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From: Digital

Sent: 06 December 2024 13:46

To:

Subject: Audley rural neighbourhood plan submission consultation representation

Form received from :

Contactdetails

O rganisation:P lanningP rospectsL tdonbehalfofIndurentM anagem entL td

Em ailaddress:
A ddress:
P ostcode:
T elephone:

U pdates

Inform ationrequired:Yes

P referred m ethodofcontact:By em ail

R epresentation
R elatesto:

P olicy AN P 9 N aturalEnvironm entandL andscape

Com m ents:

Indurentareprom otinglandatJunction16 oftheM 6 forem ploym entdevelopm entthroughtheem ergingL ocal
P lan.W hilstthatprocessisessentially separatetotheN eighbourhoodP lanforAudley thefollow ingcom m entsare
offeredtosuggesthow draftP olicy AN P 9 m ightberefinedtoassistw ithitsconsiderationatExam ination.T he
underlyingrationaleforP olicy AN P 9 – interm sofprotectingthenaturalenvironm entandlandscape– is
appropriate.T hesupportingtextreferstoahierarchicalapproachinseekingtom inim iseim pacts,andagainthe
rationaleforthatisunderstandable.How ever,thew ordingofthepolicy isinconsistentw iththis,andalsow iththe
approachrequiredby nationalpolicy.P art1 ofthepolicy isabsoluteinitsrequirem entthatdevelopm ent“ should
notharm ” landscapeandecology interests.T hereisnosenseherethat(forexam ple)som eharm butw ith
com pensationorm itigation,m ightbeappropriateincertaincircum stances.Equally,thereisnoreflectionofany
hierarchicalapproach,recognisingthatcertainfeaturesrequirestrongprotection,w hereastherem ightreasonably
bem oreflexibility inrelationtoothers.P art2 ofthepolicy isalsoabsoluteinitsassertionthatdevelopm entshould
“ m aintain” landscapesettingsandseparation,soim plyingthey rem ainunchanged,w ithapparently noallow ancefor
w hensom edim inutionm ightbeappropriate.P art4 ofthepolicy againdoesnothaveahierarchicalapproach,w ith
thesam erequirem entforanabsenceofharm placedonancientw oodland(w hichisdefinedasanirreplaceable
habitat)andL ocalN atureR eserves(w hicharenot).P art6,again,isabsoluteinitsrequirem entthatdevelopm ent
“ shouldnot” involvethelossofbestandm ostversatileagriculturalland.Incontrast,nationalpolicy asexpressedin
theN P P Fispositiveinitstoneandfram ing,seekingtoenablesustainabledevelopm entw herepossible.For
exam ple,paragraph135oftheN P P Fincludesthatplanningpoliciesshouldensurethatdevelopm ents,“ are
sym pathetictolocalcharacterandhistory,includingthesurroundingbuiltenvironm entandlandscapesetting,w hile
notpreventingordiscouragingappropriateinnovationorchange” .A “ sym pathetic” approachissought,notone
w hichseekstopreserveaposition.A hierarchicalapproachisadvocatedby paragraph180 oftheN P P Fw hich
includesthatpoliciesshouldcontributeby,“ protectingandenhancingvaluedlandscapes,sitesofbiodiversity or
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geologicalvalueandsoils(inam annercom m ensuratew iththeirstatutory statusoridentifiedquality inthe
developm entplan).” Assuch,theapproachisnotablanketone,butratheronethatiscognisantofandresponsive
toassetsaccordingtotheirvalue.S im ilarly,paragraph181 providesthatplansshould,“ distinguishbetw eenthe
hierarchy ofinternational,nationalandlocally designatedsites.” P aragraph180 goesontoadvocate,“ recognising
theintrinsiccharacterandbeauty ofthecountryside,andthew iderbenefitsfrom naturalcapitalandecosystem
services– includingtheeconom icandotherbenefitsofthebestandm ostversatileagriculturalland” and
“ m inim isingim pactsonandprovidingnetgainsforbiodiversity” .T heapproachisnotoneofabsoluteavoidanceof
harm tocountryside,agriculturallandorecology,butratheronethatism anagedandinform ed.T oavoidthis
conflictw ithnationalpolicy,P olicy AN P 9 shouldbeam endedsuchthatitseekstoavoidunacceptableharm that
cannotappropriately becom pensatedorm itigated.Itshouldm akeclearthattheassessm entofany harm and
acceptability ofany com pensationorm itigationw illhaveregardtothevalueoftheassetconcerned.

A ny additionalinform ation:


