The emphasis in this chapter is on work-related vocational training for the unemployed and school leavers, but the chapter is ‘learning for life’, therefore the focus should be on the ‘learning’ needs of all people in society to enable and facilitate the transition to a low resource society This is a missed opportunity! TENP strongly suggests that WAG, perhaps in partnership with UKSDC, Cynnal Cymru, WLGA and BITC, establishes an ongoing programme of seminars and short courses which would invite people from across all sectors and enable them to discuss key issues and responses to the low resource agenda. In this regard the current public consultations on this SD Scheme would be a starting point, not a conclusion. 

6.5) We hoped to see a more considered and logical approach to this subject. A low resource–low carbon society, and the transition to it, is likely to require some different skills to those required in a high resource society, and more of some existing but scarce skills. This chapter does not consider this question. 

One could at the very least consider:

· -the skill requirements of energy efficient building construction, including the traditional skills related to stone and timber buildings using lime rather than cement plaster and mortar (cement is 7 times more polluting to create than lime and concrete block is difficult to recycle and therefore high-energy material is wasted. Ref: ‘Precious Inheritance’, by Cliff Blundell). 

· -the skill needs of a local renewable energy industry (generation and distribution) see ‘Quiet Revolution’ based in Pembroke. 

· -those related to woodland management and timber production, timber framed building design and production, and carpentry, 

· -those linked to local food production and distribution,

· -initiatives to reclaim, renovate and recycle will require logistic, engineering and other skills, and

· skills linked to social care and health care may be needed locally or may be supplied by decentralising existing services from Cardiff and elsewhere. .

Such skill needs can be ‘pump-primed’ by public sector procurement policies and investment decisions linked to training initiatives.

6.6) The intention “to look to understand and examine the potential of applying the principle of zero carbon building to schools” to achieve lower energy use is far too hesitant and cautious. It is not clear why this has to be the case when there are UK wide targets for zero carbon building and WAG aspires to all new homes being zero carbon homes by 2011 (see chapter 8 of this document) and all new buildings to be zero carbon by 2001 (see page 41). Perhaps this is an editorial oversight?

6.7) The SD indicators have no relationship to the ‘key’ concerns and focus of this document.

CHAPTER 7: A FAIR and JUST SOCIETY

7.1) The Indicator being used is “the % of families on relative low income”. What the term ‘relative low income’ means is not made clear. The Joseph Rowntree Foundation suggests that policy-makers should advocate a ‘Minimum Income Standard’ if they aspire to a just and socially cohesive society (JRF, Search, Winter, 2008).

7.2) However it would be more consistent, appropriate and relevant to the SD Scheme ‘vision’ to also incorporate the objective of reducing inequality. Therefore the indicators should include:

“to reduce the income inequality gap and health gap”. 

7.3) A just society is about social cohesion and mutual respect, and unified communities. In Britain the average wage of a FTSE 100 Chief Executive is 75 times more than the average employee’s wage! In contrast in Denmark, where bragging about excessive wealth is frowned upon, income tax is 63%, social cohesion is robust and there is only a narrow income gap. British people are increasingly concerned about inequality (see British Social Attitudes 2008). As we, perhaps inevitably, move away from excess and waste to low carbon and lower resource use, issues of equality are likely to rise rapidly up the political agenda and the SD Scheme should be expressing how this trend is to be managed. The market is one mechanism but the UK Government, through Hilary Benn and the Chatham House report on food security, has set up a National Food Council to consider how Government and industry would allocate food within 10 years. 

7.4) In support of this argument for a different and more relevant indicator you may wish to note that the JRF have recently set up a web site (www.socialevils.org.uk). With regard to inequality the point is made that in response to climate change, for example, changes in our way of life are very hard to achieve through the actions of individuals; social cohesion is key and ensures a healthier and egalitarian society. Wales lacks social cohesion and, along with the rest of the UK, as JRF put it,

“ the contrast between the material success and social failure of society needs addressing urgently”. (Search, Winter 2008, page 9), and,

“Inequality is the most important explanation of why the most affluent societies seem to be social failures. In societies where income differences between rich and poor are smaller, community life is stronger, there is less violence, health tends to be better and life expectations higher” (Prof R Wilkinson, page 8). 

7.5) On the basis of this research Wales should be aspiring to replicate the Scandinavian ‘model’ of distribution which, in any event, may become unavoidable as total resource availability diminishes. To avoid this fact will simply accelerate the prospect of social discontent.

7.6) With low wages most common in the public and tourist sectors (JRF research 2005) WAG has some leverage on income inequality issues and has the potential to reduce inequality through its own pay policy, both at the high and low levels. This would indeed be a bold act but would be completely congruent with the political rhetoric. 

