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Introduction and Summary
1.
CPRE welcomes the opportunity to comment on this consultation.  We also welcome the Government’s commitment to publishing further practice guidance to support implementation of the policy.  We look forward to the proposed guidance on ‘undertaking assessment of need and impact for retail and leisure uses’ and ‘on applying the sequential approach’.  We would also welcome the chance to contribute to these before their final publication.
2.
CPRE has a well-established network of branches in every county in England, eight regional groups and over 200 local groups.  We estimate that CPRE volunteers and staff scrutinise over 100,000 planning applications a year.  We also participate in Public Examinations of Regional Spatial Strategies, Sub-regional Strategies and on Development Frameworks at county, unitary, district or borough level.  In formulating this response, CPRE can draw on a wealth of experience of planning issues at all levels of the planning system.

3.
We strongly support the positive policies of PPS6 which have successfully guided development proposals to contribute to the vitality and viability of existing town centres.  In particular, we welcome the retention of key features of PPS6 and the introduction of several new provisions.  We are concerned that these risk being undermined, however, by other aspects of the policy and revisions.  In summary, CPRE welcomes: 

· the emphasis on the importance of a plan-led approach

· the retention of a sequential test for site selection

· the retention of the test of quantitative need for additional floorspace in preparation of development plan documents as a test of need and capacity for additional  development, although now equally weighted with qualitative considerations; 

· the recognition of the importance of the presence of diversity in the size of store and its contribution to choice, competition and the attractiveness of town centres

· the recognition of the importance of diversification of uses beyond retail to include tourism, leisure and cultural activities for a wide range of age and social group

· the recognition within the impact test of the importance of good design and its contribution to shaping the character and quality of the area and its functioning as a key requirement within the impact test

· the introduction into the impact test of delivery of wider sustainable development objectives, with particular reference to climate change, as a key requirement  

· the introduction, as an impact consideration, of the extent to which the proposal is integrated with existing centres to promote linked trips.  

However, we are concerned that these positive provisions may be undermined by other aspects of the policy and proposed revisions, in particular:

· removal of the need test from development control policy, which, in our view, would weaken the ability of local authorities to resist departure or other inappropriate applications;

· increased emphasis on the importance of planning for economic growth and the needs of business without balancing provisions which recognise the importance of integrating social, environmental and economic objectives to achieve sustainable development as the overriding aim of the planning system, in line with PPS1; 

· retention of the existing bias towards large format stores by requiring local planning authorities to ‘seek to identify, designate and assemble larger sites adjoining the primary shopping area’; 

· weakening of the provisions on the scale of proposals which would be subject to impact assessment under the new impact assessment framework; and
· retention of the existing bias towards patterns of development that favour increasing car use and dependency.

These points are dealt with in more detail below where appropriate in comments on specific sections of the proposed changes. 

Background

4.
CPRE exists to promote the beauty, tranquillity and diversity of rural England by encouraging the sustainable use of land and other natural resources in town and country. By establishing the principles for assessing the acceptability of development proposals for greenfield, edge-of-town and out-of-town sites, PPS6 has significant implications for the protection of the countryside, the vitality and diversity of market towns, and the viability of village shops.

5.
CPRE has long taken a keen interest in the impact of retail development and specifically out-of-town development on the countryside. We made formal responses to the Government’s consultations on draft national policy in the 1990s and subsequently on draft PPS 6 in 2004. 
6.
Since 2004, CPRE has highlighted the impact of retail development on complex and fragile rural economic and social networks – food webs - in The Real Choice report, published in June, 2006, which updated Caroline Cranbrook’s original work in CPRE’s Food Webs report (1998). This case study from East Suffolk illustrates the wide range of benefits that a thriving local food economy provides including underpinning the area’s prosperity, enabling local communities to function sustainably and supporting effective management of local countryside. . 
7.
As part of the Andrew George MP’s Remedies Group, we submitted a series of planning remedies to the Competition Commission’s Groceries Market Inquiry (August 2007), which included recommendations to retain and enhance the need test, to extend its provisions to the town centre and to remove the large format bias from PPS6.  

