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Section One
Introduction

1.1 The East of England Plan

The East of England Plan is published by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government.  It incorporates

the Regional Transport Strategy and covers the counties of Norfolk, Suffolk, Cambridgeshire, Essex, Hertfordshire and

Bedfordshire.  Together with relevant sections of the Milton Keynes - South Midlands Sub-Regional Strategy, it constitutes

the Regional Spatial Strategy for the East of England under the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.  

The East of England Plan is a revision to the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) for the East of England and is one of a series

of Regional Spatial Strategies introduced by the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.  It builds on the Draft East

of England Plan prepared by the East of England Regional Assembly (EERA), which was submitted to the Secretary of

State in December 2004, and the findings of the independent Panel appointed to conduct the Examination in Public of the

Draft Plan, which closed in March 2006.  It takes account of the Regional Economic Strategy (RES) for the East of England

(but pre-dates the 2008 RES revision) and other plans and programmes that have a bearing on land-use activities,

including the Regional Housing Strategy prepared by EERA and its partners.

This revision now replaces an initial Regional Spatial Strategy that comprised the Regional Planning Guidance for East

Anglia (RPG6, 2000) together with relevant sections of the former Regional Planning Guidance for the South East and

Thames Gateway (RPGs 9, 9B & 3B/9B).  It will set the strategic planning context for decision makers in the East of

England for the period to 2021.  Work has already commenced on the next revision to RSS which will roll forward the Plan

to 2031.

Regional Spatial Strategies provide a policy framework within which Local Development Documents (LDDs) must be in

general conformity.  

1.2 Supporting Document

It is the practice of the Secretary of State to publish a schedule of reasons for final changes to RSS and a summary of

representations received.  To accompany this revision to RSS, the Secretary of State has also published a Sustainability

Statement, which incorporates the requirements of Regulation 16 of the Environmental Assessment Regulations (Plans

and Programmes),  and further advice on the effects of the Plan following assessment under the Conservation (Natural

Habitats &c) Regulations 1994.  These comprise a suite of supporting documents which have been published together as

a single Supporting Document.  Each can, however, be read as a free standing document.  

An overview of the Supporting Document follows.

Consideration of representations received 
The draft Plan has been finalised following consideration by the Secretary of State of the Panel’s report, published in June

2006, and responses to the two subsequent public consultations.

The Secretary of State published her ‘Proposed Changes to the Draft  Revision to the Regional Spatial Strategy for the

East of England and Statement of Reasons’ for consultation in December 2006.  The consultation period ran for

approximately 11 weeks. She then published ‘Further Proposed Changes’ in October 2007.  This second consultation

ran for a period of 8 weeks.  

The Revision to the Regional Spatial Strategy for the East of England Plan: Supporting Document 1



The Further Proposed Changes related exclusively to the protection of sites for wildlife which have European or

international importance.  They were put forward in response to representations received at the Proposed Changes stage

so that future development avoids causing any adverse effect on such sites or ensures any such effects are adequately

mitigated.  They take into account the Assessment of the Plan’s effects on European sites protected under the

Conservation (Natural Habitats &c) Regulations 1994 as amended 2007 (the ‘Habitats Regulations’), which was

commissioned following consultation on the Proposed Changes.

The response to both consultations, as recorded on the submitted representations forms, is summarised below.

Representations on the Proposed Changes are summarised in Section Two of this Report.

Representations on the Further Proposed Changes are summarised in Section Three of this Report.

Final Changes and Reasons
The Schedule of final Changes and Reasons comprises Section Four of the Supporting Document.  

In outline, the RSS seeks to:

• respond to demographic changes in the region, and in particular the shortage of affordable housing;

• support economic growth and regeneration

• reduce the region’s impact on, and exposure to, the effects of climate change; and

• put in place a development strategy that has the potential to support sustainable growth beyond 2021. 

Final minor revisions to the draft East of England Plan, made for the following reasons, are not referred to in this document:

• changes of a non-material or a factual / updating nature;

• cross-references within the document; and

• minor amendments of grammar, syntax or style.

SSuummmmaarryy  ooff  ccoonnssuullttaattiioonn  rreessppoonnsseess

Proposed Changes: Responses Percent %

Total Responses 19,755

Objecting 17,864 90

Support 1,573 8

Observation 318 2

Further Proposed Changes:

Total Responses 9,183

Objecting 8,862 96.5

Support 321 3.5
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Sustainability Statement
The Sustainability Statement explains how sustainability considerations have been integrated into the Plan, including

opinions expressed in response to the consultation draft versions of the Plan and the accompanying Sustainability

Reports. It focuses on how environmental effects have been taken into account, as required under the Environmental

Assessment Regulations.

The Sustainability Statement is published at Section Five of this document.

Extended Structure Plan policies replaced by the East of England Plan
In September 2007 the Government Office for the East of England wrote to County Councils and Unitary Authorities in the

region to advise them which policies from their existing Structure Plans should be extended after 27 September 2007.

The expectation was that those extended policies would be replaced by policies either in this Revision of the RSS or the

Development Plan Documents for the relevant local authorities.  Section six identifies those extended policies which are

replaced by this RSS.

Further Assessment undertaken under the Habitats Regulations
A final iteration of the assessment of the Plan under the Habitats Regulations was commissioned in response to

representations received on the Further Proposed Changes. The final assessment comprises supplementary advice

provided by RPS and forms an addendum to the report of the Habitats Regulations Assessment published with Further

Proposed Changes.  The advice is published at Appendices 1-4.
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Section Two
Summary of representations
received in response to the
Proposed Changes to the Draft Plan

2.1 Analysis of representations

Consultation on the Secretary of State’s Proposed Changes to the Draft East of England Plan lasted for eleven weeks,

until early March 2007.  It attracted 19,755 responses from some 13,000 different parties.  Of these, 588 were from public

and private organisations, comprising a range of agencies, authorities, interest groups and businesses.  The remaining

representations came from members of the public, including a substantial number from supporters of ‘Stop Harlow

North’, a local campaign group.

Many organisations and individuals made multiple representations across a range of policy areas.  For this reason, the

data used in this analysis relates to the number of representations made on a particular chapter or policy area, rather than

the number of respondents.  

Objectors mainly expressed concern about the proposed scale of development in certain areas, loss of green belt land

and the potential for environmental damage resulting from the Plan.  Policies of concern to many, and in particular to

respondents from Hertfordshire, included:

• proposals for expansion of Harlow and related green belt releases, involving land within Hertfordshire; 

• proposals for Regional Housing Provision 2001 - 2021 and its distribution;

• proposals for expansion of Hemel Hempstead and Welwyn / Hatfield, and related green belt reviews. 

Reflecting these concerns, the majority of representations (78%) focused on just four policies: 

Policy SS7: Green Belt 
(Total responses: 3,196; Objections: 3,161; Support: 23; Observations: 12)

Respondents, predominantly in the south of the region, were concerned by the prospect of losing significant areas of land

with green belt designation, the potential for coalescence of settlements and negative impacts on the environment.  Some

considered the total area of green belt less important than its location.  Objections to this policy accounted for

approximately 18% of all objections.

Policy H1: Regional Housing Provision 2001 – 2021 
(Total responses: 3,479; Objections: 3,400; Support: 59; Observations: 20)

Respondents cited social, environmental and infrastructure concerns, including congestion and water resources in their

objections to this policy, which accounted for approximately 19% of all objections).  Many objected to the allocations for

specific districts.  Housing affordability considerations were cited in support of this policy.  
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Policy HA1: Harlow Key Centre for Development and Change
(Total responses: 5,669; Objections: 5,598; Support: 56; Observations: 15)

Policy HA1 attracted the greatest number of responses and accounted for approximately 31 % of all objections

Objections were similar to those made in response to Policy H1 in relation to the East Hertfordshire housing allocation.  

Policies LA1 – LA4: London Arc
(Total responses: 3,438; Objections: 3,389; Support: 39; Observations: 10)

Representations on the London Arc related to Welwyn Garden City, Hatfield, Hemel Hempstead and Watford.

Respondents were concerned that the infrastructure to support development (particularly roads, schools, hospitals,

water and sewerage) is inadequate. There was strong opposition to development on green belt land, with many

suggesting that this would lead to the coalescence of St Albans, Hatfield and Hemel Hempstead.  Others objected to the

proposed scale of development in the Hemel Hempstead area until the full Buncefield inquiry had been completed.

Together, objections to these policies accounted for approximately 19% of all objections.

2.2 Summary of representations by Section

Figure 1.  Proportion of representations according to Section.

The large number of responses on the Core Strategy, Housing and Sub-Regions and Key Centre sections is attributable,

in part, to the ‘Stop Harlow North’ campaign.  Other policies generally attracted a much smaller number of responses.  A

summary of comments on each section follows.

Section 1. Introduction.
(Total responses: 58; Objections: 42; Support: 9; Observation: 7)

Objections to the Introduction were mainly to the Plan as a whole or to aspects of other sections.