7.7) Annexe A suggests a PI for ‘Well being’ and uses the term “rewarding employment”. This may be an oversight, or based on an assumption that everybody who wishes to work will be able to work or that everybody who needs an income will get that income through employment. But these conditions have never existed! In the light of the current ‘credit crunch’, which amplified consumer spending far above levels of earnings, the prospects are for high unemployment for some time to come. More significantly for the SD Scheme ‘vision’ it is possible that a period of deflation will give us an insight into a low resource economy, where consumption and production levels will no longer be determined by levels of debt but by earnings. In such a situation the concept of ‘employment’ may have to be redefined.

7.8) A better and more inclusive PI should include:

 “constructive work and activities that contribute to community welfare and self-esteem”.

7.9) The danger is that the current PI stigmatises and excludes those not in employment! Such polarisation is totally unjustified and not based on evidence. Increasingly, paid employment and income is dependent on benefit or state subsidy and consumption is dependent on borrowing (by both individuals and Government!). The lines between economic independence and dependence are becoming blurred. Just as the unemployed receive benefits, many people who are employed on low pay depend on state subsidy (especially within the public sector and tourism!). Farmers receive subsidies, single parents get tax relief, large numbers of people qualify for income support and housing benefit (which is received by landlords). More recently investment bank employees have become dependent on state support! In addition companies receive state subsidies. This PI fails to recognise the economic and social realities of our society. From another perspective some people work for an income lower than the minimum wage, hence the term ‘poverty wages’, which is not conducive to well being. 

7.10) Over the last 30 years ‘well-being’ has been eroded by an economic imperative which has forced many people to adopt a ‘life-work-balance’ that is not conducive to well-being, family life, and good mental health. This assertion is confirmed by a recent survey on ‘well-being’, conducted by the New Economics Foundation (The National Accounts of Wellbeing report 2009). Britain comes 3rd from bottom in a survey of all Western European countries. The top ranked country is Denmark. The report states that:

“a myopic obsession with growing the economy has meant that we tend to ignore its negative impacts on well being such as longer working hours and indebtedness”.

7.11) This raises a key point about a Sustainable Society: the rhetoric of mutual respect and social justice, etc, has to inhabit all your policies and actions and has to be used consistently. Our impression is that this SD Scheme is finding this discipline difficult to apply, for some reason. If you wish to encourage and aspire towards a sustainable and healthy alternative to the ‘status quo’ then you have to lift the ‘veneer’ and expose the myths which provide the legitimacy for our current high carbon, excessive, wasteful, and inequitable society. Exposing the contradictions and myths is a first step to offering an alternative, which jettisons these values in policy and action. Without this the low resource society you are commending and seeking to attain will not be clearly expressed, nor will the mechanisms for achieving it be developed. Such ambivalence is open to distortion and exploitation, but more importantly the ambiguity inhibits progress.

CHAPTER 8: A SUSTAINABLE ENVIRONMEMT

8.1) The first paragraph emphasises how important the natural environment is and the second recognises that development is damaging this environment.

8.2) The reality is that the environment is not being sustained, currently, and our efforts are focussed on reducing the pace of bio-diversity loss. 

8.3) Given these circumstances action is needed, and campaigns to promote energy efficiency and to reduce waste are to be commended. Whilst a sustainable natural environment may be thought to be the automatic outcome of a low resource economy, we prefer not to be so complacent. Sustainable development has been hi-jacked in the past by the ‘growth’ community. More needs to be done to protect the environment from unsustainable development and powers already exist for this purpose. The problem at present is that environmental policy has a lower priority than development, growth and job creation, and the resources to implement environmental policies are insufficient for the task. Furthermore, environmental concerns are often seen as a distraction and token responses are made in order to alleviate the most negative impacts of development. 

8.4) The EU has called for a decoupling of growth objectives from environmental impacts and we would expect that principle to be enforced by WAG and local authorities and other agencies in the future. However to do this requires WAG and others to rigorously apply and enforce environmental protection policy. This will require public agencies to temper the power of the ‘market’ or intervene, be it in the context, for example, of unsustainable development or waste mis-management and inadequate recycling within the UK (currently 50% of the UK’s waste paper is being stockpiled due to the lack of a market).

