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East of England Regional Assembly

Flampton House

Flampton

Bury St Edmonds
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IP28 6EG

14 November 2009

Dear Sir/Madam

Re: Scenarios for Housing and Ecomonic Growth Consultation September 2009 

Herewith the Society’s response to the above consultation. 

General Comment

National and Regional

We consider that a review of the East of England Plan immediately after it’s publication in May 2008, with the stated Government aim of both increasing housing numbers within the existing plan period, and of taking this forward to 2031, is a deeply flawed approach, and an expensive waste of both time and money. Our reasons for saying this are:

· As, when and if, the Local Democracy, Economic Development and Construction Bill is passed in 2009/2010, a new unelected regional body will appear and will be responsible for producing a combined spatial and economic regional plan. So the Draft Review of the  East of England Spatial Strategy due for examination and consultation in the summer 2010,   will be subject to review yet again commencing March 2010, for the joint strategy. 
· To carry out a review of the plan in the current economic condition, means that any document produced will lack robustness, and, indeed, will almost certainly be undeliverable whichever option is selected. Even the existing plan, is unlikely to be deliverable within its time period. It would be unsatisfactory for work on a combined regional strategy to be in any way based on such a review. The UK is currently in a recession, and whilst this will end in the near future, economic recovery is likely to be slow, with unemployment likely to continue to rise in the short term but more importantly the staggering amount of national debt will take years to reduce. For any growth to be sustainable it must be accompanied by jobs but also, and critically, by infrastructure. With cuts to all public services commencing at the earliest in 2010, at the latest in 2011, and restraint likely to last for some years into the future, where is the funding for supporting infrastructure going to come from? 
· We have  long considered that the Government’s view that regional housing growth targets should meet both the arguable need for a step change in housing, and on the back of that, should increase the number of affordable homes, was deeply flawed. It is a simplistic answer to what is a multi faceted problem, and it that does not deal with that problem in a sustainable way, particularly in respect of climate change,  food security, transport  and the environment.  Further, it  does not  account for changes in the economic or demographic modeling in the region as a whole nor in the sub regional areas. This government is trying to build its way out of the problem, and through this deliver some short term gains, it is very far from sustainable and the damage that will be done will be lasting. 
· Delivery of affordable homes, on the back of developers developments was always going to be a high risk strategy. Even before the economic crisis, the maximum number of affordable homes being delivered was 18% against a target of 35%,  and this dropped to 15%  before October 2008 and the credit crunch. Meanwhile  affordable homes are lost to the market under the right to buy etc. So RSS’s are concreting over greeen spaces with little or no effect on the affordable homes issue. Even the recent relaxation on Local Authorities using the income from the sale of affordable homes to build more does little to decrease the problem. If there is an affordable homes crisis, the right to buy needs to be  repealed – it is nonsensical to have an increasing number of low income families looking for affordable homes, and a decreasing supply due to loss to the private market.  
· We are further of the view that Government pressure to deliver housing numbers rapidly over the last 10 years  has led to developers producing sub standard, new builds, on crammed sites, which will neither last, nor be sustainable. We will soon be facing the same kind of problems that occurred following similar Government practice in the 50’s and 60’s. 
We think that it should be local authorities who plan for organic growth in their area, facilitated, but not dictated,  by  government and if necessary by regional policy. Such growth should meet both short term need, but also longer term sustainability. That facilitation should not be limited to delivery of new builds, but should be much wider and longer term. For example, encompassing bringing empty homes back into use quickly,  reducing or ceasing the loss of affordable homes to the private market,  increasing local authorities abilities to build affordable homes, reducing substantially the market in  second homes (it is nonsensical to argue that there is housing shortfall whilst permitting the affluent to purchase a second home), addressing skills and job shortfall and addressing cultural/demographic shift, migration and immigration in more robust and inovative ways

Irrespective of the above, the Society has a particular interest and concern in respect of climate change and flooding and the total failure of Regional Assemblies and indeed the Environment Agency to address the cross regional impact of growth and climate change on flooding.. For example the Enviroment Agency CFMP of the Ouse and its tributaries identifies the towns at increased risk of flooding from both growth and climate change but does not take into account the effect of growth on the Nene, and the Welland, and the possible knock-on effect  on the Ouse, The Wash, and even further away the North Norfolk coast.  The  SFRA carried out by EERA, and indeed the Sustainability Assessment, has not included in its risk assessment the combined effect of  the SE Plan Growth Area of Milton Keynes etc, nor the effect of the East Midlands Plan. This is further compounded by the Governments current proposals to weaken PPS25 in respect of Flood Zone and Coastal Development.  In addition to  the risks posed by flooding to the populace and economy, we consider that there is a very real risk that unless the combined effect of regional plans on european sites are assessed then we will be in breach of both the European Habitats and Water Quality Directives. 

