     APPENDIX 2

Consultation Response – Consultation Paper on a new Planning Policy Statement 4: Planning for Prosperous Economies

Policy Context

1. The Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG) published a consultation paper on draft PPS4 ‘Planning for Prosperous Economies’ in May 2009. The consultation paper sets out a comprehensive policy framework for planning for sustainable economic development in urban and rural areas including town centres, and setting car parking standards.

2. The Government has invited comments and views by 28th July 2009, and in particular, comments on a set of specific questions, which are set out in the attached at annex. The consultation paper can be accessed from the following website: http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/consultationeconomicpps.pdf 

3. The PPS is also accompanied by a Living Draft Practice guide for Planning For Town Centres; Good Practice Guide on Need, Impact and the Sequential Approach, which was prepared by GVA Grimley on behalf of the Department for Communities and Local Government (DCLG). The purpose of the living draft will be to help those implementing the policies of PPS4.

4. The consultation paper relates to a number of Gateshead’s existing strategies and plans:
Corporate Plan principally the corporate priorities of building stronger communities, improving accessibility, connectivity and economic prosperity, whilst also ensuring a sustainable Gateshead. 

Sustainable Community Strategy ‘Vision 2030’ particularly relates to the big ideas of ‘city of Gateshead’, ‘Gateshead goes global’, ‘creative Gateshead’ and ‘sustainable Gateshead’. 

Unitary Development Plan (UDP) (July 2007) particularly policies; DC1-5; T1,T2,T3,T4,T5,T7,T10,T11, T12, T13; Interim Policy Advice (IPA) 11 ‘Car Parking in New Developments’; RCL1-10; ENV1-12; ENV29;ENV32; ENV34-43.

Local Transport Plan Tyne & Wear 2006-2011 in terms of delivery of the shared priorities for transport agreed between central and local government of; improved accessibility, improved road safety, reduced congestion, improved air quality.

5. The draft statement has been developed in response to recommendations made by the Killian Pretty Report, to streamline planning policy to reduce regulatory burdens and ensure better integration. This PPS will replace PPG4 (‘Industrial, commercial development and small firms’), PPG5 (‘Simplified Planning Zones’), and PPS6 (‘Planning for Town Centres’) and elements of PPG13 (‘Transport’) which relate to car parking standards. This builds upon and does not fundamentally change the policies set out in the previous consultations on Consultation PPS4 Planning for Sustainable Economic Development (March 2008). 

Background

6. The policies contained in the draft stress the importance of proactive and flexible development plan policies which aid business start ups and growth whilst attracting inward investment particularly those in deprived areas.  The onus is on the decision maker to weigh up the economic costs and benefits, and social and environmental costs and benefits of proposed developments in tandem.  

7. The PPS sets out national planning policy in a number of key policy areas:

 
Economic Development

8. The PPS recognises the wider role of the economy, and considers economic development to include development within the B use classes
 town centre uses and other development which achieves one of the following whether in urban or rural areas;

· provides employment opportunities

· generates wealth or 

· produces or generates an economic output or product

9. Therefore, the PPS has implications for a broad range of uses. However housing development can be regarded as a form of economic activity, where regard will still need to be given to PPS3. 

10. As with the previous consultation on PPS4, the Government requires Local Authorities to plan positively for the economy based upon a robust evidence base, including economic development land reviews, Local Economic Assessments and assessments of the capacity of centres to accommodate office development. Councils are also required to use evidence to respond to changing economic circumstances and inform development control decisions.

11. The Government requires local authorities to prepare development plan policies for new or emerging growth sectors. They should also consider clusters of businesses that benefit from locating close to each other or other uses such as universities and hospitals.  Economic development allocations that have no reasonable prospect should not be retained.

12. Regional Planning Bodies (RPBs) will be required to;

· Break down minimum employment land targets to district levels;

· Identify sub-regional priority areas with high levels of deprivation and prioritise for regeneration investment;

· Identify or set criteria for strategic sites and major inward investment sites.

13. RPBs will also undertake regional office capacity assessments and determine the role of centres to accommodate regionally significant new office development.

Town Centres

14. There is no fundamental change to the approach of the current PPS6 and the previous consultation draft PPS6 on planning for retail developments and for town centres. The town centre is still the primary location for new retail development assisted by the sequential approach to identifying sites.  The draft does not include a competition test, given that the Competition Commission is now reviewing its recommendations on retail developments. The draft removes the “need” test for the determination of planning applications, replacing it with a revised “impact” test, to help remove the unintentional effect of deterring new town centre retail development where out of centre stores reduced assessed need. However, the “need” test is still required when preparing development plan documents to ensure proactive planning for new retail developments where needs exist.

