
 

Streamlining Local Development Frameworks: Consultation 

Response by The Royal Society for the Protection of Birds 

February 2008 

Name:     James Dawkins, Development Plans Casework Officer 

Organisation:   The Royal Society for the Protection of Birds 

Address:   The Lodge, Sandy, Bedfordshire, SG19 2DL 

E-mail address:  james.dawkins@rspb.org.uk 

Telephone number:  01767 693284 

The Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (the RSPB) is the charity that takes action for 

wild birds and the environment. We are the largest wildlife conservation organisation in 

Europe with over one million members. We own or manage over 137,500 hectares of land for 

nature conservation on 207 reserves across the UK. 

We believe that sustainability should be at the heart of decision-making. The RSPB’s policy 

and advocacy work covers a wide range of issues including planning and regional policy, 

climate change, energy, marine issues, water, trade and agriculture. As well as commenting 

on national planning policy issues, the RSPB’s professional conservation and planning 

specialists make representations on over 250 items of planning casework each year in 

England, including regional plans, development plans and individual planning applications 

and proposals. The RSPB also makes over 100 planning applications a year on its own 

reserves and estate. 

The RSPB considers that spatial planning offers an important opportunity to take a strategic 

and sustainable approach to protecting our most important wildlife sites, while meeting 

wider social and economic needs. To ensure the conservation and enhancement of our 

wildlife it is essential that the spatial plans that are produced offer effective protection of 

these important assets. 

The RSPB has accumulated considerable experience in spatial planning within the Local 

Development Framework (LDF) system. The RSPB: 

• has responded to over 100 LDF documents, including giving evidence at 

independent examination, 
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• has published guidance, The Appropriate Assessment of Spatial Plans in England1 (copy 

attached), which offers clear guidance on how to effectively integrate the 

requirements of The Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c) Regulations 19942 (as 

amended by The Conservation (Natural Habitats, &c.) (Amendment) Regulations 

2007)3 into the LDF process and 

• has been actively involved in assisting authorities in preparing Habitats Regulations 

Assessments for their LDFs. 

Summary 

The RSPB is committed to ensuring the effective delivery and implementation of Local 

Development Frameworks. This consultation proposes a number of changes to address 

problems that have come to light with the LDF process proposed by this consultation. 

The RSPB supports: 

• the new format of PPS12, which we believe will make the document easier to 

understand; 

• the clarified tests of soundness, which will assist in effective examination of the plan; 

• the proposal to bring the formal representations on the plan before the document’s 

submission and the requirement that planning authorities should consider duly 

made representations at this stage as these will prevent unsound plans being 

submitted for examination; 

• the reference to the Sustainability Appraisal as part of the evidence base for the plan 

as this will enhance the status of this important document and ensure that planning 

authorities get the most out of its production; 

• the statements that the spatial planning system is to deliver positive environmental 

outcomes and create a positive framework for action on climate change; 

• the clear reference to the importance of infrastructure delivery in the LDF process, 

which should help prevent undeliverable documents being promoted; 

• the proposal that live information on LDF timetables should be made available, 

which will make engagement with the process much easier than at present; 

• the encouragement of joint working between authorities, which is often essential to 

the delivery of plans in close proximity to internationally important wildlife sites; 

• the ability for planning authorities to produce SPDs based directly on national or 

regional policy as this will reduce policy duplication and enhance the flexibility of 

the system. 

The RSPB is concerned that: 

• the proposed extension of the Core Strategy’s lifespan to 15 years risks the 

documents becoming outdated – something the new system was intended to avoid; 

                                                           
1
 The Appropriate Assessment of Spatial Plans: a guide to why, when and how to do it. Dodd A.M., Cleary B.E., 

Dawkins J.S., Byron H.J., Palframan L.J., and Williams G.M. (2007) The RSPB, Sandy. 
2
 SI 1994 No. 2716. 