8.
CPRE is currently working in a partnership of organisations including Co-operatives UK, Country Markets, FARMA, the Soil Association and Sustain, lead by the Plunkett Foundation under the Making Local Food Work (MLFW) programme.  This has £10 million funding from the Big Lottery Fund as part of its Changing Spaces programme.  The partnership aims to reconnect communities and producers through food and to identify social enterprise approaches to increasing access to local food.  CPRE, in collaboration with Sustain, will map local food webs across England to explore the social, economic and environmental benefits these networks bring, and the factors which support or impede their success. 

9.
Our concerns about the impact of out-of-town and over-concentration of retail development out of town or of inappropriate scale cover six main areas:

· the direct impact on the countryside in terms of urban sprawl, landscape and habitat loss, and loss of agricultural land;

· the direct and indirect impact of consequential development, suburbanisation and motor traffic generation in terms of new roads and buildings;

· a growing dependency on car-based shopping patterns and inequalities in access to shopping facilities;
· lack of safeguards for smaller centres, independent and local shops
· the impact on town centres and the quality of the urban environment, and efforts to promote urban renewal in the short and long term;

· the wider environmental impact in terms of energy consumption and pollution and new patterns of movement; and
· the impact on complex and fragile rural economic and social networks.
Part 2a: Proposed changes to Chapters 1 and 2 of PPS6 

Replacement paragraph 1.5
We wish to make a number of comments in relation to the wider policy objectives set out in this section of the consultation. 

10.
To ensure that poor access to facilities is remedied and, indeed, not worsened, there is a need for measures which retain local shopping facilities and enable local planning authorities to resist development proposals that would compete with them and lead to their loss. We support the reference to ‘high density mixed-use development and promoting sustainable transport choices’. However, we recommend that policy needs to go further than ‘reducing the need to travel’ – which in practice has frequently been ignored – and ‘providing alternatives to car use’ by making it clear how alternatives to the car can be made more convenient than driving.  Policy needs to encourage developments designed for a low modal share for cars and which enhance access on foot and cycle both from local areas beyond the centre, and where applicable, by a high degree of permeability for these modes to the centre. The fundamental way to plan for a high modal share for physically active modes is to create “Towns of Short Distances” (a concept developed in Germany) where there is a greater degree of mixed use and key facilities are within walking distance.  A failure to plan in this way will lock in growing rates of obesity amongst the population. Please refer to CPRE’s recent report The Proximity Principle (May 2008) which is highly relevant in this respect. 

11.
Opportunities for developments to overcome barriers to access such as ring roads or indeed the severance posed by any road with higher speeds (above 20mph) or flows of motor traffic should be considered. Conversely, policy should discourage car biased developments, especially on the edge of centre, which could damage access and permeability for Vulnerable Road Users whether by creating new road layouts or increasing flows on existing roads thereby increasing severance. 

12.
We welcome consideration of the importance of providing safe town centre environments to ‘reduce the risk and mitigate the impact of crime’.  In this respect policy should encourage diversification of uses across the town centre to ensure retail dominance does not create no-go areas in the evening and at night.  Policy should explicitly state that crime includes illegal driving and that risks to Vulnerable Road Users from exposure to dangerous, careless or inconsiderate driving need to be designed out, such as by lower speed limits and peak shopping hour access restrictions for able-bodied private drivers.  While risks to personal safety are likely to be greater from motor vehicles than terrorism, measures to deal with the risks of one can reduce the risks from the other, such as bollards protecting buildings from vehicles used as weapons or indeed vehicles that are out-of-control.
Replacement paragraph 1.6
13.
We are concerned that this paragraph places undue emphasis on economic growth and development without corresponding recognition that town centres flourish with mixed use which should include housing, cultural and social facilities.  

14.
Crucially, the policy needs to recognise that in some locations growth in the physical sense is neither possible nor desirable – as Annex A, paragraph A5 acknowledges with reference to historic and smaller centres.  We recommend the wording be altered to reflect this as follows: 

“…regional planning bodies and planning authorities respectively should implement the Government’s objectives for town centres, by planning positively and flexibly for their sustainable economic growth and development in appropriate locations”.
15.
We also recommend a further bullet in respect of this be added to paragraph 1.6 to read: 

· “support positive change which safeguards qualities which make places special and responds to communities needs and the areas’ challenges and opportunities.” 