Key Centres for Development (50%) Vision (1%)

Environment (1%) Introduction (<1%)

Minerals (<1%) Culture (<1%)

Waste (<1%) CO2 and Renewable Energy (<1%)

Core Strategy (19%) Housing (19%)

Water (<1%) Transport (3%)

Implementation (<1%) Economic Development (2%)
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Section 2. Vision and Objectives.
(Total responses: 210; Objections: 161; Support: 19; Observation: 30)

The Vision and Objectives attracted many representations, but comments were often more relevant to Sections 3 (Core

Strategy), 5 (Housing) and 13 (Key Centres for Development and Change). 

Section 3. Core Spatial Strategy.
(Total responses: 3,569; Objections: 3,372; Support: 164; Observations: 33)

Policy SS7 accounted for the vast majority of objections.  Comments on other policies included:

Policy SS1: Achieving Sustainable Development
(Total responses: 68; Objections: 37; Support: 23; Observations: 8)

There was broad support for strengthening relationships between homes, workplaces and the provision of services or

facilities. Respondents suggested that infrastructure should be provided before housing development is initiated. A

number of suggestions were made for adding to the policy.  Others commented that this policy repeated national

guidance, without offering a regional perspective or regional targets. 

Policy SS2: Overall Spatial Strategy
(Total responses: 57; Objections: 28; Support: 25; Observations: 4)

The focus on growth within major urban areas and the re-use of previously developed land was broadly supported.

Various suggestions were made for altering the target for the percentage of development on previously developed land.

Policy SS3: Key Centres for Development and Change
(Total responses: 129; Objections: 93; Support: 33; Observations: 3)

Local authorities and Hertfordshire residents accounted for the majority of objections; many questioned whether

appropriate environmental assessment, sustainability appraisal or public involvement had informed the identification of

Hatfield, Welwyn and Hemel Hempstead as key centres.

Policy SS5: Priority Areas for Regeneration
(Total responses: 25; Objections: 9; Support: 16; Observations: 0)

Respondents supported identification of, and action to address, pockets of deprivation.  Some advanced a case for other

areas in the region to have priority status.

Policy SS9: The Coast
(Total responses: 21; Objections: 9; Support: 9; Observation: 3)

There was support for an integrated approach to environmental, economic and social policy objectives, subject to some

further elaboration.  

Section 4 – Economic Development
(Total responses: 327; Objections: 204; Support: 98; Observation: 25)

Policies relating to job growth and Stansted Airport attracted a significant number of representations, with some calling for

clarification of the airport related component of the Essex job target.  Other comments included:
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Policy E1: Job growth 2001- 2021
(Total responses: 79; Objections: 54; Support: 20; Observation: 5)

There was some concern about the status of the job growth figures in Policy E1 and how the policy might be interpreted.

Calls were made for specific targets to be revised on the basis of new evidence tested in the preparation of Local

Development Documents. Some consultees favoured higher job growth targets, but others regarded the figures as too

low.  Some advocated an explicit reference to achieving balanced employment and housing growth.  

Policy E3: Regionally Strategic Employment Locations
(Total responses: 39; Objections: 19; Support: 18; Observations: 2)

There was support for the provision of key employment locations and suggestions that they should be more locationally

specific.  Amendments were suggested to the list of locations in Bedfordshire, Hertfordshire and Suffolk.

Policy E5: Regional Structure of Town Centres
(Total responses: 27; Objections: 8; Support: 15; Observations: 4)

The concentration of development in existing regional centres, and the identification of Cambridge, Chelmsford, Harlow

and Luton as centres of strategic importance, was welcomed.  Several respondents expressed concern about

environmental and infrastructure capacity limits.

Policy E6: Out of Centre / Sub-Regional Shopping Centres
(Total responses: 26; Objections: 10; Support: 15; Observation: 1)

There were few objections to this policy and general support for focusing new retail development in existing urban centres.

Responses to Essex Thames Gateway Policy included observations on Lakeside shopping centre.

Policy E8: The Region’s Airports
(Total responses: 94; Objections: 82; Support: 10; Observation: 2)

This policy attracted many comments from individuals and organisations opposed to national air transport policy and the

expansion of Stansted and Luton airports. 

Section 5 – Housing Provision
(Total responses: 3,619; Objections: 3,500; Support: 93; Observation: 26)

Policy H1 attracted a large number of responses, mostly from Hertfordshire residents opposed to the number of new

homes proposed for the county.  There were relatively few responses to Policies H2, H3 and H4, on which opinion was

more evenly divided.  Comments included:

Policy H1: Regional Housing Provision 2001 - 2021
(Total responses: 3,479; Objections: 3,400; Support: 59; Observation: 20)

The increased regional housing total of 508,000 dwellings attracted some support, but a much greater number of

respondents objected, citing a range of environmental and infrastructure related concerns.  In particular, there were strong

objections to district level increases that had not been endorsed by local authorities.  

Many consultees, including environmental bodies, objected to the statement that district allocations be regarded as

minimum targets. Some objected to the intention that Local Development Documents should provide for a housing land
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supply beyond 2021.  Objectors raised delivery issues and suggested that some proposals were premature in view of the

proposed early review of RSS.

Policy H3: Affordable Housing 
(Total responses: 83; Objections: 68; Support: 14; Observation: 1)

Amongst local authorities, there was support for a stronger target, coupled to local flexibility of provision in response to

local needs studies.  Some sought a specific ‘homes for rent’ target, expressed as an absolute level of provision rather

than as a percentage of overall housing provision.

Section 6 – Culture
(Total responses: 70; Objections: 52; Support: 12; Observation: 6)

Of the two Policies in this section, C2 (Provision and location of Strategic Cultural facilities), prompted more responses.

Most representations sought minor changes of emphasis or additional wording.  

Section 7 – Regional Transport Strategy
(Total responses: 616; Objections: 393; Support: 174; Observation: 49)

Policies T1, T12 and T15 attracted most responses.  Expansion at Stansted Airport remains a contentious issue and

generated numerous objections.  Many oppose the policy for improving access to Stansted because of the environmental

impact associated with airport development. 

Several respondents advocated an objective to achieve an absolute reduction in road traffic; others favoured more explicit

support for individual transport schemes in RSS. Some advocated the inclusion of particular schemes to support the

development of particular Key Centres.  Policy-specific comments included:

Policy T1: Regional Transport Strategy Objectives and Outcomes
(Total responses: 125; Objections: 96; Support: 22; Observation: 7)

Many respondents objected to the omission of the Panel’s recommendations seeking an absolute reduction in traffic.

Others welcomed the emphasis on changing travel behaviour and saw the aspiration to reduce the rate of growth in road

traffic as more realistic. Some respondents, including local authorities and environmental groups, suggested that more

emphasis should be given to encouraging awareness of environmental sustainability and changing travel behaviour.

Policy T12: Surface Access to Airports
(Total responses: 87; Objections: 73; Support: 7; Observation: 7)

Many respondents took the opportunity to express their views on the proposed expansion of Stansted Airport.  Several

considered that the RSS should have a role in determining the rate of air traffic growth or runway provision at the region’s

airports. It was suggested that the RSS statement on the contribution which airport developers should make towards

surface access infrastructure was inconsistent with the Air Transport White Paper.  

Policy T15: Transport Investment Priorities
(Total responses: 74; Objections: 52; Supporting: 13; Observation: 9)

Local authorities were dissatisfied with the removal of the Proposal List.  In their view, without a list of future schemes, the

RSS does not identify the strategic transport needs of the region, thereby breaking the link between growth and transport.

There was some recognition that the RSS is unable to commit funding beyond the current spending round and does not

Section 2 Summary of representations8



commit this, or future Governments, to funding a list of specific schemes.  Some respondents considered that the RSS

fails to recognise the inadequacy of east-west transport provision across the region.  

Section 8 – Environment
(Total responses: 212; Objections: 104; Support: 70; Observation: 38)

The environmental policies of the RSS attracted a range of comments, both from organisations and individuals.  

Policy ENV1: Green Infrastructure
(Total responses: 71; Objections: 35; Support: 29; Observation: 7)

There was broad support for Policy ENV1, with recognition of the socio-economic benefits of green infrastructure and

support for proposals to be identified in Local Development Documents.  There was no single focus of concern and

comments tended to address points of detail.  Some respondents doubted that the necessary funding would be made

available for implementation.

Policy ENV3: Biodiversity and Earth Heritage
(Total responses: 30; Objections: 13; Support: 15; Observation: 2)

Several consultees suggested that terminology should be updated.  Inclusion of a Regional Biodiversity Map was

welcomed. 

Policy ENV5: Woodlands
(Total responses: 17; Objecting: 5; Support: 10; Observation: 2)

This policy was generally supported although some respondents thought that the proposed scale of development

conflicted with the provisions of this policy.  In particular, there were calls to protect woodland north of Harlow.

Section 9 - Carbon Dioxide Emissions and Renewable Energy
Policy aspirations were generally supported. Some thought the Government’s timescale for requiring carbon zero

development should be shorter.

Specific comments included:

Policy ENG1: Carbon Dioxide Emissions and Energy Policy
(Total responses: 63; Objections: 25; Support: 32; Observation: 6)

Several respondents considered that policy support for Combined Heat and Power (CHP) appeared weak.  It was

suggested that carbon reduction policy should tackle transport/air transport emissions. A small number of respondents

sought re-instatement of energy consumption statements. 