3
 SI 2007 No. 1843. 
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• the ability for key bodies to produce non-statutory, non-SPD, guidance may lead to 

uncertainty about the status of such documents; 

• clear guidance is not being offered on how to transfer work already done under the 

present LDF regime to the revised LDF regime, which is causing uncertainty 

amongst planners about the steps that will have to be taken and their resource 

implications. 

The RSPB disagrees: 

• with the proposed significant changes to the plan preparation and consultation 

process - we recommend that the system is given a proper opportunity to deliver 

Development Plan Documents before significant changes are made to the process; 

• strongly with the suggestion that all plan assessments should be integrated into the 

Sustainability Appraisal. Due to the different legal natures of the various 

assessments, in particular that the role of the HRA goes beyond assessment to 

fundamental decision-making, we recommend instead that a non-technical summary 

document that draws together the findings and implications of the various 

assessments would be a better approach. 

We set out these points in greater detail below under the headings used by the consultation 

document. Where we have additional comments on the draft Regulations and the draft 

PPS12 these are set out below the consideration of the questions raised by the consultation. 

We would welcome the opportunity to meet with CLG to discuss any of the point raised in 

this consultation response. 



 4

Annex: Detailed response to the consultation questions 

General comments 

It was highly likely that introducing a new system of spatial plans would experience 

teething problems that could not have been anticipated when the system was designed. 

Swift amendments to the legislation governing the system to address these technical 

difficulties is a sensible approach to ensure that the system operates as efficiently as 

possible. 

Many of the delays experienced with the system appear to be because authorities have to 

redo work, or wait for additional studies to be completed, because they underestimated the 

requirements of the evidence base. Other problems include failure by local authorities to 

appreciate the extent of the changes necessary in the move to a spatial planning system 

leading to later reworking delaying document production. It is important to draw a clear 

distinction between problems with the system and difficulties that have arisen because the 

guidance available to local planning authorities has not provided a clear enough indication 

of what the new documents were expected to deliver. The RSPB’s view is that PPS12: Local 

Development Frameworks (2004) is not fit for the exacting purpose it was required to 

discharge. We recommend that effective guidance should be given the opportunity to have 

an effect: systemic changes should be avoided unless they can be fully justified. The RSPB 

thus welcomes the revised draft PPS12 which, subject to some detailed comments below, is a 

significant improvement on the 2004 version. 

We recommend that the LDF process should not undergo in-depth changes until the process 

has had the chance to deliver a first generation of plans. We are concerned that making 

fundamental changes to the process at this stage risks causing further delay and confusion, 

rather than speeding the process up. Quick preparation of plans is a laudable aim, but it 

should not be at the expense of getting them right and ensuring that they enjoy public 

support. 

Draft Local Development (Amendment) Regulations 

B1. Improved Consultation Arrangements 

Do you support the proposal to remove the requirement to have a stage of 

consultation in the middle of the process (i.e. Regulation 26 Preferred 

Options)? 

The RSPB does not support this proposal. We do not consider removal of the Preferred 

Options stage to be appropriate. The RSPB is concerned that the removal of this stage will 
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lose a valuable refining stage of plan preparation, make public consultation harder, risk 

additional expense for planning authorities and will not deliver the anticipated savings in 

time and costs. We expand on these concerns below. 

Our experience of the preparation of Core Strategies around the country is that local 

authorities have needed all the stages currently available, and some have found it necessary 

and appropriate to undertake further consultations at either the Issues and Options or 

Preferred Options stages. For example, Stockton and North Lincolnshire councils have 

consulted twice at the Issues and Options stage, whilst Middlesbrough and Castle Morpeth 

have consulted twice at the Preferred Options stage. In all these cases the further 

consultations and the consequent changes that have been made to the Core Strategies give 

every indication that these Councils have benefited from the extra opportunities to refine the 

document. 

We are not convinced that the removal of the Preferred Options stage will deliver the time 

benefits anticipated. The justification for its removal is based on assumptions that there will 

be significant time savings in the plan preparation process, but we are concerned that the 

savings are more theoretical than actual and are unlikely to be achieved in practice. 