15. Where a site is not in an existing centre nor allocated in an up-to-date development plan, the applicant will need to submit a sequential test and an impact assessment. The impact test will be more detailed with greater scope for Councils to raise concerns over the impact upon diversity of the retail offer within centres. This approach differs from current guidance in PPS6 which also requires a needs assessment and a demonstration of the appropriate scale of development.

16. In selecting land for town centre uses local planning authorities should:

a) base their approach on the identified need for development

b) identify the appropriate scale of development

c) apply the sequential approach to site selection

d) assess the impact of development on existing centres; and ensure that locations are accessible and well served by a choice of means of transport

e) consider the physical regeneration, employment and social inclusion benefits which may also be material

17. There is an inclusion of a policy, contained within the draft which would require local planning authorities to proactively plan for consumer retail choice and promote competitive town centre environments, whilst recognising the role of smaller shops.

18. There is also a requirement to assess how the proposed development will limit carbon dioxide emissions and minimise the effect on climate change.

19. Strengthened role for Regional Planning Bodies in identifying town centre hierarchies and making strategic choices about where growth should be accommodated. Regarding Town Centre Health Check Indicators (Annex A), PPS4 includes a new indicator on land values and the length of time key sites have remained undeveloped.

Rural

20. The new PPS4 highlights and repeats some of the key principles applying to sustainable development in rural areas, as outlined in PPS7. These include:

· the encouragement of sustainable economic growth in urban and rural areas, subject to the need to protect the countryside;

· Local service centres should be identified in rural areas as the focus for economic development, on in-centre sites and edge-of-centre sites where appropriate;

· Local authorities should seek to protect and strengthen village and local centre shops, services and other small scale economic uses;

· The re-use of appropriately located buildings in the countryside for a mixture of uses, particularly those adjacent or closely related to towns and villages, should be supported; and

· Where appropriate, authorities should set out policies to support equine enterprises, and the provision of new holiday, chalet and touring caravan sites, and the expansion/improvement of existing facilities, balanced against the need to protect landscapes and environmentally sensitive sites.

21. In several respects, the draft PPS4 proposes a less restrictive approach to development in rural areas. However, in Gateshead most of the rural area, apart from some of the larger settlements within it, is Green Belt, where the more restrictive approach contained in PPG2 (Planning Policy Guidance 2: Green Belts) will continue to apply, since the proposed PPS4 does not replace any part of PPG2. 

Car Parking 

22. The draft proposes the deletion of national car parking standards for major development and requires Local Planning Authorities to set their own maximum standard for non-residential development. 

23. There is some replication of PPG13, paragraph 52 contained, and neglects that there will be occasions where there needs to be a minimum level of parking provision to ensure the safety of the surrounding network is not impacted on detrimentally, it appears that this will remain within the provisions of paragraph 51 of PPG13, as PPS4 is not intended to replace either of these paragraphs of PPS13.

24. By replacing appendix D of PPG13 the proposed policy removes the potential confusion in relation to the maximum figures that should be used by developers.

25. Some aspects of the draft will improve upon the details contained in PPG13, which it will replace by providing clearer guidance to both LA’s and developers.

26. The policy would seem to back up paragraph 55 of PPG13 and replace paragraph 54, which had the same aim.  However it should also be noted that the Use Class approach makes no allowance for individual differences in operating circumstances.


Consultation

27. The Cabinet Members for Economy, Housing and Transport have been consulted on the contents of this report


Alternative Options

28. To make no response to this discussion paper and not influence the views of the Department for Communities and Local Government, and the final PPS4.

   

Implications of Recommended Option

29. Financial Implications - There are no direct financial implications arising from this report.

30. Risk Management Implications - There are no direct risk management implications arising from this report.

31. Human Resources Implications   - There are no direct staffing implications arising from this report. However, implementation of the new planning policy statement would have resource implications for the Council in developing and assessing evidence bases and gaining economic expertise in order to carry out plan-making and development control.

32. Equality and Diversity Implications - There are no direct equality and diversity implications arising from this report.

33. Health Implications - Health and prioritising healthy living is a central theme of government policy in relation to spatial planning, including improving quality of life, promoting sustainable communities, delivery of green and play space and provision of appropriate health facilities.

34. Crime and Disorder Implications - There are no direct crime and disorder implications arising from this report.

35. Sustainability Implications - Responding to this consultation paper is intended to influence the DCLG in order to improve sustainability in the Borough and the content of this particular national planning policy statement, which reflects the government’s objectives of achieving sustainable economic growth and more sustainable patterns of development.