Policy ENG2: Renewable Energy Targets
(Total responses: 30; Objections: 14; Support: 13; Observation: 3)

Policy targets were broadly welcomed, although some respondents wanted RSS to set clear targets for carbon reduction,

or targets expressed as total carbon equivalents..  There were suggestions that wood fuel heating targets should be

identified and the term “installed capacity” should be defined.  
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Section 10 – Water
(Total responses: 175; Objections: 117; Support: 31; Observation: 27)

Policies WAT1 and WAT2 attracted the majority of responses and tied in with representations on policies for Housing, the

London Arc and Harlow.  Objectors cited lack of water resources and inadequate sewerage capacity.

There was concern that the requirements of the Water Framework Directive had not been reflected adequately.  Several

respondents suggested that further studies are required to identify water and sewerage needs to support development,

particularly in Hertfordshire.  

Some respondents sought revisions to the water policies and supporting text to strengthen protection for wildlife on sites

of European and international importance, Natural England and others advised that further assessment was required

under the Habitats Regulations. Other policy comments included:

Policy WAT1: Water Efficiency
(Total responses: 64; Objections: 42; Support:13; Observation: 9)

The emphasis on achieving efficiency savings and the intention to monitor progress, was welcomed. Some respondents

suggested revisions and qualifications. 

Policy WAT4: Flood Risk Management
(Total responses: 25; Objections: 11; Support: 10; Observation: 4)

There was broad support for the approach to Flood Risk Management, but some, including the Environment Agency,

sought minor revisions to policy and/ or text.

Section 11 – Waste
(Total responses: 82; Objections: 42; Support: 16; Observation: 24)

Respondents were mainly waste planning authorities and industry representatives.  Most raised points of clarification,

definition and explanation.  There were concerns about the movement of exported waste from London (‘Policy WM3

Imported Waste’ attracted 22 responses) and a lack of waste management capacity, especially for hazardous waste.

Specific comments included: 

Policy WM 3: Imported Waste 
(Total responses: 22; Objections: 12; Support: 4 ; Observation: 6)

Some waste planning authorities sought amendments to the apportionment. The Greater London Authority was concerned

that the date for ending untreated waste imports from London conflicted with policy adopted in the London Plan.

Policy WM 4: Regional Waste Apportionment
(Total responses: 9; Objections: 5; Support: 1; Observation: 3)

Several waste planning authorities favoured the inclusion of annual apportionment figures for clarity, and to assist

monitoring.

Section 12 – Minerals
(Total responses: 13; Objections: 12; Support: 1; Observation: 0)

Objections to Policy M1 related to a number of detailed matters requiring revision or clarification.
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Section 13 – Key Centres for Development and Change
(Total responses: 9,584; Objections: 9,347; Support: 193; Observation: 44)

Section 13 ‘Key Centres for Development and Change’ attracted 50% of all representations. Figure 2 provides a

breakdown of responses.

Figure 2. Number of representations by Key Centre for Development and Change

Cambridge Sub Region 
(Total responses: 92; Objections: 64; Support: 22; Observation: 6)

Respondents expressed a range of views concerning the definition of the sub-region, the character of the city, the role of

new settlements (including Northstowe) and the green belt review.  There were suggestions that specific infrastructure

and public transport improvements should be identified.

Essex Thames Gateway
(Total responses: 62; Objections: 44; Support: 14 ; Observation: 4)

Thurrock Council objected to the wording of ETG2 (and also E6, in Chapter 4 Economic Development).  They noted that

policies allow for no expansion of net retail floorspace at Lakeside.  Other respondents took a view that limiting Lakeside’s

development appeared inconsistent with the development of 18,500 additional homes in Thurrock, plus growth in the

wider Thames Gateway South Essex area.  They were concerned, also, that the cap may jeopardise Thurrock’s job

growth aspirations.  Other respondents suggested that the Plan leave a decision on the scale of retailing at Lakeside to the

relevant Thurrock Development Plan Documents. They suggested relevant criteria that should be taken into account at

that stage.

Some respondents suggested that boundaries for Essex Thames Gateway be extended to include land north of the A13

in Thurrock and the A127 in Basildon.  There was a suggestion that the Thurrock urban area boundary be extended and

that implementation of the RSS could require green belt review in the borough. 

London Arc (3,438) Thetford (15)

Cambridge (92) Peterborough (14)

Haven Gateway (33) Kings Lynn (10)

Essex/Thames Gateway (62) Chelmsford (22)

Stevenage (161) Norwich (50)

Great Yarmouth/Lowestoft (18) Harlow (5,669)
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Objections were raised that insufficient emphasis had been placed on transport and green infrastructure.  One consultee

suggested that policy on the protection of wharves should be extended to cover all of the Essex Thames Gateway. 

Haven Gateway
(Total responses: 33; Objections: 16; Support: 14; Observation: 3)

Objectors called for more detail on transport infrastructure and raised concerns about environmental impacts on

designated sites.  Calls were made for proposals in relation to housing growth to be fully consistent with Policy H1.

London Arc
(Total responses:  3,438; Objections: 3,389; Support: 39; Observation: 10)

Respondents objected to the proposed increase in growth at Hemel Hempstead and Welwyn Garden City / Hatfield and

to the associated green belt reviews to accommodate the scale of growth required.  Objectors’ main grounds were: lack

of an evidence base; the need to explore other options; the consultation process; environmental protection; green belt;

infrastructure (particularly transport and water supply/treatment) and deliverability.  

Mineral resources were a particular concern in relation to Hatfield.

Chelmsford
(Total responses: 22; Objections: 15; Support: 6; Observation:1)

Some respondents argued that local infrastructure cannot support the proposed level of development proposed.  Others

found the policy acceptable as it reinforces the role of Chelmsford.  Suggestions were made that sub-regional guidance

should cover employment, retail, primary health care, higher education and transport development strategies. Further

studies were proposed to determine the resource requirement. 

A small number of respondents sought stronger justification for the increase in new homes above the figures in the draft

Plan and suggested that the allocation for Chelmsford should return to 14,000.  Other respondents agreed with the

increase to 16,000 and suggested building on the “Greater Beaulieu Park” to the north of the town, to preserve the green

belt.  Some supported a strategic review of the green belt and suggested compensatory extensions to the north of

Chelmsford. 

Great Yarmouth and Lowestoft
(Total responses: 18; Objections: 15; Support: 2; Observation: 1)

Local planning authorities objected to the loss of sub-regional status.  Natural England and others were concerned about

the risk to sites designated under the European Habitats Directive. 

Harlow
(Total responses: 5,669; Objections: 5,598; Support: 56; Observation: 15)

Proposals for growth and development at Harlow attracted 30% of responses in both consultation periods.  Most were

from supporters of ‘Stop Harlow North’.  Objections were made to the proposed housing numbers, the effect of

development on green belt land and the environment, the approach taken to planning the eventual proposed scale and

directions of growth at Harlow and the realism of achieving the proposed scale of growth by 2021.  It was suggested that

physical separation of new development to the north from the existing town by the Stort floodplain would lead to a new

settlement that competes with Harlow, rather than contributes to its regeneration.  Some respondents suggested that

inadequate consideration had been given to options for eastward expansion of Harlow.  Most objectors thought that

Section 2 Summary of representations12



insufficient work had been done on wastewater infrastructure capacity, including the most recent technical work on this

matter.

Kings Lynn
(Total responses: 10; Objections: 8; Support: 1; Observation: 1)

Local authorities objected to the loss of sub-regional status.  Natural England was concerned about impacts on sites

designated under the European Habitats Directive. 

Norwich
(Total responses: 50; Objections: 29; Support: 21; Observation: 0)

Local planning authorities objected to the loss of sub-regional status.  Environmental bodies strongly supported the

removal of policy endorsement for the Norwich Northern Distributor Road (NNDR), but Norfolk County Council and the

Norwich Partnership objected, seeking reinstatement of support for this and other specific schemes in policy.

There was concern about the scale of proposed growth, which some thought likely to exert unacceptable pressure on the

environment, water and natural resources, including sites protected by the European Habitats Directive.  

Peterborough 
(Total responses: 14; Objections: 8; Support: 4; Observation: 2)

The City Council was concerned about the loss of sub-regional status. A number of respondents sought to strengthen the

policy’s requirement for cross-regional boundary working when preparing relevant policies and strategies.

Stevenage
(Total responses: 161; Objections: 151; Support: 9; Observation: 1)

A number of responses echoed representations made on Policies SS7 and H1.  Objectors opposed expansion of

Stevenage into the green belt because of the potential impact on countryside and landscape; possible settlement

coalescence (with Hitchin and Letchworth), and effects on the wider environment.  Objectors also doubted that the

proposed rate of growth could be delivered and were concerned by the additional demands that may be placed on

existing infrastructure, most notably transport, waste and water resources.

Supporting representations generally welcomed the vision for Stevenage as a regional growth point, including the

increased housing and employment targets, but wanted stronger policy support for specific transport infrastructure

proposals.  