Replacement paragraph 2.1 (3rd bullet point) 
16.
CPRE strongly supports the adoption of ‘a proactive plan-led approach to planning for town centres’.  We do not agree with the emphasis given here to strategic objectives set out in the Regional Economic Strategy.  Given that the overarching aim of planning as set out in PPS1 is to achieve sustainable development, there is no justification for this pre-eminence of economic strategy, nor of the omission of the current regional spatial strategy or forthcoming single integrated regional strategy. The wording of the proposed PPS6 should reflect the overriding aim of planning to integrate social, environmental and economic benefits. 

Replacement paragraph 2.3 
17.
In line with points made above regarding paragraph 1.6, CPRE recommends that the opening sentence should be reworded to read:

“Set within a regional planning context, local planning authorities should actively plan for growth where appropriate, and manage change in town centres over the period of their development plan documents”. 

18.
We would further argue that these provisions refer to the need to accommodate and plan for growth but offer little to address community aspirations for town centres.  Nor do they recognise the strong sense of ownership of and identification with their town centres which people can experience. We also recommend the addition of the following point:

“- promoting qualitative change which is sympathetic to the context and safeguards the character and qualities which makes the existing centre special.”

Paragraph 2.6 
19.
We are concerned that PPS 6 would retain a bias towards large format store by specifically making provision for them under this paragraph. This bias works in favour of large national or international chains as they are most likely to operate such size of store.  While the role of such stores in regeneration proposals, or acting as anchor points for clusters of small stores, should be acknowledged, this policy is otherwise unjustified and would have potentially harmful consequences if taken forward.  
20.
The rationale given that ‘Larger stores may deliver benefits for consumers’ could also equally apply in this formulation to smaller specialist stores or other formats such as street markets, covered or farmers markets.  These add diversity, character and attractiveness to town centres as well as extending choice of format, yet there is no parallel encouragement for their provision in development plans.  We recommend that the large store provisions should be deleted from the policy or clarified to apply to specific regeneration or anchor roles, with counterbalancing policy to provide for alternative formats.  

Replacement paragraph 2.9 
21.
For the reasons noted above in reference to paragraph 2.1, the reference to ‘regional economic strategies’ here should be replaced with ‘regional spatial strategies’ or ‘single integrated regional strategies’.  We welcome the inclusion of the recommendation that regional bodies and local planning authorities should ‘ensure that there is an appropriate distribution of town centre uses, and that people’s needs are met locally.’ To this end the paragraph does not adequately acknowledge the role played in meeting such needs by a mix of uses including business, community, heritage, leisure, homes, civic facilities (libraries, town hall, museums) and retail.  We therefore recommend the addition of the following bullet points:

· whether there is a need for a more diverse range of uses and types of shops;

· the role of mixed use in contributing to the safety, vitality and viability of centres.

22.
We are concerned by the removal of reference in the paragraph to the need to ‘rebalance the network of centres to ensure that it is not overly dominated by the largest centres’ and of the bullet ‘whether there is a need to avoid an over-concentration of growth in higher level centres’.  There is considerable danger that retailing will become concentrated in higher order centres and lead to the failure of competing centres as a result. In the West Midlands this imbalance has occurred with the success of Birmingham and the failure of the Black Country -  other than the Merry Hill shopping centre - which had an equal retail spend in the 1970s but now has merely a quarter of that of Birmingham.  If such market concentration is permitted, it is not clear that placing emphasis on regeneration will be sufficient to strengthen failing centres. 
Replacement paragraph 2.10
23.
We strongly support the focus here on the role of the development plan process.  However, the first sentence is framed too narrowly as it does not fully recognise the range of factors which may drive change in hierarchies of centres and networks including the economy, lifestyle, where people choose to shop and live and transport modes and connections. Anecdotal evidence suggested a shift from out-of-town shopping centres to local shops as drivers responded to higher oil prices in 2008: given the likelihood of further increases in price there needs to be specific mention of possible impacts.

24.
This paragraph should be reworded to read:

“Planning authorities should recognise that for various reasons networks and hierarchies will change over time. Policies will therefore need to be robust across a range of different scenarios, including much higher energy and transport costs.”
Insert new paragraph 2.11a
25.
We also especially welcome the emphasis here on the plan-led system.  The paragraph should be reworded to better acknowledge the pursuit of the wider public interest as being the core purpose of the planning system, including in the development of plans.  In sentence two the words “and work closely with communities” should be inserted at the end.  In sentence four the words “and the needs of communities” should be inserted at the end.   