36. Human Rights Implications - There are no direct human rights implications as a result of this report.

37. Area and Ward Implications - The implications of the report will affect all wards. 

38. Background Information


Gateshead Unitary Development Plan (July 2007) 
     

Regional Spatial Strategy for the North East (July 2008)

Annex

Consultation PPS4 

1. Do you support the consolidation and streamlining of national planning policy on economic development into a single policy statement? What do you think are the costs and benefits of the approach?
Yes.  It is appropriate to link town centre and economic development policy to ensure a consistent approach particularly for economic development based town centre uses such as offices.  The approach will be more responsive to changing economic climate. 

Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) will however need to endure substantial costs to maintain/update their evidence bases to inform planning policies and support determination of planning applications. This will be particularly the case to determine planning applications for ‘other’ economic development uses and when assessing impact on centres.

As drafted, there is a risk of the proposed PPS causing substantial confusion about national planning policy applying to Green Belt areas. The proposed PPS4 does not replace any part of PPG2, so the firm and restrictive policy guidance applying to development in Green Belts will presumably still apply, but we can find no explicit recognition of this anywhere in the draft. In particular, there should be a mention of Green Belts and the relevance of PPG2 in policy EC9, and a clear statement of the approach to be taken where the two pieces of guidance are apparently in conflict.

Additionally, there should be explicit reference in EC14.6 to clarify the relationship between this section and PPG2 (para. 3.4), as the approach taken to conversion or replacement of rural buildings differs between the two documents.   

2. Does the draft Statement include all that you understand to be policy from draft PPS4, PPG5, PPS6 and PPS7? If not, please be specific about what paragraphs in any of the documents you feel should be included in this document?

Greater guidance is required about how other economic development uses will be determined based on para 3 given that the list of uses has been removed.  

3. Other than where specifically highlighted, the process of streamlining policy text previously in draft PPS4, PPS6 and PPS7 to focus on policy rather than guidance is not intended to result in a change in policy. Are there any policies which you felt changed in this process?

With regard to Policy EC12 planning applications for economic development, the PPS needs to be clearer about how town centre uses that provide employment wealth or economic outputs will be determined.   

4. Does the structure of draft Statement make it easier to understand what is required at different stages in the planning process? Are there any improvements you would like to see made?

Yes. Living practice guide also assists.  There should be greater reference to the town centre practice guide and employment land review guide within PPS. 

Further guidance on the evidence base required to inform plan making for other economic development uses such as further and higher education would be helpful. 

5. Do you think the restructuring of impact test from the consultation draft of PPS6 achieves the right balance and is it robust enough to thoroughly test the positive and negative impacts of development outside town centres?

Not sure.  It’s only clear in conjunction with the living practice guide.   

6. Should more be done to give priority in forward planning and development management to strategically important sectors such as those that support a move to a low carbon economy? 

Yes, there could be stronger links with PPS1 supplement and a greater steer on the importance of green jobs. Consideration could be given to updating the guidance given regarding Economic Land Reviews (ELRs) in line with the PPS1 supplement. 

7. Is the approach to the determination of planning applications set out in policy EC21 proportionate?

Yes, seems appropriately balanced approach.

8. Do you think the requirement for regional spatial strategies to set targets for employment land targets for each district in there are should be imposed?

Not sure.  Regional targets shouldn’t be ceiling for LPAs to allocate further economic development land if they have a robust detailed local evidence to prove that they require more employment land than has been allocated within the Regional Strategy.  Regional Planning Bodies may not have sophisticated enough evidence bases to inform regional targets. 

9. Do you agree the policies do enough to protect small or rural shops and services, including public houses?
Policy EC13 could be strengthened by requiring the comprehensive advertising of any such businesses which fall vacant, before conversion to other uses can be applied for. However it is important to ensure that such facilities genuinely serve rural communities rather than being almost purely dependent on car-borne customers from urban areas, which is detrimental to sustainability. Clearer guidance would also be useful on how to carry out the analysis required by EC13.4 – does it mean we should refuse permission for farm shops if there is a convenience store in the nearest settlement?? 
10. In response to Matthew Taylor, we have altered the approach to issues such as farm diversification. What do you consider are the pros and cons of this approach?

The question is unclear – what issues “such as” farm diversification is it meant to cover, apart from farm diversification itself?

With regard to farm diversification, there appears to be very little difference between the two approaches and nothing that would be of concern to us.

11. Do you think the proposals in this draft PPS will have a differential impact, either positive or negative, on people, because of their gender, race or disability?

No comments







� B uses include b1- business – offices, research and development, light industry appropriate in a residential area; b2 general industrial and b8 storage or distribution