Thetford
(Total responses: 15; Objections: 10; Support: 5; Observation: 0)

The local authority supported the growth proposals, but environmental bodies were concerned about possible adverse

effects on wildlife sites.

Section 14 – Implementation and Delivery, Monitoring and Review
(Total responses: 97; Objecting: 57; Support: 14; Observation: 26)

This section attracted comment across all three Policies – IMP1 Implementing the RSS, which accounted for the majority

of objections, IMP2 Monitoring the RSS and IMP3 Review of the RSS.  A number of respondents sought a commitment

to provide more resources for infrastructure and more explicit linkages between this and development.
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2.3 Summary of representations to the Sustainability Appraisal of the Secretary of
State’s Proposed Changes

The Sustainability Statement, which may be found at Section 5 of this report, incorporates the Statement required under

Regulation 16 of the Environmental Assessment Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004 (the SEA Regulations).  A

summary of responses to the Sustainability Appraisal of the Proposed Changes is included at paragraph 5.3 –  5.8 of this

Statement.

2.4 Summary of representations to the Habitats Directive Assessment of the
Secretary of State’s Proposed Changes

The Habitats Directive Assessment Report published for consultation alongside the Proposed Changes to the Draft Plan

concluded that the Plan was unlikely to have a significant effect on sites designated for their European or international

importance for wildlife.  

Twenty nine organisations and individuals commented on the report.  They included Natural England, the Environment

Agency, Friends of the Earth and a number of local authorities and campaign groups, all of whom were critical of the

conclusion reached by ERM, the consultants commissioned by Government to undertake the Assessment.  They were

concerned about the potential effects of the Plan on various sites, notably sites vulnerable to changes in water quality or

quantity, air quality impacts, and/ or visitor pressure.  Similar concerns were expressed by several local authorities, and by

consultants commissioned on behalf of the Regional Assembly to review the ERM report.  The majority of respondents

called for an ‘Appropriate Assessment’.  

Section 3.4 of this Supporting Document deals with the Government’s response to comments on the Habitats

Regulations Assessment of the Further Proposed Changes. 
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Section Three
Summary of representations
received in response to the Further
Proposed Changes to the Draft Plan

3.1 Analysis of representations

This section summarises respondents’ comments on the Further Proposed Changes.

The Secretary of State published Proposed Changes and Further Proposed Changes to the East of England Plan in

October 2007, opening a second period of public consultation which ran until December 2007.  The consultation invited

comments on forty Further Proposed Changes.  

Some 9,180 representations were submitted on the Secretary of State’s Further Proposed Changes from 2,970 different

parties, seventy-eight were from organisations and the rest were from members of the public.  The majority (92%) related

to just three policies: 

• Policy H1 Regional Houisng Provision 2001-2021 (2828 representations/ 30%); 

• Policy WAT2 Water Infrastructure and Developments (2781 representations/ 31%); and

• Policy HA1 Harlow Key Centre for Development and Change (2803 representations/ 31%). 

The majority of representations, including a significant number from Stop Harlow North, raised objections and related to

concerns about waste water infrastructure provision in the south of the region.  

Some respondents used the extended consultation process as an opportunity to make general comments about the Plan

and other aspects of government policy, or to reiterate earlier representations.  

The purpose of the consultation was, however, quite clear.  Responses that did not relate directly to the Further Proposed

Changes are not considered in this section.  

As with the Proposed Changes, many organisations and individuals made multiple representations across a range of

policy areas, and the data used in this analysis relates to the number of representations made on a particular chapter or

policy area.
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3.2 Summary of representations by Section

Figure 3. Proportion of representations to the Further Proposed Changes by Section

The Further Proposed Changes comprised a mix of relatively minor textual and policy revisions.  There was broad support

for many of the changes, though some respondents suggested further minor revisions.  The large number of individual

comments received on the Water, Housing and Key Centre sections is attributable, in part, to the ‘Stop Harlow North’

campaign.  

The majority of comments related to a small number of changes:  

Housing
(Total responses: 22,,888822; Objections: 22,,886644; Support: 1188)

The Housing Section changes comprised amendments to:

• Policy H1 (‘Regional Housing Provision 2001 – 2021’)

• Policy H2 (‘Approach to Supply of Housing Land at Local Level’)

Policy H1 attracted the greatest volume of responses, many of which were generated by the ‘Stop Harlow North’

campaign.  Concerns were expressed about the capacity of infrastructure (particularly water and sewerage) to cope with

new development.  Several respondents believed the Rye Meads Water Cycle Study should be completed before

decisions on development proposals are taken.  Few other comments were directly related to the Further Proposed

Changes.  

Water
(Total responses: 22,,997733; Objections: 22,,889911; Support: 8822)

The Water Section changes comprised amendments to: 

• Policy WAT1 (‘Water Efficiency’)

Housing (31%) Environment (<1%)

CO2 and Renewable Energy (<1%) Minerals (<1%)

Core Strategy (<1%) Transport (<1%)

Introduction (<1%) Culture (<1%)

Economic Development (1%) Water (<1%)

Water (33%) KCDC (32%)
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• Policy WAT2 (‘Water Resource and Waste Water Infrastructure Development’)

• Policy WAT3 (‘Integrated Water Management’)

• Policy WAT4 (‘Flood Risk Management’)

• Supporting text

There were a substantial number of objections to policies in the Water section.  Of those, many respondents raised issues

similar to those identified in responses to the Housing Section.  There was also an objection from Natural England to the

omission of any reference to Natura 2000 & Ramsar sites from Policy WAT2. Some respondents expressed concern

about the adequacy of the Habitats Directive Assessment.  

Key Centres for Development and Change
(Total responses: 22,,991199; Objections: 22,,885555; Support: 6644)

The Further Proposed Changes included amendments to:

• Policy HG2 (Haven Gateway – Employment Generating Development’); 

• Policy LA3 (‘Welwyn Garden City and Hatfield Key Centre for Development and Change);

• Policy HA1 (‘Harlow Key Centre for Development and Change’); 

• Policy SV1 (‘Stevenage Key Centre for Development and Change’); 

• Policy TH1 (‘Thetford Key Centre for Development and Change’) and

• Supporting text

Policy HA1 attracted 2,803 responses (96% of all comments on this Section), of which the vast majority expressed

concern about a lack of waste water infrastructure capacity within the Rye Meads catchment area.  

The Stevenage Key Centre for Development and Change policy prompted similar objections, although there was also

support for the approach to providing for additional sewage treatment capacity.  

Very few objected to the Haven Gateway changes, although port expansion remained a concern for Friends of the Earth.

Changes to the Welwyn / Hatfield and Thetford policies and supporting text were also supported by some respondents,

including Natural England, but others remained concerned about potential impacts on the Lee Valley and Breckland

Special Protection Areas, and the Breckland SPA Special Area of Consideration (SAC).  

Other policies generally attracted fewer responses:

Core Strategy
(Total responses: 7766; Objections: 4455: Support: 3311)

The Core Strategy changes comprised revisions of: 

• Policy SS8 (‘Land in the Urban Fringe’)

• Policy SS9 (‘The Coast’)

• Supporting text
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Many respondents re-iterated concerns relating to the proposed level of growth in parts of the region.  In relation to policy

for the coast, a minority considered that more emphasis was being placed on wildlife than on the protection of people and

property.

Economic Development
(Total responses: 110022: Objections: 7733; Support: 2299)

The Economic Development Section comprised amendments to: 

• Policy E2 (‘Provision of Land for Employment’)

• Policy E8 (‘The Region’s Airports’)

• Supporting text

A number of objectors believed there to be a conflict between the Further Changes and proposals for port development.

The environmental impact of development at Stansted was also a concern. 

Culture
(Total responses: 1144; Objections: 88; Support: 66)

The Culture Section changes comprised amendments to: 

• Policy C1 (‘Cultural Development’)

• Supporting text

None of the objections related directly to the Further Proposed Changes.

Regional Transport Strategy
(Total responses: 3322; Objections: 1177; Support: 1155)

The Regional Transport Strategy changes comprised amendments to: 

• Policy T11 (‘Access to Ports’) 

• Policy T12 (‘Access to Airports’)

• Supporting text

Objections raised similar concerns to those identified by responses to the Economic Development section changes.

Natural England recommended further assessment of air quality impacts on Epping Forest SAC as a result of the growth

in traffic associated with development in the M11 corridor and improved surface access to Stansted (further advice was

requested in response to this representation and is reproduced at Appendix 3).  

Environment
(Total responses: 4444; Objections: 2288; Support: 1166)

The Environment Section changes comprised amendments to: 

• Policy ENV1 (‘Green Infrastructure’)

• Supporting text
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Very few objections related directly to the Further Proposed Changes.

Carbon Dioxide Emissions and Renewable Energy
(Total responses: 1133; Objections: 77; Support: 66)

The Further Proposed Changes included an amendment to:

• Policy ENG2 (‘Renewable Energy Targets’).

There were some unrelated objections but other responses were mainly supportive.  Friends of the Earth was concerned

about the lack of assessment of the impact of offshore wind farms on migratory birds.  