Replacement paragraph 2.16
26.
In relation to this proposal, CPRE welcomes in particular:

· the inclusion of qualitative and quantitative considerations in the assessment of need for new floorspace; 

· also that local planning authorities should seek to identify centres to focus growth and new centres, and develop strategies for strengthening centres within their area;
· the requirement to set out criteria based policies for assessing and locating new development proposals.
27.
The new reference to ‘taking account of (……) relevant market information and economic data, including price signals’ requires further clarification.  It is not, for example, clear which prices are referred to or how this information is to be used.  We strongly urge caution if this refers to the price of land for development. Land markets are influenced by many extraneous factors beyond the control of planning including interest rates, expectations of rising values, unwillingness of owners to sell and so forth.  Nowhere has the importance of extraneous factors including credit supply and lender confidence been more clearly demonstrated than in the recent house price collapse. Also, consideration needs to be given to the impact of higher transport prices in the longer term.
Replacement paragraph 2.18
28.
We applaud the reference to town centre strategies but recommend that the wording be strengthened here:
 “Local planning authorities should consider the potential of town centre strategies for helping to ensure the continued vitality and viability of centres.”
29.
We also believe such strategies have an important role in encouraging local planning authorities to consider the interdependency of town centre retail and enterprise – especially small and medium sized food businesses – in the surrounding area whose own viability is interwoven with that of the local centre. The interdependency of local food networks or webs is a central finding of CPRE’s Food Webs (1998) and The Real Choice (2006) reports.  

Replacement paragraphs 2.18a-c

30.
We warmly welcome the recognition that a retail mix can contribute strongly to the overall retail offer and, that smaller shops in particular can enhance character and consumer choice. We further strongly agree that the planning process should support the diversification of town centre uses including tourism, leisure and cultural activities. These activities complement the role of retail and need to be seen alongside the promotion of consumer choice and competition within the revised PPS6 proposals. We recommend the promotion of mixed use with social, cultural and retail facilities featuring as well as high quality, public realm and open space.  These measures should better balance day and night time activity across the centre which can make an important contribution to the security and safety of town centre residents and visitors. 

31.
The references to diversity are welcome but the provisions to protect existing diversity or to promote it are weak.  Moreover, they do not sufficiently encapsulate the spirit of the Ministerial Foreword which we are pleased to note supports ‘a strong retail mix’ of ‘multiples, independents, niche retailers, large and small’ (p.1). Provisions in paragraph 2.18a only require local authorities to use the planning process to support the diversification of uses, but do not specify a strong mix of retail.  Similarly in paragraph 2,18b authorities ‘may include, where appropriate, priority consideration to the established character and diversity of their town centres’.  The revised impact framework introduces a new reference to assessing impact on retail diversity but defined only ‘in terms of the range, type and quality of goods’ [para. 3.19 (e) (v)].  This needs to be addressed to ensure proposals are consistent with the Minister’s welcome recognition of the value of the retail mix, in particular independent and small shops, and their contribution to the attractiveness, distinctive character and sense of place of town centres. Diversity should be defined more clearly in terms of scale and type of store and other activities.
32.
Wording of paragraph 2.18b is currently weak as local planning authorities would be failing in their duty if they did not protect and enhance the existing character and diversity of town centres.  The sentence should be strengthened to read: “This should include measures to safeguard and enhance the character and diversity of their town centres and ensure change is sympathetic to these.’
Replacement Footnote 9
33.
Home Office research has shown high public concern about speeding and bad driving. However, these issues are often left out from Crime & Disorder Reduction Partnerships.  The footnote should be strengthened to read: 
“and the need to prevent, crime and disorder, including terrorism and road traffic contraventions”.
Replacement paragraph 2.41
34.
Catchment areas are likely to change over time and there are public policy reasons why further change should be encouraged.  Greater congestion and further roll-out of 20mph speed limits (as suggested for the forthcoming 2010-2020 Road Safety Strategy) and enforcement not to mention increases in fuel prices and taxes are likely to reduce the size of catchment areas for driving while bus priority corridors may change the shape for public transport.  Moves to increase the modal share of physically active travel are likely to lead to a greater reliance on local shops.  The paragraph needs to be strengthened by including guidance along the following lines:
“Longer term effects that change the size and shape of catchment areas for different modes of travel, such as costs, speeds and modal priority, need to be considered.  The planning of land use and local transport needs to be integrated at an early stage of development.”
Replacement paragraph 2.48
35.
We agree that making additional sites available for development can have both positive and negative impacts on existing centres. We also agree that positive benefits will best be achieved through development in the town centre.  We therefore recommend that this sentence be extended to read: “Positive benefits are likely to be strongest where additional development takes place in the centre, or by an expansion or diversification of the centre.”  