Additionally there is an issue with  water supply in the dryest region of the country, already water stressed by over abstraction and over licencing.  We could build more reservoirs but a)who is going to fund them and b) that would mean further unbuilt land disappearing, with its effect on the environment and food security. We could transport water in from wetter areas, but has the combined impact of cross regional supply been assessed in respect of both capacity and the European directives.  

Local  and Option Scenario General Comment 

The East of England Plan was based on data that is now, following the ecomomic crisis totally out of date, and likely to remain so for the forseeable future. 

Where Bedfordshire is concerned including Luton and Bedford Borough, but excluding Milton Keynes expansion  the level of growth proposed under the existing local plan from 2001 to 2021 is 26%, which we are of the view is unsustainable. This is the greatest proportional increase for any sub region in the EEP and yet it is one of the sub regions that is least affected by inward migration. . Whilst Luton, questionably,  may be able to generate sufficient jobs to sustain some growth in its area,-. Central Bedfordshire is unlikely to do so.. A large proportion of employment in Central Bedfordshire, which has a mainly rural economy is in the lower skill, lower pay area. Bedford Borough is not likely to generate sufficient jobs either, because it is so close to Milton Keynes, with which it must compete.   

Additionally, when the figures under Scenario 1, which is a roll over of the existing plan, are looked at in detail we come to the conclusion  that they are both unachievable and unsustainable economically and in terms of infrastructure. 

For example:- 

The total for Bedfordshire under the current plan, was for 59,100 – 2001 to 2021 this increases to by 26,937 for the period 2021 – 2031.  

Bedford Borough 7,240

Central Bedfordshire 15,806 (Mid Beds 6,503, South Beds 9,302)

Luton 2,891

However with  the failure of Central Bedforshire and Bedford Borough to meet targets between 2001 and 2009 under the existing plan, the total to be achieved between 2011 to 2031 are now

Bedford Borough 19,400

Central Bedfordshire 42,400

Luton 2,800

This requires an annual build rate of 2,120 dwellings over twenty years.  If Central Bedfordshire and Bedford Borough were unable, at a time of economic prosperity to meet sustainable annual growth targets, how on earth are they going to meet an increased annual target during a time of austerity?  

We consider it imperative that any growth target for Central Bedfordshire, is reduced to a sustainably achievable figure.  We are strongly of the view that if new building is at the level proposed in any of the scenarios, the result due to a lack of jobs, will be a huge increase in outcommuting, which, of course, will impact heavily on already stretched transport infrastructure, as well as contributing adversely to climate change. 

Specific Comment on the proposed expansion of the SE Region into the EE Region via a South East Urban Extension of Milton Keynes. 

We are aware that this is not part of the Scenario Consultation, however it would be remiss of us not to formally record a comment on one issue in respect of this proposed expansion. The published SE Plan requires that EERA test a figure of 5,600 dwellings as an extension of Milton Keynes into Central Bedfordshire.  EERA is aware there is a Memorandum of understanding in place between Central Bedfordshire Council  and Milton  Keynes Unitary Authority that, subject to the EE Plan review that 2,000 dwellings could be accomodated to form part of the SE urban extension of Milton Keynes.

The main  issue the Society has is that we consider that any such expansion should be counted within the EE Review Plan totals. We consider that the inclusion of figures from one region within the totality of another region is both  legally challengable, and  importantly would set a precedent for the future for all English regions that would be unacceptable and open to abuse. The Secretary of State in her propopsed changes to the SE Plan, was quite clear, Central Bedfordshire figures could not be counted in the SE Plan, and adjusted the Milton Keynes and SE Plan totals accordingly.  

It is entirely workable for strategic expansion of growth areas to be planned across regional/local authority boundaries, and for joint working to ensure effective sustainable delivery. However if housing totals are not included in the host regions totals, not only are there potential problems for infrastructure funding support and delivery, but more importantly it provides a perverse incentive for local authorities to protect their own administrative area by extending into another administrative area. 