8.5) Currently the desire for growth, such as through housing development in the vain hope of raising GDP through in-migration, takes priority in some local planning authorities. The use of S106 agreements and Compulsory Purchase Orders (2002 Planning and CPO Act and the current Planning Bill) are seen by some planners as risking the loss of crucial development. The RTPI recognises that planners are frustrated by the consistent failure of developers to take their environmental responsibilities seriously (RTPI press release). With areas of the Country competing for the limited amount of ‘growth’ available, the result is that ‘weak’ negotiation is rewarded and the environment further degraded. The prospect of every local authority in Wales seeking to attract ‘growth’ and GDP rise through housing development and ‘in-migration’ at a time when resource reduction is a priority is verging on the ‘bizarre’.

8.6) It is to be hoped that the SD Scheme commitment to resource reduction, social justice and a sustainable environment will induce WAG to provide all planning authorities with clear guidance and support (at appeals and when assessing LDPs for the period 2011–2021) to use all the powers and mechanisms at their disposal to enforce SD principles and protect the natural environment. TENP would go so far as to argue the need for a ‘Low Resource Option’, draft LDP to be produced by all planning authorities as a matter of urgency and for that option to be consulted on ASAP. The reason for this is that current draft LDPs are making commitments for the next 12 years, which will be ‘key’ in determining investment decisions for the next 2 generations. The Wales Spatial Plan groups should also be required to adopt the same discipline. Many examples of best practice exist across Europe and WAG should seek to use them as a benchmarks. Unless such action is taken Wales will face increasing homelessness and ‘out migration,’ and aspirations to achieve energy efficiency and zero carbon developments will remain just that…aspirations!! 

8.7) Support for renewable energy generation is a key mechanism for reducing the ecological footprint and WAG should be pro-active (in the light of UK Government inclusion of feed-in-tariffs (FITs) in the Energy Bill, with FITs due to come into effect in 2010) in identifying and overcoming barriers to the take-up of renewable technology and FITs. Key issues are likely to include connections to the grid and the potential for local distribution systems (see Aberdeen City Council’s award-winning district heating initiative for social housing).

8.8) At a bigger scale WAG should be lobbying against decisions to build energy inefficient power generating facilities that use fossil fuels in Wales, such as CCGT, when CHP is more efficient, supports EU targets for CHP, and has the potential to use ‘waste heat’ for district heating. We recognise that energy generation is not a devolved power but this does not prevent WAG from expressing an enlightened view as an advocate of, and consistent with, the policies and outcomes in this SD Scheme.

8.9) Reference is made to land management as a key role in achieving a sustainable environment. However no mention is made of the role of woodland management in the achievement of a low resource society. Cement and concrete blocks are major culprits in the generation of C02 during their production and these high-energy components are eventually discarded in ‘land fill’. Timber framed buildings provide a low resource alternative (as do straw bale houses). The Forestry Commission for Wales has initiatives aimed at improving woodland management, and the growing of spruce and cedar, for example, should be incorporated and promoted as part of the low resource programme.

8.10) This chapter refers to the need to respond to the temporary but regular phenomenon of flooding but it makes no mention of the threat of sea-level rise. There can be no doubt from the scientific evidence that the IPCC prediction of a 70cm sea level rise by 2100 is now redundant as it has been replaced by predictions as high as 4metres. There is also no doubt that the public purse cannot afford the cost of sea defences to protect every coastal settlement. It would be prudent for WAG, through the EAW and Planning Authorities, to revise current assumptions about development sites and also to develop contingency plans for the relocation of communities and an alternative coastal road network. 

8.11) Access to the environment should be improved in the interest of well being and health. The call for more community green space in urban and rural areas should include community gardens and allotments. However the current space standards for residential development prohibit the availability of ‘kitchen gardens’ for people to grow their own food. In the interests of well being, health and biodiversity, the current form of residential developments should be reassessed. Some Housing Associations are already consulting with their tenants on such matters. 

8.12) The SD Indicators for this chapter have no target figures; is this an oversight?

CHAPTER 9: A RICH and DIVERSE CULTURE

9.1) Recognising and building upon the distinctive cultural heritage of Wales is a key component of equal opportunity policy and is to be applauded.

9.2) The aspiration to become an international exemplar in SD is also very welcome but implicit in this aspiration is a need to benchmark with other nations not Government Departments.

9.3) One difficulty that we have with this chapter is the high density of ambiguous terminology, in the first 2 paragraphs, such as: 

“Using heritage and culture as a force for sustainable regeneration”,

“Wales’ approach to Sustainable Development is based on the contribution of its people and rooted in its culture”

“Wales continues to be a leading sustainable tourism destination that promotes local sustainable economic prosperity”

9.4) We fear that the frequent use of the word ‘sustainable’ reveals a limited understanding of what it means. The word simply becomes a convenient prefix. It is difficult to tell if these phrases are consistent with the low resource, low carbon objective of this SD Scheme. We ask that the next draft of this document clarifies and explains these phrases. We fear that without this clarification and the disciplined use of terminology the aspiration to achieve the status of international exemplar will be difficult to attain.

