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Planning Policy Statements (PPS) define “Government’s national policies on different aspects of land use planning in England”. They direct the process and PPS 1, 11 and 12 are key to the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS). PPS 11 governs the production and implementation of RSS’s aiming to “strike the right balance between” clarity and “inappropriate detail”; it demands “integration of policies for the development and use of land with other policies and programmes which influence the nature of places and how they function.” It must “contribute to the achievement of sustainable development”. PPS 11 considers the relationship between RSS and other regional strategies and believes that if they “are not aligned in their key objectives and vision, and support one another, the region’s ability to deliver will be compromised”. 
The ODPM’s “Core Output Indicators for Regional Planning” provides indicators, which being land use orientated do not achieve wider policy integration into spatial planning. It and therefore RSS fail to recognise a raft of services requires inclusion in support of communities. The section titled ‘Regional Services’ is a misnomer as it refers more to ‘service industries’ than services in support of social elements. 
PPS 1, Paragraph 30 explains how the Government wishes to operate RSS’s and concludes, “Spatial planning goes beyond traditional land use planning to bring together and integrate policies for the development and use of land with other policies and programmes which influence the nature of places and how they can function.” These attributes are at the heart of policing, they have developed through the local Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships such that the protective services, local authorities, other agencies and communities are a singular whole aimed at delivering a major plank of policy. The commonality between PPS1 and the policy development in local government and reassurance services should be mirrored by RSS. 

PPS 1 states, “Planning shapes the places where people live and work and the country we live in. It plays a key role in supporting the Government’s wider social, environmental and economic objectives and for sustainable communities.”  Maintaining the historic land use bias may no longer deliver desired strategic solutions. There must be assurance that, “Development supports existing communities and contributes to the creation of safe, sustainable, liveable and mixed communities with good access to jobs and key services for all members of the community”. This directs translation of national policies into spatial policy yet RSS insufficiently addresses this and leaves it open to criticism for not meeting the desire of the government for joined up policies. RSS must expand its sources of consultee partners and cascade that list through the planning process to ensure policy DP1 is delivered.

RSS, DP1 states, “…that development should protect and enhance the quality of life and should not result in a net loss of any … key benefits and services”. RSS provides a mechanism for delivering this by use of “planning obligations and conditions” as “necessary mitigation, compensation and substitution” including “A requirement for appropriate economic, environmental…and other impact assessments of proposals and schemes”. Little attention is given to analysis or protection of existing services or indeed how the effect of land use policy upon them will be measured or who should undertake those impact assessments. Key should be links between communities, population size, crime statistics and policing need. Any changed land use brings with it population change whether living, working or socialising and such numbers bring with them a propensity for criminal activity. This activity requires policing which supposes increased demand for police resources. The development or growth in an area does not necessarily result in an equivalent and adequate growth in police funding via the precept thus resources become spread ever thinner and DP1 fails to be achieved. Similarly the development and growth in one force / planning area may have an impact on criminality in another area which exacerbates the problem highlighted above. The result is the RSS aims are unachieved.  

The RSS’ proposition that “other impact assessments of proposals and schemes” are carried out is supported and welcomed. It is through the widest consultation that development and growth effects on specific services can be understood and success achieved. However delivery mechanisms are not particularly clear or sufficiently directive and could be improved. One improvement may be to provide a companion document in ‘Operational Handbook’ style which could provide methodologies for the entire planning process. This clarity may remove some confrontational elements of planning at local levels.

RSS paragraph 3.2, part 1 states “A number of strategies exist to guide development in the North West… All deal with different but related aspects of public policy and must therefore complement each other”. The driver is clearly a more ‘joined up’ not solely land use solutions to regional spatial strategy.

PPS 1, paragraph 36 advises preparation of “robust policies” which “optimise the potential” of sites to “sustain an appropriate mix of uses and support local facilities and transport networks”. This enables sustainability of local services to be assured.

Spatial planning is how the Government intends all its policies to interact in delivering amongst other aspects, sustainable communities. ‘Safer Places – the Planning System and Crime Prevention’, requires a “sustainable communities plan connecting with crime reduction and community safety”. It defines ‘Sustainable communities’ on page 7, as“…well designed places where people feel safe and secure; where crime and disorder or the fear of crime doesn’t undermine the quality of life or community cohesion”. Clearly Government sees involvement of Home Office, protective services, planning system and local government in jointly delivering national policies. The mechanism for ensuring crime reduction is not solely one of design incorporates wider spatial planning and all elements of Planning and other Acts in support.

‘Safer Places’ connects with ‘Sustainable Communities: Building for the future’, which share definitions for ‘sustainable community’. The companion document, ‘Sustainable Communities in the North West’ highlights the strategic challenges for the region and states reducing crime must be the ‘plan for action’. This evidences direct linkages between government policy and actions to be taken via spatial planning on the delivery of those desires. 