36.
Where development is located at the edge of centre, it is vital that retail development does not displace or undermine office and other appropriate development.  Particularly where redevelopment is needed, these may be the key drivers for improving the quality and quantity of retail spend.  This critical relationship should be reflected in the policy.  It is implicit but not fully explicit that the ‘wider economic, social and environmental impacts of such an allocation’ inserted here does in fact refer to the impact considerations listed in paragraphs. 3.19a – 3.19i.  This should be made clearer. 

Part 2b: Proposed Replacement Chapter 3 of PPS6 

Paragraph 3.1

36.
CPRE strongly supports the overarching aim to focus development in existing centres in order to strengthen or regenerate them.   

Paragraph 3.3.2
37.
We recommend that applicants should also be required to demonstrate that there are no unacceptable impacts of the proposed development on existing centres, ‘including local facilities’ such as local parades.  

Paragraph 3.6
38.
We recommend that applicants should engage with local planning authorities to discuss not merely if any suitable sites exist, but ‘opportunities’ in a wider sense to encourage applicants to consider, as well as redevelopment, the potential for reuse or conversion of existing buildings.  This may present opportunities to retain small or large buildings or features, which enhance the character of the centre, and address broader sustainable development objectives by retaining embedded energy in buildings.

Paragraph 3.7
39.
We recommend this paragraph should be reworded to read: “The level of detail and type of evidence and analysis required to address the key considerations should be proportionate to the scale and nature and likely impact of the proposal.”  

Paragraph 3.8 – 3.12 are deleted

We raise a number of concerns which arise from the removal of the need test under the draft PPS’s proposals as set out below.  

40.
The need test has been an essential part of the ‘town centre first ‘policy enshrined in PPS6 and which has resulted in a partial reversal of the decline of town centres seen in the 1980s.  The Government has confirmed the success of this policy in the Planning White Paper: existing town centre policy has increased development in and around town centres to 41% by 2004 (2007: p115).  

41.
The proposal to remove the need test from development control policy raises the question of the workability of the policy without the need test.  Although the new impact assessment framework addresses a wide range of issues which go beyond need, it appears to us a matter of logic that assessing the impact of a development proposal on other retailers within the centre and its catchment requires an understanding of existing need, the extent to which the development might meet such need and the extent to which it may provide excess capacity.  

42.
It is also a matter of concern that the need test itself was introduced following the 1999 Ministerial Statement (the ‘Caborn Statement’) to strengthen the operation of the sequential test, and to achieve a full set of controls. If the sequential test was relatively ineffective before when used without the needs test, there is a risk that it will be ineffective again if the need test is removed.  

43.
CPRE’s view is that the need test remains a specific, vital and relatively straightforward tool for local authorities to resist inappropriate development, promoting retail diversity between formats and protecting consumers, especially those who seek a range of shopping facilities within access on foot, bicycle or by public transport. Insofar as it may limit choice of having many large format supermarkets or superstores, the need test contributes to safeguarding the choice and variety of type of store in town centres.  This is in line with the aspirations expressed in the Ministerial Foreword. Where excess provision of large stores causes the disappearance of smaller, independent and specialist stores, the shopper is left with a choice within a single format – the in store ranges of supermarkets – as against a choice between formats that a retail mix offers with a wide range of quality and price of goods, and choice of where to shop. 
44.
In addition, it is not the role of the planning system to promote excess of retail facilities.  If permission is granted for stores in excess of need outside of the town centre, this will inevitably draw trade from the centre itself, reducing footfall and potentially damaging the diversity of the retail offer.  Loss of existing stores in centres will most severely affect those without access to cars, as well as diminishing the vitality and viability of the high street.  We therefore believe that the test should be retained within development control policy. 

