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Planning Policy Statements define the “Government’s national policies on different aspects of land use planning in England.” PPS 1 ‘Delivering Sustainable Development’ 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.”  It advocates not solely a land use planning emphasis to the delivery of desired solutions and accepts that “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.” 

RSS Policy DP1 – ‘Regional Development Principles’ states that, there is “An expectation that development should protect and enhance the quality of life and should not result in a net loss of any of the key benefits and services”. RSS provides a mechanism for delivering this in the same policy by use of “planning obligations and conditions” as “necessary mitigation, compensation and substitution”. The policy also adds “A requirement for appropriate economic, environmental…and other impact assessments of proposals and schemes”.
Specific concerns over the rural issues contained within the RSS fall into three areas, as follows:-
1. Definitions 

Word use can be ambiguous or phrases inadequately explained with impacts on policy interpretation by local planning authorities particularly in the development of rural areas. These are:
(a) Is the definition of “small town” identical to “key service centre” (table 7.1)? If not, the Glossary should include a definition, with a list of identified small towns.
(b) Whilst identification of general and consistent criteria is welcomed for ‘key service centres’ and for such a list in future drafts of RSS, (s.7.2), this should be prioritised as existing definitions are confusing and open to misinterpretation. Policing services should be listed as a criterion for ‘key service centres’. 
(c) The use of the word “services” is ambiguous in many sections. E.g. Policy RDF3 (iv), s.7.4, s.9.1, and s 9.3 
RSS 7.4 states “Good access to services is essential if rural communities are to survive and prosper”. Whilst the section provides examples, it is an inconclusive list, and fails to mention policing services. 

RSS 9.1 suggests that to build sustainable communities and achieve urban and rural regeneration requires careful management and co-ordination of public services, and delivery of “decent services”. It fails to define “decent services”, their quality, or include the police as a service although PPS 1 s.16, requires development impact on the social fabric of communities to be taken into account. Does the reference concerns utility services, or includes socio-economic services? RSS should define a list of services for assessment including policing services. 
(d) The use of “infrastructure” in RSS Chapter 8 is ambiguous. Policy W6 states that “tourism development should…..be of an appropriate scale and be located where the environment and infrastructure can accommodate the visitor impact”. This overtly land-based policy refers to physical infrastructure on and around development sites without regard to socio-economic infrastructure.

PPS 1 s.1.8 states “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 function”. S.32 (ii) suggests spatial plans consider community needs and relate to the use and development of land, not just land-use, but social, environmental and economic terms. Hence socio-economic infrastructure should be assessed as an integral part of RSS processes. 
The words “environmentally” and “environmental” in policies W6 and W7 is ambiguous. Is reference to the fabric of the natural and /or built environment, or to the rural environment as a whole, including socio-economic issues concerning residents of such areas? In accordance with the above reasons and DP1, wider services provision should be reviewed more intensely. As with the definition of “services”, a conclusive list of specific infrastructure and environmental topics for assessing development proposals would be a useful tool for implementation. The phrase “other development control criteria” in Policy W7 is vague, relating to land use issues alone, ignoring the range of socio-economic issues which should be included. 

Policy L3 focuses on land use issues, and refers to demand for housing, and not the impact housing development may have on ‘social’ services and infrastructure. This does not align with policy DP1 which strives for sustainability in all services.

(e) Policy RDF3 (iii) requires plans and strategies in the Region’s rural areas to “support sustainable agriculture, tourism and other land based activities” This should be more specific and guide planners towards definitions of sustainability as in PPS 1.
2. Consultation and Consideration of Policing Services for the purposes of the Spatial Planning.

At present there is a lack of direction within RSS for planning authorities to consider the impact which development may have upon police (and other) services, or to consult with police authorities when developing planning policies. 

Crime and Disorder Act 1988 s.5 (2), states that local authorities must “exercise their functions with due regard to crime and disorder and to do all they reasonably can to prevent crime and disorder”. There is a certain realisation (Safer Places – Planning System and Crime Prevention, page 7) that “The prevention of crime and the enhancement of community safety are matters that a local planning authority should consider when exercising its functions under the Town and Country Planning legislation”. Section E23 of the Lyons Inquiry concurs “effective delivery of a wide range of services, [including] those in which it plays a convening role, such as policing…”
PPS 1, paragraph 30 explains the operation of regional spatial strategies 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 local Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships so that the protective services, local authorities, other agencies and communities form part of a singular whole aimed at delivering a major plank of policy. In some areas this is referred to as ‘PACT’ – ‘Partners and Communities Together’. PPS 1, s.13 (vi) supports the need for community involvement in the planning process if sustainable and safe communities are to be achieved. 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”. A clear example of this would be PACT policies.
PPS1 s.36 supports ensuring developments “create safe and accessible environments where crime and disorder or fear of crime does not undermine quality of life or community cohesion”.
The above clearly indicate that police authorities should be involved not only in the planning policy drafting stage, but throughout the planning process.