9.5) The claimed link between sustainable tourism and economic prosperity is difficult to justify when the tourism industry is known to provide low wages for many employees and, often, temporary employment.

9.6) It may be that these terms are simply trying to say the following: 

‘we recognise that Wales is an attractive tourist destination because of its distinctive culture, heritage and landscape and the skills of local people which benefits the local economy and we will ensure that these characteristics are protected and enhanced’

We offer this as a far clearer expression of the benefits of our local heritage.

9.7) It should also be recognised that there are aspects of our culture and heritage which provide an insight into the skills and lifestyles which will be required in a low carbon low resource society, such as traditional building skills, etc.

ANNEXE B:

10.1) This Annexe makes particular reference to the key and critical role of the voluntary and community sector. However in the experience of TENP this role is severely inhibited by 2 factors:

i) lack of resources to carry out the networking and coordination role, and

ii) an apparent reluctance by public sector agencies to enter into a meaningful dialogue with the sector. WAG supported initiatives such as ‘Voice of Change’ and the work of Cynnal Cymru may help, but their work is no substitute for protocols and structures at the local level. There is a need to ‘build bridges’ to all sectors, both to access all the skills, experience, knowledge and expertise across the community and to support a meaningful and constructive dialogue with policy makers and policy implementers. 

10.2) For the purposes of improving consultation and dialogue Barnsley Council would prove a useful benchmark (Guardian Public Service Award Winner 2008). We also feel that restricting consultation to the formal, and limited, process is insufficient. The SD Scheme should be the subject of regular local forums initiated and supported by WAG Staff and local AMs, not something that occurs every 4 years and at 3 regional locations.

There are examples available from the LA21 experience of local authorities facilitating public meetings every month for 2 years. The resulting expression of public priorities and concerns then received a formal response and an Action Plan from the Full Council. The Action Plans listed actions, target dates, and the Department responsible.

QUESTION 3 asks: if the outcomes are clear

ANSWER:  NO. 

The difficulty with many of the outcomes is that they relate to ‘inputs’ and processes, not outcomes and as such are not measurable. We can only speculate that this is due to the preoccupation with HOW rather than WHAT.

QUESTION 4 asks: do the specific actions demonstrate a commitment to SD?

ANSWER: NO. 

Actions 11, 12, 13 and 14 indicate a deliberate intention to do something. Many other Actions are introduced with terms such as: “indicate how”, “develop a strategy”, “make core objectives”, “work with”, “initiate”, and “encourage”, etc.

At the very least these Actions should be separated into 2 categories for the purpose of clarity and accountability.  Those actions that WAG has direct responsibility to ‘deliver’ should be separated from those where WAG is the ‘facilitator’ and ‘enabler’. To do this would clarify the critical facilitative role that WAG has to play, and identify the  role and responsibilities of other agency and sectors.

Whatever presentational style is adopted, the current list of Actions does not make clear: what the level of commitment is, what outcome is expected or anticipated, nor when it is to be achieved. Perhaps this will be the subject of a separate ‘Action Plan’?

QUESTION 5 asks: Are the SD Indicators comprehensive and clear?

ANSWER:  NO. 

Many SD indicators have no logical relationship to the desired outcomes or planned actions.  Many have no figures and therefore are not measurable. It appears that many have no link to the low resource consumption or social justice objectives. This appears to be a major weakness in the document and should be corrected, or the lack of relevance should be explained.

We can suggest more specific and relevant indicators, such as: 

SDI 15 refers to total hours, which gives no indication of the purpose of volunteering. A more specific SDI would be the number of ‘Transition Town’ initiatives in Wales and the volunteer hours dedicated to them.

You may wish to add an SDI on the number of volunteers attending SD Scheme consultation events.

SDI 9 refers to unfit dwellings. In the interests of the social justice objective, should there not be an SDI related to the shortfall in affordable housing or the number of people in housing need?

CONCLUDING REMARKS:

TENP welcomes the opportunity to comment on the SD Scheme ‘One Wales – One Planet’ and in doing so has offered constructive suggestions as to how it might be strengthened.

We applaud the intention to respond to the imperative to reduce the ecological footprint of Wales and to focus on issues of social justice and cohesion. 

However our overall concern is that the weaknesses of the Context and Vision sections have inevitably resulted in the subsequent chapters being weak in expressing and applying SD principles and in confronting the ‘crunch issues’ to which we will have to respond in the transition to a low resource society.  This weakness inevitably results in some SD Indicators, Actions and Outcomes seeming to have limited relevance. In fact some would not be out of place in a ‘conventional’ economic development strategy or community plan. 