Paragraph 3.13
45. 
The retention of the sequential test is a vital element of town centre planning policy and we strongly support its retention. 

Paragraph 3.14
46.
In applying the sequential test, we believe that proposals for edge of centre locations should be assessed not only for town centre impacts but also, given existing provisions for large formats, this assessment should extend to the potential for significant adverse impacts beyond the town centre. We recommend that this sentence should be reworded to read ‘…unless there are significant adverse impacts on the town centre, on other centres and the wider settlement, taking account of local circumstances. 

Paragraphs 3,19a – i – Assessing Impacts 
47.
 As explained in the Introduction (p.3) in setting out the proposed revisions to the town centre policy, the Planning White Paper (2007) argued that removal of the need test should not put at risk ‘current and prospective town centre investment, which contributes to economic prosperity and  to our social and environmental goals.’ The preferred option which is presented here is to provide an enhanced impact assessment framework to replace the existing impact test.  

With regard to the impact test, CPRE is concerned about several aspects of the proposals which require strengthening and/or clarification as set out below. 

48. Under the existing test for need (paragraphs 3.8 – 3.11) there are no scale provisions which restrict the application of the test to a development of a particular size.  The need test is therefore extensive in its application to ‘all main town centre use which would be in an edge-of-centre or out –of-centre location’ and not in accordance with an up-to-date development plan document strategy. Under the existing impact test there are scale provisions which recommend impact assessments for all aspects in paragraph 3.22 for all retail and leisure developments over 2500 metres gross floorspace.  However, the wording of paragraph 3.20 refers to ‘any (our emphasis) application for main town centre use which would be in an edge-of-centre or out-of-centre location and which is not in accordance with an up to date development plan document strategy’.  Also, 3.21 applies to any application.  

49. However, under the revised proposals, despite apparent strong similarities in wording, it is unclear that any impact assessment would be required for applications under 2500 square metres gross floorspace (similar location and departure from plan status provisions apply) except ‘occasionally’ where ‘it is likely to have a significant impact on smaller town centres’ (para. 3.19b).  
50. With the loss of the broad scope of the need test, this represents a significant weakening of the scope of the range of existing tests in PPS6.  We are concerned that the impact test will not be applied generally for large store and leisure development proposals up to 2500 square metres gross floorspace despite the potential impact on town centres. We strongly recommend that these scale provisions be removed or applied proportionately to the size of the settlement or existing centre.  
51. We further recommend rewording in paragraph 3.19b to read: 
“An assessment of impact will be necessary for a development of less than 2,500 square metres gross floorspace if it is likely to have a significant impact on smaller town centres”. The current formulation is doubly conditional with use of both ‘may’ and ‘if’ which is unacceptably vague.  

Paragraphs 3.19c, 3.19d, 3.19f
52. These are important provisions with which CPRE generally agrees. 

Paragraphs 3.19e
53. While the new impact assessment framework generally assesses impact of development applications on town centres, we are concerned that reference to assessing the impact, ‘where applicable, on the rural economy’ (currently in para 3.22 bullet 3) has been removed.  We recommend that this clause be reinstated to recognise the wider effect of excessive retail development in particular on rural businesses including local shops and the servicing and processing businesses and networks of social connections that are dependent upon them. We also note that this appears to be inconsistent with the statement in paragraph 5.14 that “There is no change to the thrust of the policy in PPS6 with regard to rural areas.”

Paragraph 3.19g
54. This paragraph needs to be strengthened not just to consider accessibility by foot and cycle but also likely use of these modes, of which distance between housing and key facilities will be the major determinant.  Providing a new cycle track to a new shopping centre may provide good accessibility from one location but will not in itself lead to higher modal shares of active modes which have associated health benefits.

Paragraph 4.4

55. There is a need to measure not just fear of violent and acquisitive crime but also from traffic such as speeding.  This paragraph should be strengthened to read:
“–– perception of safety and occurrence of crime: should include views and

information on safety and security, including from the threat of terrorism and for vulnerable road users the fear of intimidation from traffic, and where appropriate, information for monitoring the evening and night-time economy..”.
�Available at http://www.cpre.org.uk/library/3524
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