The information on timings is set out in the consultation’s Partial Impact Assessment (“the 

PIA”) and in the Planning White Paper (“the PWP”) published in 2007, which proposed the 

changes consulted upon here. The timing details set out on pages 69 and 71 of the PIA and 

the diagram at paragraph 8.16 of the PWP is informative. The twelve month figure for the 

present submission stage includes the submission consultation and consideration of 

representations, whereas the proposed system (with a time estimate of seven months) 

excludes these. However, these stages must still be undertaken and will require at least two 

months to complete, taking the time period to a minimum of nine months. Most of the time 

saving from the changes appears to be envisaged at the submission and examination stage 

(the time saving on combining the Issues and Options and Preferred Options stages appears 

to be no more than four months), but the diagram in the PWP suggests a maximum saving 

of less than three months on the present submission and examination process. Neither this 

consultation nor the PWP offer a detailed explanation of how the overall figures have been 

arrived at or validated. 

A major challenge will be ensuring that effective public consultation is retained if the system 

is changed. The RSPB is concerned that the revised process risks a move directly from the 

public being asked about the issues for the area and then consulted on an almost finalised 

plan, which risks leaving the public feeling excluded from effective involvement in shaping 

the plan. The current three-stage process offers an initial, and wide-ranging, consultation 

stage intended to identify the key issues for the authority’s area and elicit options to address 

them, followed by a more detailed consultation on a limited number of options refined from 

the initial consultation process. The final consultation is performed on the plan that has 
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emerged from the previous two consultation stages. It is difficult to see how the streamlined 

process can avoid replicating the first two stages in its single plan preparation stage without 

jeopardising effective ongoing public consultation. The present system offers a clearly 

structured way to achieve this – it is not clear that the proposed system will ensure this. 

The Government needs to be confident that the changes it proposes are necessary because of 

shortcomings in the system rather than problems arising from the way in which the plans 

have been prepared and consulted upon in the new system. This is a critical distinction, and 

failure to address this point now risks delivery a revised system that perpetuates many of 

the problems it was supposed to rectify. 

We are also concerned that the guidance on participation offered by the draft PPS12 (in 

paragraphs 4.19 to 4.26) does not give any clear indication of how the continuous 

engagement should be achieved, or offer any way in which this can be evaluated by the 

planning authority. As this is a key issue relating to the overall soundness of the Core 

Strategy we recommend that this is changed. 

Dropping the Preferred Options for the Core Strategy may have unanticipated consequences 

for the planning authority: We are concerned that planning authorities may need to 

undertake detailed work to provide evidence for options which otherwise might have been 

dropped after consultation and scrutiny at the Issues and Options stage. 

We recommend the retention of the existing Issues and Options and Preferred Options 

stages, with guidance in PPS12 focussing clearly on what planning authorities should seek 

to achieve during these stages. Please see our comments under the heading “Guidance on 

Effective Consultation” on page 16 below. 

It may be appropriate to consider changing the process for Development Plan Documents 

produced once the Core Strategy has been adopted: if the range of issues is significantly 

constrained by the decisions taken by the Core Strategy it may be appropriate to utilise a 

more streamlined consultation process (akin to starting the document at the Preferred 

Options stage). This may be a more effective way to achieve time savings with DPD 

production, and would also emphasise the benefits of starting the LDF process by producing 

an effective Core Strategy. 

Given the limited time savings in the overall process indicated (the diagram on page 127 of 

the Planning White paper suggests a saving of no more than four months by removing the 

separate Issues and Options and Preferred Options stages) the RSPB sees a number of 

potential problems and no obvious benefits to the proposed changes. We therefore 

recommend that this proposal is not pursued. 
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B2. Bringing forward the time for making formal representations on the 

plan before the point of submission to the Secretary of State 

Do you agree that the period for formal representations on the plan should 

be brought forward before submission? 

