East of England Plan - Roll Forward to 2031
Question 1: Do you think we have chosen the right growth scenarios to consider? If not, what other scenarios should we consider and why? 
In our view the four scenarios represent ‘business as usual’ in varying degrees. This confirmed by the statement in para 2.8 of the consultation booklet ‘Scenarios for housing and economic growth’ that the economic forecasting model uses past trends and assumptions. The UK is in the midst of a severe financial disruption which will almost certainly lead in the long term to more stringent conditions on loans for property purchase. Inevitably the levels of funding available, particularly for first-time buyers, will impact on current plans for house building in the foreseeable future. One means of mitigating this consequence could be the direct funding of the building of affordable homes by central government, but the level of such funding is likely to be restricted in the medium term. 

Just this month the EEDA study, ‘East of England Transport and Carbon’, reveals that even under the most radical proposal for cutting carbon emissions from transport the committed target for 2031 will be missed by a wide margin. Therefore other sectors will have to compensate by taking an even bigger proportion of the required emissions reduction.

All of this suggests that the whole roll forward planning programme is premature until it becomes clear what long-term structural changes in the UK economy can be expected and what changes will have to be implemented if CO2 emissions targets are to be met.   

Question 2: Do you have any comments on the four growth scenarios?
All four scenarios relate to a Plan that is driven by house-building and to a lesser extent employment. A significant element of both arises from migration into the region and the role of ‘helping to meet the employment needs of London’s key businesses’ (para 3.2). As a consequence there will be higher levels of carbon emissions, particularly from road transport, compared with a ‘natural growth only’ scenario. This raises the fundamental question whether there should be a national strategy of encouraging the concentration of economic growth in the South-East and the East of England if commitments on climate change are to be met. We think that rolling forward of the Plan should be postponed until such time that the implications of meeting these commitments are better understood.
Question 3: What is your preferred growth scenario and why?
· For the reasons set out in our answers to Questions 1 and 2 we think that there is no certainty that any of the four scenarios will be appropriate, given the fundamental changes that will have to be accommodated in the near future, so we support none of them. 
· Our preferred growth scenario is based on first establishing what funding will be available for addressing the present deficit in infrastructure provision and then the funding necessary to support further growth in housing and employment. Once these funding levels have been determined, for both hard infrastructure (e.g. transport, water supply, sewage disposal etc) and soft infrastructure (e.g. health care, education etc.), together with the demand for expansion of employment, it will then be possible to identify where and how much housing should be provided.
· Given the need to severely reduce the carbon emissions from road transport we believe that future housing provision will have to be in high density developments within existing settlements. Adopting this strategy would also minimise the costs of expanding infrastructure provision. 

Question 4: Do you agree that we have covered all the regional impacts of the four scenarios that have been identified? If not, what else should we have addressed?
No.
The recently published EEDA study ‘East of England Transport and Carbon’ needs to be taken into account in assessing the impacts of the four scenarios.

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 Overall Spatial Vision should in the second sentence refer to ‘reducing carbon emissions in order to minimise the impact of climate change’.

· In Objectives we suggest the following rewording of the first bullet point of (ii): ‘the delivery of additional housing throughout the region, particularly the key centres for development and change, in a manner consistent with commitments to mitigate the effects of climate change.’

Question 6: Do you have any evidence to suggest that policies other than those identified need to be updated or created?
Many of the policies of the current Plan need to be reassessed in the light of the recently published study ‘East of England Transport and Carbon’. This shows that emission targets for transport will not be met, so balancing reductions will be needed in other areas, thus requiring a full re-examination.
Question 7: Do you have any comments on the sub-area profiles?

· Our preferred growth scenario would not include Harlow North. This proposal was thoroughly examined at the EiP and then rejected by the two inspectors. Its inclusion in the present Plan by the Secretary of State was for purely political reasons, with no convincing justification provided. Likewise we remain unconvinced of the need for the western expansion of Stevenage. Like Harlow North it would almost certainly become a dormitory for London, placing a huge additional burden on existing road and rail links to the capital.

· A second runway at Stansted would not be included in our scenario. The airport already has approval for a major expansion in passenger numbers and until the present uncertainties we note in Questions 1 and 2 are resolved it would be unwise to consider any further increase in capacity.

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

The Integrated Sustainability Appraisal only considers internationally designated wildlife sites. The countryside in Hertfordshire, both Green Belt areas and unprotected areas, is essential to the character and well-being of the county, and serves as a lung for London. Implementation of any one of the four scenarios would severely and unnecessarily damage this amenity. We believe that there has been a failure to take this consideration into account both within national and regional government. 