Minerals
(Total responses: 1122; Objections: 77; Support: 55)

The Minerals Section change comprised an amendment to: 

• Policy M1 (‘Regional Supply & Apportionment of Land Won Aggregates and Rock’)

The number of responses was limited.  Of the small number of objections submitted, none related directly to the Further

Proposed Changes.

3.3 Summary of representations on the Sustainability Appraisal of the Secretary of
State’s Further Proposed Changes

The Sustainability Statement, which may be found at Section 5 of this report, incorporates the Statement required under

Regulation 16 of the Environmental Assessment Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004 (the SEA Regulations).  A

summary of responses to the Sustainability Appraisal of the Further Proposed Changes is included at paragraphs 5.5 of

this Statement.

3.4 Summary of representations on the Habitats Regulations Assessment of the
Secretary of State’s Further Proposed Changes

Government commissioned RPS to undertake a second Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) of the Further

Proposed Changes.  The report of their assessment, which included an assessment of effects on wetland sites of

international importance for wildlife designated under the Ramsar Convention, was published for consultation alongside

the Secretary of State’s Further Proposed Changes to the Draft Revision of the East of England Regional Spatial Strategy

(RSS).  It concluded that, with the further proposed changes, the Plan would not result in an adverse effect on sites

designated for their European or international importance for wildlife.  Some 3,050 organisations and individuals

commented on the HRA.  Members of the public made up the vast majority of respondents. Approximately 40

organisations submitted comments.  

A number of respondents, including Natural England, welcomed the report of the second assessment and were broadly

supportive of the further changes, although there were some remaining areas of disagreement in relation to the effects of

the Plan.  Many respondents, including local authorities and members of the public, remained concerned about the

implications of development in Hertfordshire for the Lee Valley SPA.  Other issues were of concern to fewer numbers.
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3.5 Further Assessment under the Habitats Regulations and Final Changes to RSS

Following a review of comments received, four sites were identified for further assessment:

• Epping Forest SAC

• The Broads SAC

• The Chiltern Beechwoods SAC

• Essex Estuaries SAC, Crouch and Roach Estuaries SPA/Ramsar Site (Mid-Essex Coast Phase 3)

In each case RPS took account of additional evidence before confirming that their original conclusions were sound (the

consultants’ further advice is reproduced in full at Appendices 1-4).

The Schedule of Changes at Section Four of this report includes final changes to the RSS made in response to

representations received in respect of the Further Proposed Changes.  They comprise just four changes.  No other

changes have been made subsequent to the Habitats Regulations Assessment of the East of England Plan undertaken at

the Further Proposed Changes stage.  Appendices 1-4 therefore comprise the final iteration of the Habitats Regulations

Assessment. 
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Section Four
Schedule of Final Changes and
Reasons

This schedule identifies changes in the East of England Plan, May 2008, together with the reasons for them, subsequent

to the Draft of the Plan incorporating the Secretary of State’s Proposed Changes and Further Proposed Changes, which

was published for consultation in October 2007.  Changes made in response to representations received to the Further

Proposed Changes consultation are shown in italics.

The schedule does not identify changes of an editorial nature, including cross references that do not involve a material

change in policy.  

In addition to the specific changes identified in the schedule, the drafting of the published Plan has been informed by the

following editorial principles:

• reducing repetition and unnecessarily lengthy and complex drafting;

• reducing the use of acronyms; and

• a consistent approach to references to developing the policy of the RSS through Local Development Documents and

Development Plan Documents, referring to the former in cases where RSS policy might reasonably be developed at

local level through Supplementary Planning Documents as well Development Plan Documents, but the latter where

the nature of the policy, such as in identifying revised green belt boundaries, requires it be developed at local level

through the fuller Development Plan Document process.
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References in the Further

Proposed Changes

Consultation Document,

October 2007 

(And Corresponding 

references in the East of 

England Plan, May 2008

where different)

Changes in 

the East of England 

Plan, May 2008

Reasons for Changes

1. Introduction

Para. 1.6 Include a reference to the East of

England Plan replacing saved

Structure Plan policies extended

under transitional provisions of

Schedule 8 of the Planning and

Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.

For clarity

Para 1.9 (1.7) Update and edit. To reflect the post Panel Report stages

of the process.

Para 1.10 (1.8) Include reference to it being our

conclusion that the Plan will not give

rise to any adverse effects on the

integrity of sites of European or

international importance for wildlife.

For clarity in response to

representations on the Further

Proposed Changes by a number of

parish councils.

Para 1.16 (1.13)

Table of Inter -Regional 

Linkages

Include references:

• in the London column to outdoor

recreation resources of inter-

regional importance on the edge of

London, including Lea Valley

Regional Park;

• in the South East column to inter-

regional waste planning;

• in the Continental Europe column

(first bullet) to Great Yarmouth;

• in the Continental Europe column

(second bullet) to the A120 as part

of a TERN; and 

• in the Continental Europe column

(third bullet) to Stansted Airport. 

To rectify omissions, in response to

representations from EEDA, the South

East Regional Assembly, Essex County

Council and Braintree District Council.

Para 1.17 Delete. To avoid duplication – addressed

through Policy IMP3 and para 14.17.

Continued
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References in the Further

Proposed Changes

Consultation Document,

October 2007 

(And Corresponding 

references in the East of 

England Plan, May 2008

where different)

Changes in 

the East of England 

Plan, May 2008

Reasons for Changes

3. Spatial Strategy 

Para 3.6 Include a reference to eco-towns Update to reflect Government policy. 

Para 3.12 In line 1 replace ‘applies particularly’

with ‘should be monitored in relation

to’.

For clarity, in response to

representations from Essex County

Council.

Para 3.15 Include a reference to options work

on core strategy development plan

documents considering the potential

for further, higher growth in the latter

part of the plan period and after 2021

to inform the RSS further review.

To reflect the importance of the further

review in responding to household

growth and affordability pressures and

the potential importance of the key

centres in accommodating further

growth. 

Para. 3.21 (3.20) Include a reference to making

effective use of rural exceptions

policies to deliver affordable housing.

To avoid the implication of the change

to Policy H1 (which removed the

reference to rural exceptions sites) that

they are not an important policy tool in

the region.

Policy SS5 Replace reference to Waveney with

Lowestoft.

For clarity, in response to

representations from First East.

Para 3.25 (3.24) and

Figure 1

Redraft to refer to the ERDF and EDS

2007-13.

Update to reflect the fact that the

programmes referred to in 3.25 have

been completed.

Para 3.29 (3.28) In sub-paragraph (2) add reference to

the implications of London’s proximity

and employment growth in securing

an improved balance between

housing supply and demand.

To further clarify the exceptional

justification for the green belt reviews.

Para 3.30 (3.29) Include reference to management of

the countryside throughout the green

belts and giving consideration to joint

strategies to enhance landscape

character, recreational access and

habitats.

To emphasise the importance of

management and enhancement of the

countryside within the green belt. 

Continued
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References in the Further

Proposed Changes

Consultation Document,

October 2007 

(And Corresponding 

references in the East of 

England Plan, May 2008

where different)

Changes in 

the East of England 

Plan, May 2008

Reasons for Changes

3. Spatial Strategy continued

Para 3.32 (3.31) Delete reference to potential need for

strategic review of green belt to the

south of Chelmsford. 

The Chelmsford core strategy DPD is

advanced and makes provision for

expansion to the north of the town; i.e.

without requiring a review of the

Metropolitan Green Belt which

surrounds Chelmsford to the south, in

response to representations by

Braintree District Council, Andrew

Martin Associates, Stock Parish Council

and Chelmsford Borough Council. 

Para 3.35 (3.34) Amend second paragraph to read

‘While no longer part of the

Development Plan, the provisions of

that policy still provide a sound basis

for redefining detailed boundaries in

that area.’

To update the status of the

Hertfordshire Structure Plan and for

clarity.

Para 3.36 (3.36) Add reference to the undeveloped

coast in close proximity to coastal

towns.

To reflect the importance of these areas,

in response to representations by Essex

County Council.

Para 3.38 (3.29) Move reference to management of

the countryside throughout the green

belts and giving consideration to joint

strategies to enhance landscape

character, recreational access and

habitats to paragraph 3.29.

To emphasise the importance of

management and enhancement of the

countryside within green belts.

Policy SS9 Insert new bullet referring to the need

to take account of sea level rise.

To reflect Government policy.

Policy SS9 Delete second bullet under local

development documents relating to

strategic employment locations.  

To avoid duplication – addressed

through Policy E3.

Continued
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References in the Further

Proposed Changes

Consultation Document,

October 2007 

(And Corresponding 

references in the East of 

England Plan, May 2008

where different)

Changes in 

the East of England 

Plan, May 2008

Reasons for Changes

3. Spatial Strategy continued

Policy SS9 Include reference to other longer term

flood management in the third from

final bullet. 

For clarity, so as not to preclude the role

that other strategies may play in

managing flood risk. 