The RSPB supports this proposal. A number of the early examinations have highlighted that 

the current procedure raises problems where late changes are considered necessary 

following consultation responses to the submission stage document. A means to address 

these concerns without threatening the soundness of the document is entirely sensible. 

Our comments should be read in conjunction with our comments on point B3 below. We 

believe there is no point in changing the timing for formal representations if the planning 

authority is under no obligation to consider any representations that are made at this stage. 

If this proposed change is made then planning authorities must be required to consider any 

duly made representations. 

Do you think that the procedure concerning “site allocation 

representations” is unnecessarily burdensome? 

The RSPB has no comments on this proposal. However, unless the Government has clear 

evidence suggesting that there are problems we recommend that the process is left 

unchanged. Parties involved in site submissions are already working to meet the 

requirements of the current regulations and any revision at this point should ensure that the 

time and resources expended on the process are not wasted. 

B3. Opportunity for change after formal representations 

Do you think we should require (by regulation) local authorities to be 

under a separate and specific duty to consider the representations at this 

stage or should this be left to their discretion? 

The RSPB supports this proposal. If representations are not considered before submission of 

the document, but are left to the Inspector at the Independent Examination then the key 

benefit of the proposed change, being able to make critical changes before examination, may 

not be fully realised as there will still be a risk of the plan needing significant changes at this 

stage that undermine its soundness. Due to the late stage of the plan-making process it 

would be appropriate that the Council only considers those representations focussing on the 

overall soundness of the document. 
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B4. Allowing Supplementary Planning Documents to be issued in 

accordance with policy in documents other than DPDs 

Do you agree that LPAs should be able to produce SPD based directly on 

national or regional policy rather than on local policy, provided it does not 

contravene their DPDs? 

The RSPB supports this proposal. One of the aims of the LDF system was to avoid 

unnecessary repetition of national and regional policy guidance – however whilst that might 

be so, there may be times when an SPD is needed in response to wider regional and national 

policy objectives. Proposed new housing in the Thames Basin Heaths is a good example: 

Here Local Authorities are working together to deliver a joint approach to ensure that there 

no adverse effects on an internationally important wildlife site within their areas. The 

overall plan for this (an “Interim Strategic Development Plan”) is likely to be adopted and 

delivered through an SPD. If SPDs are restricted to the delivery of purely local policy 

objectives such an approach would not be possible without the incorporation of an 

otherwise extraneous policy “hook” within a DPD. 

Careful guidance should also be given on the circumstances in which relying upon national 

or regional policy is appropriate. In addition, the inclusion of locally distinctive policy in a 

DPD may still offer benefits for effective spatial planning by providing clear guidance on 

how national policy is to be applied within the planning authority’s area. For instance, a 

DPD could specify the mitigation measures developments must include to avoid harming 

specific important wildlife sites (for instance attenuating surface water run-off from 

developments). This offers developers clear, early and effective guidance on what their 

proposals must contain and consequently adds value to the spatial planning process by 

avoiding unnecessary and avoidable delays from issues not being addressed until a 

planning application has been submitted. 

However, it is essential that the ability to produce SPDs based on national guidance does not 

undermine the role of DPDs to set clear targets and/or mechanisms for delivery for matters 

such as sustainable development, energy efficiency and habitat restoration, with SPDs 

providing finer technical detail. We recommend that the Government monitors the 

consequences of this change to ensure that this does not happen. 

Do you agree that we should draw attention to the possibility that certain 

key bodies could produce non statutory guidance? 

The RSPB is concerned about this proposal. In principle there are merits to key bodies 

producing detailed guidance, for instance on delivering restoration and enhancement of 

natural habitats through the development plan system. However, the manner in which that 

guidance is implemented within the plan could create difficulties. Too much non-statutory 
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guidance that is not SPD could create uncertainty about the status of the documents which 

paragraph 6.8 of draft PPS12 does little to dispel. We recommend that non-statutory 

guidance should be adopted as a formal SPD by the planning authorities if they wish to 

utilise it: this gives a clear and unequivocal indication of the status that the planning 

authority accords to it. We are not convinced that merely endorsing the guidance, as 

envisaged by the consultation, will be sufficient to avoid uncertainty. 