Draft RSS insufficiently expresses a spatial strategy that addresses the region’s priorities for growth, regeneration and investment for the following reasons. 
1. It is too vague / ambiguous in several sections, and /or too land use based in its approach, for example

(a) Policy DP1 Bullet points  2 and 5 are unclear : A definitive list of “key benefits and services” should be included, and not only utility/ land-use services, but  socio-economic services as well, including police services.
(b) Section 6.2 refers the need for impact assessments, but refers to “health and broader social issues”, as above a definitive list is necessary. 
(c) Section 6.3 is too land-use assessment based and vague about community consultation. Appraisal of all developments must involve wider consultation.

(d) Section 6.5 is too land-based, and gives no indication that community consultation may be necessary. Whilst it aims to “improve local access to jobs, shops, leisure and community facilities” it fails to identify these community facilities thus a definitive list would be useful.
(e) The word “services” is ambiguous and open to misinterpretation throughout RSS. e.g. RDF3 (iv), s.7.4, s.9.1, and s.9.3.  Again, a definitive list of services should be included.
(f) The use “infrastructure” and “environmental” in chapter 8 is ambiguous, and does not seem to include socio-economic infrastructure or socio-economic environmental matters. 

(g) Final paragraph of RDF1 fails to identify what local facilities and services are referred to, or how it is intended to provide them.

These examples clearly cut across Government guidance in PPS1, paragraph 30.
PPS1, S. 32(iii) states “plans should take full account of other relevant strategies and programmes and … be drawn up in collaboration with those responsible for them.” PPS1, s.15 states “Regeneration of the built environment alone cannot deal with poverty, inequality and social exclusion. These issues can only be addressed through the better integration of all strategies and programmes, partnership working and effective community involvement.”  PPS 1, s.16 indicates that development plans should promote socially inclusive communities, and ensure development impact on social fabric is taken into account in delivering safe, healthy and attractive places to live.
2. Its guidance is insufficient on consultation with community groups, or assessing the impact on existing services. From the police perspective this is especially important in relation to policing services, as follows:-
Briefing Note 11/00 suggests “Disorder and incivilities undermine communities by sparking concern about safety and the causes of crime contributes to the spiral of neighbourhood decline”, and “Anxiety about crime and disorder undermines the housing market, reduces the level of resident satisfaction and encourages residents to move away from an area, resulting in the breakdown of informal social control, which in turn increases crime.” It adds “Designing out crime and designing in community safety should be central to the planning and delivery of a new development.”, and reminds local authorities of their responsibilities under s.5 and s.17 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 where “in exercising (their appointed) functions local authorities shall act in co-operation with….every police authority any part of whose police area lies within the (local authority) area.” This provides a firm indication that crime prevention should be considered throughout the planning process.

Planners must consider Community Strategies (under the Local Government Act 2000), Crime and disorder reduction strategies (under the Crime and Disorder Act 1998) and transport and housing strategies. PPS12 directs consultation with Police Architectural Liaison Officers and Crime Prevention Design Advisors (Annex E) but this focuses purely on design / layout aspects rather than wider issues of service provision.

PPS1, Section 26 (vi) states “in preparing development plans planning authorities should...ensure that plans and policies are properly based on analysis and evidence.” Obvious sources of evidence of crime and disorder issues in any particular locality are the police. “Safer Places” stresses that planners require awareness of the crime risks of particular localities, and provides advice on undertaking crime risk assessments. Unsurprisingly it recommends working closely with the police for data and its interpretation. This would better inform developing policies, decision making processes and meet national aims.

3. It does not give adequate attention to the need for increased service costs caused by development to be met through the planning process.

For the protective services the issue remains the effect of land use change and its link with communities, population size and policing needs. The use of planning obligations as mitigation fails to deliver solutions and it is for this reason that the use of Planning-Gain Supplement would go much of the way to achieving a workable solution outside the current tight boundaries for a Section 106 solution.

Out of the 65 draft policies of the RSS as listed in the Draft Implementation Framework only 3 of those, (W8, RT2 and RT6) list the police as supporting organisations in the implementation process, yet it is clear that police consultation is essential in so many more aspects of planning. Without RSS prescription to undertake routine consultation with the police over planning matters, local planning authorities are likely to overlook this essential involvement by the police, and as a consequence planning authorities will not comply with their statutory duties as set out in the Crime and Disorder Act and RSS will fail to achieve all its aims. It is hard to envisage how the regional and local planning authorities will be able to produce satisfactory Statements of Community Involvement (as required under The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004) without the authorities evidencing that the police (being key and active players in communities) are routinely involved in the process.

It is essential that “designing out” crime and disorder continues through the planning process but wider effects of criminality also must be addressed through RSS and the local planning documents which cascade from it. Clearly the policing perspective should be involved in the majority of the policies in the Draft Implementation Framework of the Spatial Strategy.

PAGE  
4