The second issue the Society has is that EERA should test both the location and capacity of the any MK urban extension in order that future growth demands are taken into account for the following reasons:

· there was no technical or sustainability assessment to inform the six options MKP proposed and the final  MK2031 prior to submission to Government that informed the SE Plan

· the examination in public of the SE Plan only considered the capacity of the Central Bedfordshire part of  SEDA, not any other option. The only location option explored by the panel was whether the SWDA should be relocated to East and South East of the M1. 

The MKSM Sub Regional Strategy, which of course has and will be replaced by the SE Plan and the Reviewed EE Plan did not specify the location of urban extensions of MK growth – just that areas of search should be carried out in the West, East and South of MK 

Scenario Consultation Questions

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. We consider that there should have been two other scenarios that should have been considered.  

a) That the existing East of England Plan from 2001 to 20026 is unchanged. That any review of this plan should take place as part of the preperation of a joint regional strategy, commencing 2011. 

Our reasons for this view are:

· That it is totally absurd to plan to review the plan immediately after it has been the subject of an examination in public and by Government, and  published – with a stated Government view of increasing the numbers of dwellings to be delivered within the plan period. 

· That it is totally absurd to be required by Government to review the existing plan, before even the implementation of that plan has been agreed  and commenced. Let alone tested by such implementation as to whether it is sustainable and achievable. 

· That is totally absurd to expect such a review to be conducted at the height of economic uncertainty. As stated in our comments, whilst the recession will end in the short term, unemploymnent will take considerably longer and infrastructrure funding will be reduced for a much  longer term. By 2011 there may be a little more certainty about the speed of recovery and possibly a more robust view of the time scale of reducing the national debt to a more reasonable level. Put simply if your in up to you neck in  debt, you don’t plan what you would spend your money on if you had it  until you are able to predict when that would be.

b) That the housing totals for all areas that can not show previous and current evidence of a trend for strong economic growth are reduced substantially to more realistic levels, and those who can show such evidence are maintained at the current growth target of the existing plan. 

Our reasons for this view are:

· There is clear evidence in many areas that they were and are unable to achieve the growth targets set under the existing  plan – irrespective of the current ecomonic situation

· That the current plans growth targets are unachievable given the short and long term impact of the current ecomomic situation. 

· That the diminishing funding for  any infrastructure  should be focussed on those growth areas that will pay dividends in supporting growth in the wider region. 

· That setting unachievable and unsustainable targets is self defeating. For targets to be achieved, they must be realistic and sustainable. 

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

Yes. 

 Scenario 1 is a roll over of the existing plan for the period 2011 to  2031. However in real terms this actually is substantial unachievable and unsustainable  increase in housing totals. Planning Authorites have not, are not , and will not achieve the targets set for the period 2001 to 2011. Therefore they will commence the plan in deficit of housing numbers, and given the current economic situation in increasing deficit of both infrastructure support, and jobs. 

Whilst if forced to choose on of the four this would be the one we would have to chose, it is still unsustainable and unachievable. 

Scenario 2 – is based on the lower NHPAU figures using regional settlements. We totally refute the NHPAU figures. We are of the view that the NHPAU was only set up by Government because Regional Assemblies were not delivering the high numbers of housing numbers this Government has decided should be delivered. We consider that the NHPAU in proportionally distributing national growth requirments down to Regions lacks any form of credibility. 

In  respect of the Regional Settlement model. We share Arups view as set out in their report, than any proposed new regional setttlement should only be considered in areas where there are strong economic drivers,  prior to the economic crisis. We are not of the view however  that following the economic crisis this model is sustainable or achieveable, and we are certainly not of the view that this model should be used to achieve NHPAU figures which we consider are fatally flawed and unrealistic.   We are totally opposed to a regional settlement anywhere in Central Bedfordshire – as indeed Arup identies, there are not the economic drivers to support such, and they would be just  unsustainable outcommuting centres.  Additionally any such regional settlement, would through competition, threaten the planned growth centres of Bedford and Milton Keynes. In the case of the Marson Vale there is the very real threat of urban sprawl between the two growth areas leading to coalescence
We totally oppose scenario 2

Scenario 3  - again based on the lower NHPAU figures, but this time focusing growth where there are strong ecomonic drivers.  Whilst we could have supported the model, as stated above we fundamentally oppose the NHPAU figures, and additionally do not consider that in both the current and longer term economic environment that this scenario is sustainable or achievable. There is just not going to be the infrastructure and jobs to support this scenario. 