If the Government proceeds with this provision, we recommend that the “key bodies” are 

clearly identified in the Regulations to ensure clarity on which documents will be non-

statutory guidance. 

B5. Changes to Regulations to reduce administrative burdens 

Do you agree that only specific consultation bodies must be sent copies of 

the DPD? 

The RSPB accepts that supplying all engaged parties with hard copies could be unduly 

financially and logistically onerous. There are also potential environmental benefits if the 

number of copies printed is reduced (which depends on the number of people printing their 

own copies). However, the key issue is not about who the planning authority is required to 

send copies of the DPD to. Ensuring that consultees receive prompt and effective notification 

that the documents have been published for consultation and where they can be obtained or 

viewed is more important. This can be done by post or e-mail. 

Until planning authorities keep up-to-date information about their LDF processes on their 

web sites people will depend upon the authority notifying them of the latest consultation, 

and there is a risk that consultations may be missed. This has happened to the RSPB in 

several instances where it had specifically asked (by filling in consultee forms) to be 

informed when documents were consulted upon. Rectifying this problem will be a key 

element in ensuring that there is effective engagement with the LDF process. We take the 

view that the proposals within draft regulation 27 are not sufficient, as they make no 

provision for ensuring that people who have been engaged with the process will be 

informed about new consultation exercises. We recommend that draft regulation 27 is 

amended to require the planning authority to inform people who have engaged with the 

LDF process that it is undertaking consultation on further stages of the same document or 

upon a new LDF document. (Please read this paragraph in conjunction with our comments 

at C1 below.) 



 10

Other comments on the draft Regulations 

Transitional provisions 

The RSPB is concerned that any transition between the LDF system as currently constituted 

and the revised system proposed in the current consultation should be as seamless as 

possible. Where DPDs are currently being produced it will be essential that the work done 

already is neither lost nor duplicated, and that the public are not inadvertently excluded 

from effective engagement with the plan-making process. We note with concern that draft 

regulation 4 merely states that the amendments brought about by the draft 2008 regulations 

will not apply where a document has already been submitted to the Secretary of State. 

We consider it essential that the transitional provisions make it clear what work the 

planning authorities will have to do for documents which have been through Issues and 

Options and/or Preferred Options consultations but have not been submitted. We have 

already encountered confusion amongst planners who expect to have to do significant 

further work on a document that has already completed its Preferred Options stage. 

Discretion to extend consultation periods 

The RSPB welcomes the proposal to give planning authorities the discretion to extend 

consultation periods beyond six weeks duration. In some of the cases the RSPB has dealt 

with that involve the potential for development allocations in close proximity to a protected 

site (for example, the Dorset Heathlands Joint DPD, where Bournemouth, Christchurch, East 

Dorset, Poole and Purbeck councils are working together to provide a strategic solution to 

the urban pressures upon the internationally important lowland heath wildlife sites in their 

areas). These issues can raise a number of strategic  issues and being able to extend the 

consultation period beyond six weeks would be extremely useful. 

Changes to PPS12 

The RSPB welcomes the new format being trialled in the draft PPS12. The use of policy 

statements and supporting text (akin to that in plans) makes the document easier to read 

and understand: given its crucial role in assisting with the effective delivery of LDFs this is 

welcomed. 

The RSPB also welcomes the statement in paragraph 1.6 that one of the roles of the spatial 

planning system is to deliver positive environmental outcomes. The statement that the 

system requires planners to collaborate actively with stakeholders is also welcome – in our 

guidance, The Appropriate Assessment of Spatial Plans in England, the RSPB has encouraged 

planners to undertake just this sort of collaboration. We attach a copy of our guidance with 

this consultation response. 



 11

The RSPB welcomes the statement in paragraph 2.1 that spatial planning should create a 

positive framework for action on climate change. 

