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	Consultation paper on a new Planning Policy Statement: Planning for a Natural and Healthy Environment – Questions and response form

	Name:
	 

	Respondent category:
	Public (individuals not affiliated to any group)
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Business (including business trade associations)
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Charities, environment and community groups
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 

Government bodies (regional planning bodies, local 
authorities, government agencies and non-departmental government bodies)
(
Professionals and academics (including representative 
bodies for professionals)


	If this is not an individual response, which organisation do you represent?

Institute of Acoustics, UK
Who does the organisation represent?

The Institute has some 3000 members from a rich diversity of backgrounds, with engineers, scientists, educators, lawyers, occupational hygienists, architects and environmental health officers among their number. 

Further information can be found at www.ioa.org.uk
Please give a summary of the organisation’s role
The Institute of Acoustics is the UK's professional body for those working in acoustics, noise and vibration. It was formed in 1974 from the amalgamation of the Acoustics Group of the Institute of Physics and the British Acoustical Society (a daughter society of the Institution of Mechanical Engineers). The Institute of Acoustics is a nominated body of the Engineering Council, offering registration at Chartered and Incorporated Engineer levels.
This multidisciplinary culture provides a productive environment for cross-fertilisation of ideas and initiatives. The range of interests of members within the world of acoustics is equally wide, embracing such aspects as aerodynamics, architectural acoustics, building acoustics, electroacoustics, engineering dynamics, noise and vibration, hearing, speech, underwater acoustics, together with a variety of environmental aspects. The lively nature of the Institute is demonstrated by the breadth of its learned society programmes.
The Institute works closely with other professional bodies in related fields, including CIEH, REHIS and IOSH and the Association of Noise Consultants.

If applicable, how have the views of members been assembled?

The views have been complied by a combined contributions by two of the Institutes Specialist groups (Building Acoustics Group and Environmental Noise Group). The elected committees were involved in formulating the views, but a wider consultation with members was not possible to carry out meaningfully In the time available. The final response was reviewed and ratified by the Institute of Acoustics Executive Committee.  


	Address:
	7A St Peter's Street
St. Albans
Hertfordshire
AL1 3BN
United Kingdom

	E-mail address:
	 ioa@ioa.org.uk


	Confidentiality:
	 FORMCHECKBOX 

Please tick if you wish your responses to be treated as confidential and provide reasons for this request (see paragraphs 4 in ‘The consultation process’ section of the consultation document).


	Questions on which we would particularly like your views:

	1.
Do you support the consolidation and streamlining of policies on the natural environment, green infrastructure, open space, sport, recreation and play into a single planning policy statement?
	Yes
	(

	
	No
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Comment:      Rationalising Planning policy into simpler formats is what Is needed, and Is welcomed. 

	2.
Does the proposed PPS address sufficiently all the issues that planners and others face in relation to protecting the natural environment, delivering green infrastructure and other forms of open and green spaces, and land and facilities for sport, recreation and play?
	Yes
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	No
	(

	Comment:      There is insufficient attention paid to the aural environment.  We acknowledge and support policy NE9.4(Ii) where 'traffic flow or other encroachment' could be interpreted as protecting open spaces from additional noise.  However, this Is ambiguous, and does not mention noise specifically, which It should  The reference to 'Quiet Areas' is also welcomed, but again could be strengthened. 

	3.
Do you agree with the requirement for local planning authorities to continue to produce, and keep up-to-date, open space strategies which are based on assessments of local need and audits of existing provision (NE1.3)?
	Yes
	(

	
	No
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Comment:      Yes, provided the requirement does not produce even more  bureaucracy ie. provided that it is made very straight forward.

	4. We propose that local planning authorities should take a strategic approach to the delivery of green infrastructure (NE4), but not to produce and publish a formal strategy (although they can do so if they choose). Do you agree with this proposal?
	Yes
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	No
	(

	Comment:           Strategy for green infrastructure is very important, and therefore should be a requirement for LPA's, but again must be simple.