Para 3.43 (3.42) Changes to better reflect implications

of sea level rise for decision making

For clarity in response to

representations from Natural England

4. Economic Development

Paras 4.1 to 4.5 Revise and reorder, including

references to the RES, 2008, the

Sub-National Review, and the RSS

RES Joint Implementation Plan.

Update to reflect Government policy the

RES, 2008 and the RSS RES Joint

Implementation Plan and for clarity. 

Para 4.6 (4.5) Replace ‘the 2004 RES and its

subsequent reviews’ with ‘the RES’.

For clarity.

Policy E1 Delete ‘exceptionally’ from last

sentence. 

In recognition that local authorities’

evidence to inform DPD preparation

may be more robust than that which

informed the indicative jobs targets, in

response to representations by

Hertfordshire County Council.

Policy E1 Combine indicative job target for

Essex London Arc and Central &

North of Essex, referring to the joint

area as Rest of Essex.

The indicative target of 14,000 for

Essex London Arc was too high.  It

implies a job to housing growth ratio of

2.0, compared with the regional ratio of

0.89.  Combining the two areas results

in a ratio of 0.98, close to the regional

average, in response to representations

by Brentwood and Epping Forest

District Councils.

Continued
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References in the Further

Proposed Changes

Consultation Document,

October 2007 

(And Corresponding 

references in the East of 

England Plan, May 2008

where different)

Changes in 

the East of England 

Plan, May 2008

Reasons for Changes

4. Economic Development continued

Policy E1 Combine indicative job target for

Hertfordshire London Arc and North

and East Herts.

The indicative target of 18,000 for North

and East Herts was too low.  It implies a

job to housing growth ratio of 0.53,

compared with 1.02 for Hertfordshire

London Arc and the regional ratio of

0.89.  Combining the two areas results

in a ratio of 0.82, close to the regional

average, in response to representations

by Stevenage Borough Council and

others.

Policy E2 Insert ‘or revisions to those targets as

allowed in that policy’

For consistency with Policy E1, which

allows indicative targets to be revised in

the light of evidence and further testing,

in response to representations by

Hertfordshire County Council and

Welwyn Hatfield Council.

Para 4.9 (4.8) Update and remove reference to the

indicative job growth targets of Policy

E1.

To avoid duplication with E2 and to

reflect progress by EERA & EEDA in

preparing guidance on employment

land reviews, in response to

representations by EEDA.

Policy E3 Include Bedford in list of strategic

employment locations.

To reflect the identification of Bedford as

a priority area for regeneration within a

growth area, in response to

representations by Bedford BC.

Policy E4 Include reference to the ICT/

telecommunications cluster at

Ipswich.  

For consistency with E3.

Para 4.18 Delete. To avoid duplication – addressed

through Policy CSR2.

Continued
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References in the Further

Proposed Changes

Consultation Document,

October 2007 

(And Corresponding 

references in the East of 

England Plan, May 2008

where different)

Changes in 

the East of England 

Plan, May 2008

Reasons for Changes

4. Economic Development continued

Policy E6 Include within paragraph 4.23. The content of Policy E6 is more

appropriate within supporting text as it

is a statement, rather than a policy.

Para 4.22 (4.20) Delete 1st sentence.  The sentence is no longer true in the

light of the reference to the further

review of the RSS considering whether

Lakeside Basin should be reclassified

as a town centre in Policy ETG2. 

Para 4.23 (4.21) Include reference to Policy ETG2

giving guidance on the approach to

the future of Lakeside Basin,

including whether it should be

reclassified as a town centre.

For consistency with Policy ETG2. 

Policy E7 (E6) Replace ‘notably’ in second bullet

point with ‘for instance’.

To reflect that there are other major

tourism destinations in the region, in

response to representations by English

Heritage.

Policy E8 (E7) Move the last sentence of the 2nd

para to supporting text to Policy

CSR1.  

The reference is more appropriate to the

Cambridge sub-region than Policy E8

since it primarily relates to delivery of

Cambridge East as a strategic

development location.  

Para 4.32 (4.30) Remove the reference to the first

priority being to make maximum use

of the current facilities.

The assertion is true for Stansted

Airport, but not Luton. 

Para 4.34 (4.32) Refer to the need to prepare

masterplans, rather than suggesting

they have been produced for the

region’s four main airports.

To reflect the fact that Luton Airport

does not yet have a masterplan, in

response to representations by Luton &

District Association for the Control of

Aircraft Noise.

Continued
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References in the Further

Proposed Changes

Consultation Document,

October 2007 

(And Corresponding 

references in the East of 

England Plan, May 2008

where different)

Changes in 

the East of England 

Plan, May 2008

Reasons for Changes

5. Housing

Para 5.1 Include references to the Housing

Green Paper and the delivery role of

the Regional Housing Strategy. 

Both are important documents, which

complement and provide context to

Chapter 5. 

Para 5.2 Modify to remove the suggestion that

affordability problems are not acute in

the north and east of the region and

to refer to the affordability problems in

rural and coastal areas. 

To reflect the worsening affordability in

recent years, with house price rises

fastest in the parts of the region with

historically the lowest prices.

Policy H1 Modify H1 by replacing the reference

to exceeding the house building

targets based on three specific

criteria i.e. increasing density, making

use of previously developed land and

providing affordable housing on rural

exception sites with an approach

based on requiring local planning

authorities to facilitate the delivery of

at least 508,000 dwellings based on

managing the supply of land in

accordance with PPS3, their local

development documents and in

determining planning applications.

To reflect the stronger emphasis on

increased housing provision in the

Housing Green Paper, to ensure

consistency with the approach to

managing the supply of land for housing

in PPS3, and to remove the suggestion

that higher housing provision would

only be acceptable based on the three

identified criteria.

Policy H1 Clarify that the target is for 508,000

net additional dwellings.

For consistency with the reference to

the net increase in dwelling provision in

the table to  Policy H1, PPS3 and the

approach to monitoring in EERA’s

Annual Monitoring Reports.

Policy H1 Include a reference to taking account

of completions of 105,550 between

2001 and 2006, the regional housing

target 2006 to 2021 will be 402,150.

For clarity.

Continued
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5. Housing continued

Policy H1 At end of second paragraph, amend

to ‘… in this policy for 2006 to 2021

or 2001 to 2021, whichever is the

higher.’

For clarity when preparing LDDs and

housing trajectories, confirming that in

districts where average annual

completions 2001 to 2006 have

exceeded the annual rates 2001 to

2021, the average rate for the whole

period 2001 to 2021 should be

assumed.  Given the need for a further

increase in house building, it would be

odd to assume the lower residual rate

for 2006 – 2021.

Policy H1 Minor adjustments to the figures for

completions and the housing targets

2006 – 2021 for the following local

authorities and county groupings:

Peterborough; Cambridgeshire &

Peterborough; Chelmsford;

Colchester; Epping Forest; Maldon;

Uttlesford; Southend; Thurrock;

Essex Thurrock & Southend; King’s

Lynn & West Norfolk; Norfolk; St

Edmundsbury and Suffolk.

To reflect the final figures for

completions 2001-6 in EERA’s Annual

Monitoring Report 2005-6, in response

to representations by Southend

Borough Council.

Policy H1 Express the targets for Ipswich,

Babergh, Mid Suffolk and Suffolk

Coastal as district totals, with

Babergh, Mid Suffolk and Suffolk

Coastal including provision for

development on the edge of Ipswich,

rather than giving a figure for the

Ipswich Policy Area under Ipswich

and residual figures for Babergh, Mid

Suffolk and Suffolk Coastal,

excluding their contribution to

Ipswich Policy Area provision.

For clarity, reflecting the district level

split within the Ipswich Policy Area

which was endorsed at the EIP, in

response to representations by EERA,

Ipswich BC and Suffolk CC.

Continued
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5. Housing continued

Policy H1 Delete ‘up to’ before 9,600 in the

locations and related clarifications

column for North Hertfordshire &

Stevenage. 

For consistency with the thrust of policy

H1 and to avoid the suggestion that this

target should be used as a ceiling, in

response to representations by

Stevenage Borough Council. 

Policy H1 Delete the reference in the locations

and related clarifications column for

Stevenage to 6,400 within the

Borough being a definite minimum.

The comment is superfluous given the

redrafting of Policy H1.

Para 5.3 Reorder to precede Policy H1 and

include reference to the housing

provision being a partial step in

putting more adequate housing

provision in place in the region.

For clarity and to reflect Government

policy.

Para 5.4 Revise the 1st sentence to

emphasise the need for an upward

trajectory in completions and to make

up any shortfall in completions.  

To reflect the Housing Green Paper and

the the need to treat 508,000 as a

minimum, in response to

representations by the HBF, David Lock

for BT, 1st East, Crest Properties, Scott

Wilson & others.

Para 5.5 Revise the reference to the early

review of RSS, to emphasise bringing

forward higher growth 2011-21,

rather than testing the scope for such

growth.  

To reflect the Housing Green Paper and

the representations on the need to treat

508,000 as a minimum by the HBF,

David Lock for BT, 1st East, Crest

Properties, Scott Wilson & others.

Para 5.5 Delete final sentence. The comment is superfluous given the

redrafting of Policy H1.