The RSPB welcomes the detailed explanation of the character of spatial planning set out in 

section 2: the current PPS12 is deficient in this aspect and this is likely to have contributed to 

many of the problems currently being experienced by planning authorities preparing their 

LDFs. 

C1. Emphasis on the need for timely delivery of DPDs 

The RSPB welcomes the proposal (set out in paragraph 4.54 of PPS12) to provide live public 

information on progress with core strategies. However, we see no logical reason why other 

DPDs (and SPDs) should not also be subject to the same requirement as they all contribute to 

the overall planning framework for each local authority, and third parties are as likely to be 

interested in these documents (particularly where they allocate land) as the Core Strategy. 

We refer to our response at B5 above. The RSPB recommends that all LDF documents are 

subjected to this requirement. 

C2. LDFs as part of joined-up local authority strategy making 

The RSPB has no comments on this issue. 

C3. Greater flexibility for local authorities to determine which DPDs 

they will produce 

Do you agree that the criteria listed in PPS12 are useful and cover all aspects 

needed? What else should be included or changed? 

The RSPB agrees that the criteria listed are all useful. We also recommend including the 

conservation and enhancement of biodiversity as an issue to consider: PPS9 envisages that 

much of the protection and enhancement will be delivered through LDF documents (see in 

particular paragraphs 5(ii) (restoration or creation of priority habitats), 7 (Sites of Special 

Scientific Interest), 9 (Regional and Local Sites), 11 (other important natural habitats), 12 

(networks of natural habitats) and 16 (species protection). Safeguarding of important 

wildlife sites should be listed as an issue to be considered when considering the need for 

additional DPDs. In the RSPB’s experience there are circumstances when it is also important 

to highlight when a detailed planning framework that delivers designated site protection is 

justified (please see our comments on the Dorset Heathlands Joint DPD at “Discretion to 

extend consultation periods” above). 

Whilst it is, of course, important that DPDs cover key issues, in our experience, early Local 

Development Schemes contained a surfeit of proposed DPDs, which the planning 

authorities have subsequently been unable to deliver to the timetable initially proposed. We 

note that many Local Development Schemes have now been scaled back to a more 
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manageable number of DPDs. It may be difficult for authorities to identify when a local 

policy is necessary in a plan: We recommend that planning authorities are required to 

monitor the use of policies within the LDF as this will help demonstrate which policies are 

superfluous. 

C4. Greater flexibility for local authorities to allocate strategic sites in 

the Core Strategy 

In principle the RSPB supports this proposal. However, we suggest that PPS12 should give 

clearer guidance on what constitutes a “strategic” site or local planning authorities may 

struggle to deal with site representations from developers who contend that their sites are 

sufficiently “central to achievement of the strategy” to merit inclusion. A statement in PPS12 

to the effect that the Core Strategy would be undeliverable without the inclusion of the 

specific site should cover this eventuality. It is important that strategic sites have been 

subject to all necessary environmental assessments before being included in the Core 

Strategy, and we urge that PPS12 reflects this need clearly. 

It may also be appropriate to permit a limited number of smaller, non-strategic, allocations 

to be made through the Core Strategy where the production of a separate DPD would 

otherwise be necessary to take forward obvious allocations. We anticipate that this may 

occur in particular with minerals or waste DPDs in a number of local authorities. In such 

cases divorcing the strategic aspect of the plan from the site specific may be somewhat 

artificial and the resource and time implications of producing two separate documents 

significant. Here it might be appropriate for the Secretary of State, upon an application from 

the planning authority, to authorise production of a single document: without authorisation 

a unified document could not proceed. 

C5. Reduction in complexity and number of DPDs 

Any reduction in the overall complexity of individual documents should not be achieved by 

losing essential detail within the overall LDF. However, the proposals suggested appear to 

be appropriate. Please also see our comments at C3 above. 
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C6. Re-presenting the tests of soundness in a way which avoids 

duplication with legal processes and makes it clear why testing for 

soundness matters 

Do you agree that the proposal to focus on justification and effectiveness 

will make the tests clearer, and the process of examining plans more 

transparent? 