We oppose scenario 3

Scenario 4 – National Household Projections. We would refer to our general comments. If a policy based on past trends and demographics is followed this is a recipe for disaster, besides concreting over vast swathes of producting and valuable land the increased targets would be unachievable and unsupported by either infrastructure or jobs – therefore unsustainable.  In the current and indeed future economic environment, Scenario 4 is totally unrealistic. 

As stated in our general comments we do not consider that just building new dwellings is the answer to both the arguable housing shortfall, or the affordability issue. It is both simplistic and naïve, and shows little grasp of the realities  and no evidence of taking a multi faceted approach to the problems of   long term planning. 

We oppose scenario 4

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 covered?

No – we consider that each of scenario  impact assessments have been inadequately assessed and omit some important regional impacts. 

Affordability – we are not of the view that this Governments view that they can build their way out of the market driven affordability issue will work, even if targets of 35% of development being affordable rigidly enforced.  Indeed there have been a number of reports that demonstrate this – and certainly this is unsustainable in the longer term. So comparing scenarios against a fatally flawed concept is lacking in any kind of robustness.

Food Security – there is no mention in the impact assessments of food security and agriculture in respect of any of the scenarios or in the regional impacts. 

Flooding – there is no comparison of the scenarios in the known flood risk areas identified in the CFMP of the Ouse, increasing with climate change, nor is there any mention of the combined effect of cross regional growth. This is too limited in impact assessment of the scenarios to have much value. 

Water  - this is a totally inadequate impact assessment in what is in the main a water stressed area. In addition the water quality impact needs to be robustly assessed to comply both with the EU  Habitat and Water directives. 

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, the vision and objectives of the current plan need re assessing against the changed economic climate. 

Question 6 – Do you have any evidence to suggest that policies other than those identified need to be updated or created?

As we have already identified to EERA instead of saying policies in respect of robust strategies in bringing empty homes back to use is a Government responsibility – should have robust policies in consultation with local authorities to bring back them back into use. The powers are there, the methods are practiced by a few exemplar authorities – but most do not. It is completely absurd to say there is a need for homes affordable and market homes, when there are over 60,000 dwellings in the E E Region. For example to be told that nothing is done until a property is empty for two years, and only then if it is blighting the neighbourhood – is just unbelievable. We should be maximising use of existing resources as well as considering new ones. 

Question 7 – Do you have any comment on the sub-area profiles

No except for our general comment in respect of the expansion of MK into Central Bedfordshire – reproduced below. 

The published SE Plan requires that EERA test a figure of 5,600 dwellings as an extension of Milton Keynes into Central Bedfordshire.  EERA is aware there is a Memorandum of understanding in place between Central Bedfordshire Council  and Milton  Keynes Unitary Authority that, subject to the EE Plan review that 2,000 dwellings could be accomodated to form part of the SE urban extension of Milton Keynes.

The issue the Society has is that we consider that any such expansion should be counted within the EE Review Plan totals. We consider that the inclusion of figures from one region within the totality of another region is both  legally challengable, and  importantly would set a precedent for the future for all English regions that would be unacceptable and open to abuse. The Secretary of State in her propopsed changes to the SE Plan, was quite clear, Central Bedfordshire figures could not be counted in the SE Plan, and adjusted the Milton Keynes and SE Plan totals accordingly.  

It is entirely workable for strategic expansion of growth areas to be planned across regional/local authority boundaries, and for joint working to ensure effective sustainable delivery. However if housing totals are not included in the host regions totals, not only are their potential problems for infrastructure funding support and delivery, but more importantly it provides a perverse incentive for local authorities to protect their own administrative area by extending into another administrative area. 

Question 8 – Do you have any comments on the integrated Sustainability Appraisal. Is there any further information that should be taken into account. 

We have considered the Integrated Sustainability Assessment and consider that it lacks robustness in its breadth and depth. We recognised that EERA is working to very tight timescales but as clearly indicated any and all of the scenarios will have a negative sustainability impact.  We are particularly concerned about the lack of detail in respect of of Climate Change, Transport, Water supply and quality and additionally deplore the fact that food security/agriculture is omited from the Assessment and that flooding is not addressed as a separate issue rather than consisting of just a few sentances within Climate Change and Energy.  