Para 5.6 Amend third sentence to include ‘…

either 2001 to 2021 or 2006 to 2021,

whichever is the higher, …’

For consistency with the changes to

Policy H1.

Continued
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5. Housing continued

Policy H 2 Delete the first two sentences of H2

and include the remainder in H1,

relating it to bringing forward land for

housing.  

To avoid duplication, given the

redrafting of Policy H1 and for

consistency with PPS3.

Policy H2, 2nd bullet Delete ‘in delivering sub-regional

objectives’.

For clarity in response to

representations by Welwyn Hatfield BC.

Paras 5.7 – 5.9 Include the reference to Policy WAT2

in H1 and delete the remainder. 

To avoid duplication, given PPS3 and

the integration of Policy H2 in Policy H1.

H3 (H2) Revise the 4th bullet to include

references to strategic housing

market assessments and evidence of

affordability pressures   

For clarity 

H3 (H2) Replace the reference to the

expectation that 35% of housing

should be affordable with a reference

to 35% as a target.  

To reflect the views of many local

authorities that the reference to

expectation would weaken their

negotiating position (180).

Para 5.10 – 5.11 (5.7 – 5.8) Re-order and include references to

housing stress varying across the

region and targets of more than 35%

may be justified in the more

pressurised areas.

For clarity and to reflect the fact that

relevant targets will vary according to

housing market conditions, in response

to representations by Cambridge City

Council, South Cambs DC, Norfolk

County Council, Cambridgeshire

County Council, Huntingdon DC,

Impington PC & the  National Housing

Federation.

Para 5.15 (5.12) Revise to reflect progress with the

single issue review on the

accommodation needs of Gypsies

and Travellers.

Update

Continued
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6. Culture

Policy C2 Add ‘other cultural facilities’ to

opening sentence.

For completeness 

7. Regional Transport Strategy

Para 7.3 In the 3rd sentence delete reference

to carrying movements through the

region and accessing major

economic generators. 

For clarity and conciseness 

Para 7.6 Delete. To avoid duplication – addressed in

Para 7.20. 

Policy T1 Include reference to passenger and

freight movement in the 1st sentence. 

To clarify that the policy covers the

movement of goods as well as people,

in response to representations by Essex

County Council.

Policy T1 Include references in the outcomes to

improved quality of life and to the

increased proportion of freight

movement made by rail. 

To identify that an increased proportion

of freight movement by rail would be an

outcome of the RTS, in response to

representations by the East of England

Regional Assembly, environmental

groups and local authorities including

Essex County Council.

Para 7.8 Delete. To avoid duplication – addressed in

Para 7.1 and Policy T1. 

Paras 7.10, 7.11 (7.8) Delete the last 2 sentences of Para

7.10 and para 7.11.

For clarity.

Policy T2 Include a reference to achieving a

reduction in distances travelled. 

To emphasise its role in changing travel

behaviour, in response to

representations by Sustrans.

Policy T2 Include an additional bullet referring

to the health benefits of travelling by

non-motorised modes. 

To reflect Government policies on

health, in response to representations

by Natural England.

Continued
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7. Regional Transport Strategy continued

Policy T4 Include reference to appropriate

market towns. 

To clarify that the policy does not only

refer to key centres for development &

change, in response to representations

by EERA.

Para 7.12 (7.9) Delete reference to urban areas,

particularly key centres for

development & change.

For clarity.

Policy T5 Include reference to Welwyn Garden

City in the list of Regional Transport

Nodes. 

For consistency with the key diagram, in

response to representations by EERA &

Welwyn Hatfield BC. 

Policy T5 Include reference to Stansted Airport

in the list of Regional Transport

Nodes. 

For clarity in response to

representations by the  Regional

Transport Forum.

Policy T5 Add additional bullet referring to

improvements to capacity and

passenger comfort on the region’s rail

services.

To reflect the importance of rail services

to inter-urban public transport, in

response to representations by EERA &

the Institution of Civil Engineers.

Policy T6 Add a new bullet referring to the need

for the strategic and regional road

networks to support the function of

the region’s ports and airports as

international gateways. 

To reflect the Eddington Report and in

response to representations by EERA

and Essex County Council. 

Para 7.21 (7.18) Delete 2nd sentence. To avoid duplication – addressed in

para 7.28.

Policy T7 Amend text to make it clear that

villages and rural settlements should

have sustainable access to market

towns and urban areas.

In recognition that rural needs are not

limited to trips from villages to market

towns but also to urban areas, in

response to representations by EERA

and Norfolk and Bedfordshire County

Councils. 

Continued
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7. Regional Transport Strategy continued

Policy T7 Include reference to walking and

cycling in first bullet.

To reflect the role that walking and

cycling can play in providing improved

accessibility to services in rural areas, in

response to representations by

Sustrans. 

Policy T8 Include references to local

authorities’ responsibilities and the

objectives in Local Transport Plans.

To provide clarity on responsibility for

managing the local road network, in

response to representations by Essex

County Council.

Policy T8 Delete reference to alleviating

congestion from the last bullet.

For clarity and to avoid duplication –

addressed in the first bullet, in response

to representations by Welwyn Hatfield

Borough Council.

Policy T9 Replace ‘a co-ordinated strategy’

with ‘an integrated strategy’. 

Better reflects the intention of the policy,

in response to representations by

Natural England.

Policy T9 Insert ‘and improved’ after

‘managed’ in reference to pedestrian,

cycle and other non-motorised

transport networks.

To reflect the need to improve local

pedestrian, cycle and non-motorised

transport networks, in response to

representations by Essex County

Council and EERA.

Para 7.29 (7.23) Include references to Policy T4

stressing bringing about a shift to

cycling and walking in urban areas,

including key centres and Policy

ENV1 requiring the provision of

networks for walking and cycling

non-motorised transport within green

infrastructure. 

To clarify the range of policy

approaches for supporting a shift to

cycling, walking and non- motorised

modes.

Continued
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7. Regional Transport Strategy continued

Para 7.30 (7.24) Delete the 1st sentence. To avoid duplication – addressed in

para 7.4. 

Para 7.32 Delete. Adds nothing.  Developing

interchanges on previously developed

land would be supported by national

and RSS policy.  Particularly, close to

London, very little previously  developed

land would be unsuitable for other

forms of development.

Policy T10 In the 1st sentence refer to

maximising, rather than increasing

the proportion of freight carried by rail

and water.

In response to representations by EERA

and the Regional Transport Forum.

Policy T10, para 7.31 (7.25) Revise T10 second bullet and para

7.31 to indicate that provision should

be made for at least one strategic rail

freight interchange, unless more

suitable locations are identified within

London and the South East. 

To more precisely reflect the

implications of the Eastern Regional

Planning Assessment for the Railway

for strategic rail freight interchange

development, in response to

representations by Hertfordshire

County Council and district councils.

Policy T10, para 7.36 (7.29) Revise to refer to London, including

Tilbury, rather than Tilbury, and to

reflect the planning approvals for

Bathside Bay and London Gateway.

Update and to reflect that other facilities

in Essex are part of the Port of London

and have rail access, in response to

representations by the Port of London

Authority.

Para 7.35 Delete. For conciseness.

Para 7.36 (7.29) Delete the 1st sentence. To avoid duplication – addressed in

para 7.4. 

Continued
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7. Regional Transport Strategy continued

Para 7.37 (7.28) Reorder to be under Policy T10 and

include reference to EERA’s

monitoring framework setting a target

for the proportion of port generated

traffic carried by non road modes.

The issue is more appropriately

brigaded under freight movement; the

text incorrectly implied that the RTS

included such a target.

Para 7.38 Delete ‘Apart from the Thames, there

are few opportunities for transport by

inland waterways in the region.’

To avoid the implied discouragement of

use of inland waterways, in response to

representations by the Institution of Civil

Engineers.

Policy T12 Delete ‘as and when it is approved’. For clarity and conciseness.

Para 7.40 (7.31) Delete the 1st sentence. To avoid duplication – addressed in

para 7.4. 

Paras 7.40 – 7.42 (7.31) Reorder with the 2nd sentence of

7.40 and the 2nd half of the final

sentence of 7.42 incorporated in 7.41

(now 7.31).

For clarity and conciseness.

Para 7.41 (7.31) Include reference to airport

developers funding surface access

improvements where ‘there are no

wider beneficiaries’.

To reflect the approach in the Air

Transport White Paper, in response to

representations from South

Cambridgeshire District Council and

STOP Harlow North.

Policy T14 Include reference to managing

transport demand in 1st sentence. 

Reflecting that managing transport

demand is an appropriate rational for

parking controls, in response to

representations by STEER.

Continued



The Revision to the Regional Spatial Strategy for the East of England Plan: Supporting Document 37

References in the Further

Proposed Changes

Consultation Document,

October 2007 

(And Corresponding 

references in the East of 

England Plan, May 2008

where different)

Changes in 

the East of England 

Plan, May 2008

Reasons for Changes

7. Regional Transport Strategy continued

Policy T15 Insert references at the end of the

Policy indicating that in the areas

likely to come under increasing

transport pressure work should focus

on developing the evidence to identify

the interventions needed to address

any problems, promoting partnership

working, and making use of

information from the multi-modal

studies.