	5.
Do you agree that the proposed policy NE4 will deliver the Government’s objectives without imposing any significant new burdens?
	Yes
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	No
	(

	Comment:  It is too complicated, repetitive and generic, and thereby does not concentrate on the specific goals, thereby running the risk of reducing the ability to define the Government's objectives clearly, when compared to existing guidance.

	6.
The amended wording of planning policy relating to the floodlighting of sports and recreation facilities (NE11) makes it clear to local planning authorities that they should balance the impacts on amenity and biodiversity against the wider benefits to the community in terms of health and wellbeing and the additional provision of facilities. Do you agree with this proposal?
	Yes
	(

	
	No
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Comment: Similar wording should be included to consider the aural environment in the consideration of health and well being. An Increasing evidence base now exists to support how noise can be detrimental to human and animal health, and how our aural environment is an important factor in creating environments that will support improvements in well being. A distinction also needs to be drawn between balancing the negative aspects of noise (or unwanted sound) and the protection of amenity and existing quiet spaces with consideration of positive sound which may improve the aural environment (or soundscape) and therefore the quality of the amenity (e.g protection from road noise and encouragement of wildlife areas that might  aim to increase bird song and other natural sounds that will provide positive connections with nature; important in urban areas particularly).    
 

	7.
Do you agree that the proposed policy NE11 will deliver the Government’s objectives without imposing any significant new burdens?
	Yes
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	No
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Comment: No Comment.

	8.
Do you agree with the conclusions of the consultation stage impact assessment?      
	Yes
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	No
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Comment:      No comment 

	9.
Do you think that the policies in this proposed PPS will have different impacts, either positive or negative, on people because of their gender, race or disability? If so, how in your view should we respond? We particularly welcome the views of organisations and individuals with specific expertise in equality and diversity matters.
	Yes
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	
	No
	(

	Comment:      Although not without our specialist knowledge base

	10.
Do you have any additional comments to make on this proposed PPS?
	Yes
	(

	
	No
	 FORMCHECKBOX 


	Comment: 
Amongst the proposals, references to the aural environment are few:

NE9.4(ii) (page 26 of 60) mentions urban "Quiet Areas"

Annex A Definitions (page 29 of 60)- second bullet. Green Infrastructure Includes "reducing noise and air pollution" and "quiet contemplation" ( this is good, but should be less defensive in tone).

PPG17 - para.27 Includes just "..noisy or other intrusive activities should be restricted.."

Overall, we suggest that, more positively, a greater emphasis should be placed on a supportive aural environment eg. Introduction, para2, line 7, after "cooling", add ",a supportive aural environment"

There should be more extensive attention paid to impact on, and engagement with, sounds of nature that are likely to have a positive effect on health and well being. Attention should be drawn to the opportunities for improving Soundscapes and the value of preserving or creating Tranquillity, which need not be just absence of sound but recognised the need for a contrast in the soundscape to allow an escape from noise exposure to an aural environment supportive of contemplation.

A simple aural impact assessment, which allows a broader approach to soundscapes is more appropriate when considering the quality of our environments rather than just looking just at noise. This is considered an important aspect which is largely missing from the consultation document.

This would create the opportunity to identify negative noise impacts on the quality of amenity but also on wildlife and natural wealth in the area. Mitigation can then be proposed to protect amenity (as is currently covered by the out of date PPG24 that the IOA would like to see reviewed and updated into a PPS) but a wider view can be taken to expand the duty to take noise impact on the existing biodiversity into account. However, where positive impacts might exist by the presence of positive natural sound (like flowing water, bird song etc.) that consideration on how to protect that and further enhance the Soundscape where possible.  

This creates the opportunity to create positive impacts in difficult environments with a goal to make use of positive natural sound to help improve health and wellbeing and a positive connection with our environment . 
