This difficulty might be overcome if there were greater clarity about both the consequences of inaction and the nature and character of the low resource, socially just society to which WAG aspires. At present there appears to be a ‘vacuum’, which accounts for the difficulty of selecting outcomes, actions and indicators.

The observations on the SD Scheme consultation in Aberystwyth, by one of our Trustees, are as follows:

The bold rhetoric of the Minister seemed not to be matched by the approach of the civil servants from Cardiff. For example, at one point there seemed to be some uncertainty and hesitancy expressed by civil servants as to how prescriptive WAG should be in the document. If this is a fair observation then it would a concern and would suggest to us that more needs to be done within WAG to clarify the powers and resources available to deliver aspects of the SD Scheme, and particularly how SD principles can be expressed, integrated and embedded in WAG policy making and policy implementation.

The request was made for observations on the publication of the SD Scheme (should each sector have a different version?) and particularly whether WAG’s own Action List should be an ‘in-house’ document and not made available to the public. Our thoughts on this are:

a) That if WAG is promoting an SD Scheme then WAG should be bold and confident enough to declare and make public its own Action List. Not to do so would need to be explained or criticism of a lack of transparency and accountability could follow. Furthermore to exclude such detail would inhibit and restrict meaningful consultation. 

b) We can see that the idea of a specific and distinct consultation document for each sector has some attraction (each document would have to provide a common section on the role, responsibilities and action of WAG, to which is added the anticipated or expected role and responsibility of the sector). The counter argument is that, in reality, ‘sectoral borders’ are extremely porous and that SD delivery depends on a consensus being built across all sectors and fragmentation would inhibit this. TENP would therefore be AGAINST the idea of separate documents. This view has been confirmed since the Aberystwyth consultation event with ‘cross-sectoral’ email exchanges confirming the benefit of discussions across sectors. Our view is that WAG should be promoting and building bridges across sectoral divides, not creating barriers to dialogue, if Wales, as a community, is to develop as a socially just and inclusive society.

Finally, we see the SD Scheme as ‘work in progress’ and we would welcome the opportunity to contribute to future discussions.

Yours sincerely

Mr C Mason

Chairman

The Environmental Network for Pembrokeshire

www.tenp.org.uk
APPENDIX 1: From ‘High Resource’ to ‘Low Resource’

Below TENP offers the main characteristics of a ‘High Resource use  – High Carbon society’. This is followed by the suggested characteristics of a ‘Low Resource use – Low Carbon society and some concluding observations. We offer this as a contribution to the discussions on the development of the SD Scheme.

‘High Resource Use–High Carbon’:

* Production and transportation of building materials (e.g., cement, concrete) and consumer goods (clothes the developing world, white goods etc).

* Food production and delivery (‘food miles’, high on fossil fuels, soil damage)

* Energy generation and distribution (fossil fuels, energy inefficient distribution).

* High levels of energy use (inefficient)

* Waste generation and low levels of recycling (market imperfections).

* Transport for Business and Domestic use (high car use, fossil fuels, time wasting.)

* Building Construction and Design (high energy use).

* Settlement Patterns and Layout (dispersed, isolated, and limited space for food production).

* Centralised Public Services (poor accessibility).

The characteristics above reflect a high consuming, high spending, fossil fuel dependent society which promotes debt and fails in its attempts to alleviate inequality and poverty.

Low Resource Use-Low Carbon:

* Local production of building materials and consumer goods.

* Local production food (organic farming, allotments, reduced food miles, better food).

* Local renewable energy generation and distribution systems.

* Reduced energy use by efficiency initiatives (Feed In Tariffs, transition town movement, community energy, energy saving technology).

* Local (community) management of waste and recycling (local ‘reclamation, renovation and recycling’ initiatives for furniture, white goods, clothes, etc).

* Public transport, ‘co-location’ of work and home, greater use of video- and telephone conferencing (time and resource efficient).

*Local sourcing of low energy building materials and zero carbon design. (e.g. timber, fleece, straw, lime, etc. PVs, ground heat, etc).

* Energy efficient spatial patterns of development and layouts (WSP hierarchy linked to ‘key’ services, green environments, e.g. kitchen gardens, play areas).

* Decentralised service delivery.

The transition from High to Low depends on public decisions on investment, and development. The emphasis is on indigenous initiative and potential. The ‘vision’ is one of the revival of ‘distinctive localities’, and local/community empowerment and service delivery. The outcome would be a low consuming (‘enough culture’), low resource, low energy, and, most importantly, a socially inclusive society. (TENP: 26/1/2009)
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