We would refer to our comment under the General comment section – reproduced below. 

Tthe Society has a particular interest and concern in respect of climate change and flooding and the total failure of Regional Assemblies and indeed the Environment Agency to address the cross regional impact of growth and climate change on flooding.. For example the Enviroment Agency CFMP of the Ouse and its tributaries identifies the towns at increased risk of flooding from both growth and climate change but does not take into account the effect of growth on the Nene, and the Welland, and the possible knock-on effect  on the Ouse, The Wash, and even further away the North Norfolk coast.  The  SFRA carried out by EERA, and indeed the Sustainability Assessment, has not included in its risk assessment the combined effect of  the SE Plan Growth Area of Milton Keynes etc, nor the effect of the East Midlands Plan. This is further compounded by the Governments current proposals to weaken PPS25 in respect of Flood Zone and Coastal Development.  In addition to  the risks posed by flooding to the populace and economy, we consider that there is a very real risk that unless the combined effect of regional plans on european sites are assessed then we will be in breach of both the European Habitats and Water Quality Directives. 

We consider the Habitat Regulation Assessment is fundamentally flawed and does not meet the requirments of the Directive. It is not sufficient to assess the scenarios by the effect of localised growth on individual sub regional areas. Internationally designated wildlife  sites (SACs, SPAs and Ramsar sites) are dependant on regional and cross regional factors. 

For example in respect of just one of the sites the Ouse Washes SAC, SPA and Ramsar site, we would refer you to the East of England Plan document below. 

Habitat Regulation Assessment of the Secretary of States Proposed Changes and Further Proposed Changes - Review of the Sustainability Appraisal and the Strategic Environmental Assessment – October 2007.

Whilst the Secretary of State comments maintained that the policies and amendments made, removed all significant risk in respect of Habitat Regulations, this was not in fact correct as RPS Consultants  overall conclusion in respect of the Ouse Washes made clear:

8.6 The risk of likely significant effects as a result of changes in water quality and excess run off were identified as a result of proposals in policies SS3, H1 and WAT2, and in combination with proposals in the South East Plan and the Milton Keynes South Midlands Sub-Regional Strategy.

8.10 However, since changes in water quality, and increased flooding could be experienced on the Great Ouse which may affect the Ouse Washes, we could not conclude that the policies 553, H1 and WAT2, of the draft East of England RSS, in combination with proposals in the South East Plan and the Milton Keynes South Midlands Sub-Regional Strategy, would have no effect on the integrity of the Ouse Washes SAC, SPA and Ramsar Site.


8.12
We are satisfied that this approach addresses the areas of concern and that
it can be concluded that the East of England RSS will have no effect on the integrity of the Ouse Washes SAC, SPA and Ramsar Site. There remains the potential for an in combination effect with the proposals of the South East Plan and the Milton Keynes South Midlands Sub-Regional Strategy, which should be addressed through the further development of those plans.

8.17 We therefore could not conclude that policy SS3 of the draft East of England RSS (in combination with the South-East Regional Plan) would have no effect on the integrity of the Portholme SAC.

 8.18 As for the Ouse Washes, referred to above, we are satisfied that the changes made to the supporting text to Policy WAT2 address the areas of concern, and that it can be concluded that the East of England RSS will have no effect on the integrity of Portholme SAC. There remains the potential for an in combination effect with the proposals of the South East Plan and the Milton Keynes South Midlands Sub-Regional Strategy, which should be addressed through the further development of those plans.

Overall Conclusion

8.43 There is the potential for in-combination effects with the South East Plan and the Milton Keynes South Midlands Sub-Regional Strategy with respect to Portholme SAC, and the Ouse Washes SAC, SPA and Ramsar Sites. This should be addressed through the further development of those plans.

We would also refer you to the following documents:

South East England Regional Assembly – Regional Flood Risk Appraisal for South East Plan – November 2006 (this was carried out before the Panel report increased the number of houses to be built – and before the secretary of States changes published July) – this did not encompass the joint effect of the SE Plan, EE Plan and East Midland Plan

In this report the writers stated  as part of  Section 4. Identification of Broad Locations Particularly at Risk:

4.1 Detailed assessment of flood risk are not possible, as the South East Plan does not allocate development to specific sites However it has been possible to identify those locations where the presence of Flood Zone 2 and 3 coincided with relatively high levels of additional growth. For the purposes of this exercise a high level of growth is considered to be:

· Individual locations specifically identified in the sub-regional policies taking a high  number of extra homes (above 6,00).