The RSPB supports this proposed change. The current tests do not assist effective 

engagement with the plan-making process. The concern that the Inspector might consider a 

response to be ill-founded under one ground can prompt consultation responses under 

several of the tests of soundness to ensure that it will be considered. A problem that the 

RSPB has experienced involved circumstances where responses on the soundness of the 

DPD focussed on several points, necessitating the selection of several grounds in 

circumstances where just one could be selected under the proposed changes. The change to 

the tests must ensure that representations on the soundness of the plan can be made in a 

clear and straightforward manner without having to be forced into a particular category: 

consolidating the various constituent tests into broader tests will greatly assist this. 

The RSPB disagrees with the policy statement at paragraph 4.41 that all plan assessments 

should be integrated with the sustainability appraisal (“SA”). It is important that the three 

different assessments (SA, Strategic Environmental Assessment (“SEA”) and Habitats 

Regulation Assessment “HRA”) are clearly distinguished, as they have been developed to 

meet differing legal requirements. In particular that the sequential approach and conclusions 

of the HRA are clearly recorded as this goes beyond other assessment processes to 

fundamental decision-making. A single non-technical summary (required for SEA) of all the 

assessments would be a preferable way of achieving this end. However, the RSPB welcomes 

the emphasis in paragraph 4.43 that SA should perform a key role in providing a sound 

evidence base. 

The RSPB particularly welcomes the reference at paragraph 4.45 B to taking account of 

protected wildlife sites. 

We recommend a clear cross-reference back to section 2 of PPS12, which sets out the 

advantages of spatial planning, as the plan and its evidence base will need to clearly reflect 

the various issues set out there. 

The only caveat that the RSPB raises is that the focus on the “most appropriate strategy” 

could increase the risk of arguments between the council and developers about the merits of 

rival development proposals – the very sort of thing that the focus upon soundness was 

intended to move away from. Making it clear that the developer must justify why the plan 

would be unsound without the site’s inclusion would help to address this issue. 
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C7. Making it clear that infrastructure delivery planning to support the 

core strategy needs to be undertaken satisfactorily 

The RSPB welcomes the proposed clarification. We welcome the focus in PPS12 on timely 

engagement with infrastructure providers about the deliverability of proposals within the 

Core Strategy. In our experience this issue has not been tackled in a sufficiently thorough 

manner, and highlighting its importance is welcome. This problem was highlighted by the 

recent decision on the Teignbridge Core Strategy, where one of the Inspector’s reasons for 

finding the document to be unsound was that the delivery of a critical access road to a 

proposed urban extension of Newton Abbot had not been secured. Similar problems with 

the failure to secure site access at Newquay led to the rejection of the Restormel Core 

Strategy. In both cases the Inspector was concerned that the development of the sites 

depended upon the provision of infrastructure which was outside the control of the 

planning authority and whose prospects of delivery had not been discussed between the 

authorities and the relevant infrastructure bodies. Early discussion of access provision 

would have enabled the planning authorities to either reject the sites or to include them 

because the prospects of access being provided were clear. 

C8. Extending the lifespan of the core strategy to 15 years 

Do you agree with the proposal to extend the lifespan of the Core Strategy 

to 15 years? 

The RSPB understands the merits of this proposal, but is concerned about its consequences. 

The effective use of the work by all parties involved in the preparation of this document 

justifies this extension in principle. However, it is essential that the plan remains fit for 

purpose: the retention of a poor quality plan should never be justified on the basis of the 

resources that have been expended upon it. 

