East of England Plan to 2031,ERRA Consultation. 

TB&DRPS COMMENTS

(Submitted Online on 16th November 2009)

Question 1: Do you think we’ve chosen the right growth scenarios to consider? If not, what other scenario(s) should we consider and why?
No

While the four scenarios do provide a reasonable basis for consultation, in that they meet the Government's requirement to consider a range of housing figures, and they each have a distinct justification for the scale and distribution of growth proposed, elements of the scenarios are however weak, especially given the change in the UK’s economic outlook from 2007.

There is now too much emphasis on housing provision, with little attention being given to economic and employment issues with little or no supporting evidence that estimates for job growth given could be achievable. There is no explanation of what the housing numbers might mean where any major new growth is likely to have implications across administrative boundaries with adjoining authorities (E.g. Harlow). There is little discussion of the relationship between future growth and the capacity of existing and deliverable infrastructure to support that growth across such boundaries.

Question 2: 
Do you have any comments on the four growth scenarios? 

· Scenario 1

· Scenario 2

· Scenario 3

· Scenario 4

All are flawed in that they do not answer the main objectives stated in the present economic climate (See our response to Q1). All take as a "given" the need for very large growth but do not adequately address the infrastructure and jobs that would have to be effected alongside this growth if it were to be in any way sustainable. 

Scenario 1 says (3.15) “ It means that the distribution of that growth is concentrated at the main towns and cities" This sacrifices large amounts of the Green Belt to development as it is really on land on the outskirts of the towns and cities. (3.13) says “This scenario is broadly based on the views of local councils in the region….” Although we believe many support a roll forward approach and we agree this is sensible, we do not believe that most are willing to sacrifice the protection given by the Green Belt.

Scenario 2. Scenario suggests even more housing than scenario 1 and proposes new settlements presumably on Green Belt land, which is unacceptable.

Scenario3. This scenario at least suggests that it is based on job prospects but no information is given on how these jobs will be generated and does not take into account the effects of the present economic downturn.

Scenario 4.  Although this suggests smaller and more acceptable expansion of Harlow, it substantially increases the growth in Epping Forest District. This again puts further pressure on the Green Belt and would also have environmental consequences for the forest itself caused by increased pollution.  The overall totals in this scenario are still far too large and unacceptable.
Question 3: 
What is your preferred growth scenario and why?

None of the above scenarios. There should be a provision for this answer in the questionnaire.  

Please give details of an alternate preferred scenario if you have one.
One that takes into account more realistic assumptions of the prospects for job growth and likely government and private infrastructure support in the present economic climate.

One that provides better protection for the Green Belt land around our towns and cities.

Question 4: 
Do you agree we have covered all the regional impacts of the four scenarios that have been identified? If not, what else should we have addressed?

No

What further impacts should have been considered? 

 Impacts are assessed principally in the Sustainability Assessment, for which only an interim report has been presented. This is very much a "work in progress", raising many valid questions but providing few answers. Until sustainability is analysed in detail then impacts have not been addressed. We are particularly concerned about the effects on flood plains by this growth and provision for sustainable water supply.

Question 5: 
Do you agree that the vision and objectives of the current Plan remain suitable for the revised Plan. If not, what changes would you make and why?

No

What changes would you make to the vision and objectives and why?
Objective (i) More emphasis should be placed on encouraging and enabling the use of renewable energy rather than just promoting it, to ensure that stretching carbon reduction targets are met. Finally, a clear statement is needed to the effect that development should be resilient to all the predicted impacts of climate change.
Objective (ii) More detail and emphasis is needed on how to provide and encourage affordable housing in the region. Better financial support for Local Authority house building and Housing associations? The percentage of affordable homes needs to be much higher.

Objective (iii) Housing provision should follow job growth and not vise-versa. 

 

Objective (iv) 

It is essential to protect the Green Belt around our cities to ensure a decent quality of life for the regions people.

Insufficient weight is given to the need for any matching provision of schools, medical facilities, policing, etc. 

Question 6: 

Do you have any evidence to suggest that policies other than those identified need to be updated or created?
No

Supplementary Question 7: 

Do you have any comments on the sub-area profiles?
London Arc East Sub-Area.

It is essential to ensure that the Sub-Area’s Metropolitan Green Belt is not sacrificed to growth.

The profile recognises many of the problems of increasing growth in this sub-area, but offers very little in the way of solutions. We are particularly concerned that the proposed growth in Harlow will have very detrimental effects across the administrative boundary into Epping Forest. The proximity to London will greatly increase the amount of commuting through Epping Forest (much of it we suspect will be by road) were there is insufficient transport infrastructure to support it. Provision of increased infrastructure seems unlikely in the present economic climate and ERRA itself would not support its earlier version of the Plan because of the lack of government commitment to infrastructure.

Affordable housing provision in the London Sub-Area is one of the lowest at only 19% of completions. Much more needs to be done to ensure that this is increased as this is the greatest need. Even the target of 35% of completions is too low in this sub-area.

With a projected water deficit in the sub-area in excess of 200 mega litres a day, water provision and waste disposal are critical and this infrastructure needs to be in place before any further growth is allowed to take place, especially in regard to Harlow. 

Supplementary Question 8: 

Do you have any comments on the Integrated Sustainability Appraisal? Is there any further information that should be taken into account?
There is abundant scientific evidence that the present population in the East of England is living unsustainably. Population growth in this area can never be sustainable and growth in the South-East should be discouraged and incentives given to encourage growth in the North-East and North-West to stop the economic and population drift to the South.