· Districts above 800 additional dwellings per annum allocated in Policy H1 (see Map 1)

· Districts above 8 additional dwellings per annum and sq km of the whole district area (see Map 2)

4.2 Map 3 highlights areas where high flood risk and high growth – as defined above – overlap, and this is particularly the case in the Kent Thames Gateway, Milton Keynes/Aylesbury Vale, Ashford, South Hampshire and Reading. 

4.3 It has to be acknowledged that the approach used in this appraisal is dependent upon the level of spatial detail within the South East Plan. It nevertheless highlights broad locations where further consideration may be required (depending on the spatial distribution of development at the local level) of the potential for flood risk to be a concern. Accordingly it is an indicator of broad locations where it is recommended to carry out SFRA

An SFRA was carried out by Milton Keynes published  in 2008 but this was not taken into account when EERA carried out its own SFRA. The original EE Plan was uninformed by an SFRA, as that was not the requirement at that time. 

RSS for the South East: Sustainability Appraisal and Habitats regulations Assessment/Appropriate Assessment of the Secretary of State’s Proposed Changes July 2008 – by Scott Wilson, Levett-Therivel

We would ask you to note the report states that areas potentially subject to increased flood risk as a result of the Draft South East Plan included  parts of the Sussex coast, East Kent and Ashford, Central Oxfordshire and Didcot, Milton Keynes and Aylesbury, Crawley and parts of South Hampshire.

The Sustainability Assessment conclusions in respect of Environment  in respect of the South East Plan – which of course did not include in its SA, any examination of cross regional effects:

Significant Environmental costs, to the point of potentially approaching environmental limits (although this is difficult to demonstrate empirically). These include:

· Water quality in the Solent area, and possibly elsewhere due to constraints on wastewater treatment

· Water resources thoughout much of the region

· Air quality near the region’s airports

· Biodiversity, as exemplified by problems in ensuring that the integrity of sites of international nature conservation importance is not significantly affected and

· Increased flooding due to climate change and the location of some new development in areas of flood risk.
This report makes some recommendations that we find in tune with our concerns in respect of the lack of cross regional boundary assessment. 

1. Take a more environment constraints-led approach to the distribution of future growth in the region

2. Consider the option of new freestanding settlements which could reduce the strain on existing regional hubs and large settlements

3. Consider a pan regional approach to the growth debate, focusing on major inter-regional development issues that cannot be satisfactorily addressed by each region acting in isolation.

The Habitat Assessment  in the document again lacks robustness and detail and is referred to as a so-called Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA0/Appropriate Assessment (AA) and yet again did not consider the impact of growth in the SE Region on any neighouring region including EE Region.  

CFMP Ouse and its Tributaries

The Environment Agencies CFMP of the Ouse and all its tributaries is of course a high level strategic document in respect of flood risk  but even this identifies the risk areas from both existing planned development and climate change across Regional Boundaries. 

We would remind EERA that the Ouse Washes are deteriorating both in terms of repeat flooding and water quality – to the point that in 2007 the Environment Agency announced the adoption of the Ouse Washses habitat creation project. 

The Environment Agency gives notice that the Ouse Washes Habitat Creation Project was adopted on 20 July 2007.
The objective of the project is to create wet grassland habitat for the bird species that have been affected by the deterioration of the Ouse Washes Special Protection Area.

We are extremely concerned that when considering the Integrated Sustainability Assessment of the 4 Scenarios, once again the cross regional impact assessment has been totally ignored.

The Society has raised again and again the failure of Regional Spatial Strategy SAs and Habitat Assessments to assess the cross regional effect of development both in terms of flood risk and water quality issues to the population, but  more particularly international sites – but to date no-one appears to taking any notice. So we will reiterate our concern once more – using the Ouse as just  one example of why we are concerned. .  

We hope you you have found our comments useful.

Yours sincerely

Fran Fry, Vice Chair 

for and authorised by Willis Cuttel. Chair

Woburn Sands District Society
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