Specific references to the parts of the RSS which affect rural development which should be amended in this regard are as follows:

Policy RDF2 (ii) states “a strategic approach to traffic management should be adopted which aims to improve safety on rural roads.” but does not refer to consultation with the police, even though it is an obvious source of information and evidence on such issues.
RSS s.7.4 promotes development of innovative approaches to service access, e.g. shared use of buildings which is welcomed, the wider, resource issues must be addressed as well, particularly the increased demands for services which may result from rural development and have wider provision impacts with services becoming extended.  PPS 7, s.2 suggests that “to ensure these policies [RSS and Local Development Documents] are relevant and effective, local planning authorities should be aware of the circumstances, needs and priorities of the rural communities and businesses in their area, and of the interdependence between urban and regional areas.”
PPS 12, Annex B, statement B4 explains how the inclusion of infrastructure providers at the preparation stage of plans and policies will ensure they account for existing and likely future limitations. Providers can plan future provision on the basis of a clear vision of how planning authorities aim to shape development of an area. The document, “Safer Places” stresses the need for planners to be aware of the crime risks of a particular locality, and provides advice on how crime risk assessments may be carried out. Clearly working closely with the police would be the best source of knowledge for such data. S.26 (vi) stresses the need for planning authorities to ensure plans and policies are based on analysis and evidence.  This ignores that there are other aspects to be involved other than the design of developments to reduce crime.
PPS 1 s.26 (iii) advises planning authorities “not to impose disproportionate costs in terms of environmental and social impacts”, and yet PPS 1 s.16, adds the need to “take the impact of development on the social fabric of communities into account…… to deliver safe places to live”. It is clear that the impact of development on all types of service provision needs careful consideration, and consultation sought with those who are an authority on such matters. 

PPS 1 s.9.1 encourages joint working practices, community consultation, and promoting social inclusion, community cohesion and equality, which is commendable. It goes so far as to refer to the need to consider the spatial planning considerations relating to crime and community safety, but without requiring consultation with police forces. 

PPS 1 s.9.3 attempts to halt the decline of local facilities and services in rural areas, to prevent a decline in sustainability. Again there is no reference to police services or the effect which other RSS policies may have on those services in the future. 

3. Need for balance in resourcing caused by development to be met through the planning process.

For the protective services the key issues are the links between communities, population size and policing demand. The development or growth in an area does not necessarily result in an equivalent and adequate growth in police funding thus resources become spread ever thinner. Similarly the development and growth in one force area may have an impact on criminality in another force area which exacerbates the problem highlighted above. The result is that the desired sustainability aims in the RSS do not become achieved in reality. 

Planning obligations as mitigation fails to deliver adequate solutions for those very same reasons. It is why the use of the Planning-Gain Supplement (PGS) would go towards achieving a workable solution as it spreads the potential development gain outside of the current tight boundaries for a Section 106 solution. ‘Planning Gain Supplement: A Consultation’ clearly indicates the Governments support for the introduction of PGS, as does section 4.28 of the Lyons Inquiry. RSS should incorporate this policy and push for its operational mechanism to be developed.
PPS 1 s.26 (viii) stresses that planning authorities must recognise that the impact of a development may adversely affect people who do not benefit directly, and that planning authorities should use planning conditions or obligations to ameliorate such impacts. PPS 1 S.29 advises that when a planning authority gives different weight to social, environmental, resource or economic considerations than might be expected, adverse environmental, social and economic impacts should be avoided, mitigated or compensated.

There appear to be several references to circumstances where PGS could benefit rural communities within the RSS:
Policy RDF3 (ii) states that plans and strategies in the Region’s rural areas should “seek to empower local communities to address their needs”, and “more innovative and flexible solutions to meet the particular development needs [of “sparse” rural areas] should be implemented and targeted.”
Policy L5 Alludes to possible developer contributions towards affordable housing in rural areas.
For all the above reasons there needs to be clearer direction within RSS towards the inclusion of police and other services in the development of policy and use of PGS within the planning system.
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