Planning Authorities should not automatically expect that a Core Strategy will reach the end 

of its 15 year lifespan: if there are good reasons to do so the Core Strategy should be 

changed. Careful and effective monitoring throughout the plan period will become even 

more important. For instance, experience of the ecological impacts of recreational 

disturbance on the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area have had a significant 

impact upon the delivery of planned housing within the area of a number of local planning 

authorities. This post-dated the development plans, and demonstrates the importance of 

evaluating the implications of new information upon the delivery of the spatial plan, and 

making modifications where necessary. 

Extending the time period to 15 years is likely to encourage a more strategic (as opposed to 

short-term) approach to solutions where there are challenging issues such as provision of 

housing in close proximity to internationally important wildlife sites. In such cases the early 
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part of the plan period may be needed to ensure that mitigation measures are in place: a 

shorter plan will make it more difficult to provide the mitigation and deliver the consequent 

development. 

Extending the duration of the Core Strategy to match the 15 year housing trajectory appears 

sensible. However, the RSPB is concerned that LDF production and operation does not focus 

on housing delivery at the expense of the other social, economic and environmental 

outcomes that the plan is supposed to deliver and are identified in paragraph 1.6 of the draft 

PPS12. 

Given that the Annual Monitoring Report process envisages that the Core Strategy may be 

revised within the 15 year period it is not clear that the change will deliver the savings that 

the consultation anticipates. 

Other comments on the draft PPS12 

Indicating where issues will be considered in LDFs 

A significant problem that the RSPB has encountered is that different parts of the LDF come 

forward in different documents on different timescales. This makes it difficult to be clear 

where certain subject matters (from the RSPB’s perspective those relating to all aspects of 

nature conservation) will be dealt with. The draft PPS12 misses the opportunity to indicate 

where and when various subject issues should be considered. This risks objections being 

raised against the Core Strategy where the omitted topic will actually be considered in a 

future document. 

Similarly, there is nothing in the PPS which encourages planning authorities to respond to 

consultation responses that object to the omission of a topic by explaining which document 

will cover the issue, the manner in which it is anticipated to be covered, and when it is 

expected that the document will be produced. This would prevent repeated objections being 

made (and having to be dealt with by the planning authority). The RSPB has first-hand 

experience of this situation – we raised an objection that SSSI protection was not being 

covered in Horsham’s Core Strategy, contrary to paragraph 7 of PPS9: it was only after the 

Core Strategy had been submitted for examination that we were informed that SSSIs were 

considered in a different DPD, which had also been submitted for examination. 

We recommend that PPS12 requires planning authorities to make it clear through their 

Local Development Scheme and in dealing with consultation responses where particular 

issues will be considered. 

Joint working 

We welcome the encouragement towards joint working given in paragraphs 4.16 to 4.18, but 

would encourage the PPS to make specific reference to environmental protection and 
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enhancement as an area which can benefit from joint working. The RSPB is engaged with a 

number of plans where the protection of internationally important sites stretches across 

several authorities: see our comments on B4 and C8 above. In our experience the protection 

of these sites is being addressed in a more satisfactory manner where the authorities are 

aware of issues beyond their own boundaries, and particularly so where authorities are 

working together on cross-boundary solutions. We recommend that PPS12 points out that 

the cost of work to inform a Habitats Regulation Assessment (and quite possibly other 

studies to go into a Sustainability Appraisal) could be shared across local authorities, 

potentially resulting in significant cost savings. 

Guidance on when to commission research for the evidence base 

We recommend that the Government supplies clear guidance about the point in the plan 

preparation process at which critical decisions about commissioning evidence need to be 

made as this could have serious consequences for plan production. For issues such as the 

Habitats Regulation Assessment this should ideally start near the beginning of the plan 

preparation stage to ensure that any time-critical work (such as breeding season surveys) 

can be undertaken without delaying the plan’s production timescale. 

Guidance on effective public consultation 

We recommend that PPS12 supplies clear guidance on how planning authorities should 

ensure ongoing public involvement in the LDF consultation process. A clear indication of 

what is expected of the authority will ensure that sufficient, but not excessive, resources are 

dedicated to the process, and will ensure that the soundness of the plan is not undermined 

by poor consultation. 