To clarify the significance of the areas

identified in Policy T15, in response to

representations from many local

authorities (Bedfordshire, Norfolk,

Essex etc) and the Regional Transport

Forum.

Policy T15 Revise the areas likely to come under

increasing transport pressure:

• Refer to the London to

Huntingdonshire, rather than the

London to Peterborough corridor; 

• Delete the London to Milton

Keynes South Midlands corridor.

For clarity: 

• The transport issues north of

Huntingdon, including Peterborough,

are not considered to be of a strategic

nature, relative to the other identified

regional priorities;

• To avoid duplication – the areas likely

to come under increasing transport

pressure in the London to Milton

Keynes South Midlands corridor are

either in Luton, Dunstable, Houghton

Regis or Central Hertfordshire, as

extended.

Continued
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8. Environment

Policy ENV1 Reorder reference to achieving

carbon neutral development as part

of a package of measures so it

comes at the beginning of the policy

and include additional references to

maximising biodiversity value, flood

attenuation, and taking opportunities

to develop and enhance networks for

walking, cycling and other non-

motorised transport.

For clarity and in response to

representations by Natural England, the

Cyclists Touring Club, SUSTRANS and

the Environment Agency.

Policy ENV1 Delete the 2nd sentence and in the

2nd bullet refer to growing, rather

than new communities.

To reflect the range of growth locations

in the region.

Policy ENV 1, para 8.4. Minor changes to amplify

requirements and purposes of policy.

For clarity, in response to the

Environment Agency, Natural England,

CPRE and others.

Policy ENV2, para 8.9 Amend references to the Broads

Authority statutory purposes and

include an additional reference to the

zone of influence of the Broads.

Update and for clarity, in response to

representations by the Broads

Authority, Committee of the National

Parks, CPRE, Norfolk County Council

and Greater Norwich Development

Partnership.

Para 8.10 Include a reference to the proposed

regional landscape strategy.

Update in response to representations

by EERA and EELF. 

Policy ENV 3 Include an additional bullet relating to

the need for habitats and species to

adapt to climate change and include

a reference in the final bullet to

maximising the biodiversity value of

green space. 

In response to representations by

Natural England, CPRE, ICE and EBDF.

Policy ENV5 Include reference to the recreation

value of woodland.  

Clarification, in response to

representations by Sport England.

Continued
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8. Environment continued

Policy ENV6 Include reference to historic parks

and gardens.

For clarity, in response to

representations by the Cambridge

Preservation Society, Essex County

Council and others.

Para 8.19, 

Table 8.1

Include reference to the sources of

the table and update it. 

To reflect more recent data.

Para 8.21 Revise the final sentence, including

reference to the need for a robust

evidence base.

For clarity, in response to

representations by English Heritage. 

Policy ENV7 Include references to emissions,

noise and light pollution in the

penultimate bullet.

For clarity, in response to

representations by Natural England,

Friends of the Earth and others.

Paras 8.23 & 8.24 Include references to the Code for

Sustainable Homes and Secured by

Design.

To reflect Government policy, in

response to representations by the

Association of Chief Police Officers.

9. Carbon Dioxide Emissions and Renewable Energy

Para 9.1 Divide into 2 paragraphs and include

references to the Climate Change Bill,

the climate change supplement to

PPS1, the carbon performance

targets for new housing in the

Housing Green Paper and the 2008

budget target for new non domestic

buildings to be carbon zero from

2019.

Updates to reflect Government policy. 

Policy ENG1 Reorder and edit, clarifying the

minimum size of developments where

at least 10% of energy should come

from renewable sources. 

To better reflect the Panel’s

recommendations consistent with

Government policy for moving towards

zero carbon homes through better

regulation, and responding to various

representations.

Continued
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9. Carbon Dioxide Emissions and Renewable Energy continued

Para 9.3 Delete. To avoid duplication – addressed in the

1st sentence of Policy ENG1.

Para 9.8 (9.7) Add references to energy generated

from anaerobic digestion, on site,

from decentralised supply and

combined heat and power to the list

of means of renewable energy

generation.

To reflect national policy, in response to

representations from the Bedfordshire

Renewable Energy Forum and Norwich

and Norfolk Campaign against Climate

Change.

Policy ENG2 Amend policy targets to exclude the

contribution from offshore wind and

delete figures for installed capacity. 

To reflect the existence of separate

decision making processes for

determining offshore wind farm

proposals and to clarify the onshore

wind targets for delivery through the

planning system. 

Para 9.7 (9.6) Amend to identify the offshore wind

component of renewable energy

targets for the region.

To recognise the potential contribution

of offshore wind where land fall occurs

within the region, consistent with

national planning policy in PPS2.

10. Water

Para. 10.5 Revise to reflect the programmed

changes in water efficiency

regulations.

Update to reflect Government policy.

Para 10.9 Include reference to the role of  the

East of England Water  Partnership.

Update, following the launch of

Partnership.

Policy WAT 3 Delete reference to European sites. Wording is superfluous, in light of other

policy changes and the findings of the

Habitats Regulations Assessment.

Continued
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10. Water continued

Paras. 10.13 and 10.18 Include 10.18 within 10.13 and clarify

the references to the acceptability of

development in coastal towns where

flood defences are to be maintained

and managed coastal alignment.

To better reflect Government policy for

the maintenance of coastal defences, in

responses to representations on the

Further Proposed Changes by the

Environment Agency.

11. Waste

Policy WM1 Add reference to energy recovery in

4th bullet.

To reflect Government policy, in

response to representations by

Renewables East.

Policy WM1 Delete reference to green belt reviews

in 5th bullet.

PPG 2 sets out green belt policy and

review criteria, in response to

representations by CPRE and others.

Para 11.4 (11.3)  

& Para 11.7 (11.6)

Amend text to amplify implications of

reference to energy recovery in 4th

bullet of Policy WM1, and provide an

explanation of  ‘recycling or recovery’.

To reflect Government policy and for

clarity, in response to representations

by Renewables East, Viridor, Friends of

the Earth, and EERA.

Para. 11.5 (11.4) Delete reference to the parts of the

region identified for growth.

To avoid the implication that sustainable

waste management is only important in

such areas.

Policy WM3 Amend figures to reflect revised

London apportionment, and replace

average annual tonnages with actual

tonnages forecast for ‘horizon’ years

at 5 year intervals.

In line with EERA’s amended London

apportionment, consistent with the

Jacobs Addendum Report (December

2006) presented as annual rates to

simplify monitoring, in response to

representations by EERA,

Cambridgeshire County Council and

others. 

Para 11.11 (11.10) Delete final sentence. For clarity.

Continued
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11. Waste continued

Table following Para. 11.12

(11.11)

Revise the average annual tonnages

of London’s waste to be managed

and associated corrections, including

changes to map of geological

constraints, to exclude minor

aquifers, consistent with the Jacobs

Addendum report.

To take account of EERA’s correction to

the error in its September 2006

submission on waste and properly

reflect the methodology for London

apportionment endorsed by EERA, in

response to representations from EERA

and Cambridgeshire County Council.

Table following Para. 11.12

(11.11)

Delete the final row. For clarity. As Para. 11.11 makes clear,

the 2020/21 distribution will be the

same as that in 2015/16. 

Para 11.14 (11.13) Include reference to Figure 11

showing major aquifers.

To properly reflect the methodology for

London apportionment endorsed by

EERA, in response to representations

by EERA, Cambridgeshire County

Council and others.

Para 11.15 (11.14) Include reference to working with

neighbouring regions through the

Inter Regional Forum.

To clarify process for addressing inter-

regional inconsistencies, in response to

representations by the Greater London

Assembly.

Policy WM4 Replace average annual tonnages

with actual annual tonnages forecast

for sample years at 5 year intervals.  

To reflect the forecasts of indigenous

arisings by Waste Planning Authority

published in EERA’s submission,

together with the amended London

apportionment and a minor adjustment

to Thurrock’s arisings, presented as

annual rates to simplify monitoring, in

response to representations from

EERA, Essex CC and Thurrock Council.

Para 11.16 Include a reference to the inclusion of

Appendix C. 

For clarity and in response to

representations from EERA and

Cambridgeshire Council Council.

Continued
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12. Minerals

Para 12.3 Amend to reflect the need to plan for

mineral resources and maintain

supplies for the foreseeable future.

To accord with MPS1 and MPG 15, in

response to representations from QPA,

SAMSA, Roger Brett & Sons.

Para 12.3 Amend to reflect possible need to

modify the apportionment in

response to monitoring.

For the avoidance of doubt, in response

to representations from Norfolk County

Council.

Para 12.4 Amend to reflect the possible need to

identify requirements for other

significant minerals, and the

expectation of increased use of

recyclables through the further review

of RSS. 

To accord with MPS1 and MPG15, in

response to representations from QPA,

Roger Brett & Sons.

Policy M1 Amend Policy M1 to recognise that

land won aggregates include crushed

rock.

To accord with MPS1 and MPG15, in

response to representations from

SAMSA and QPA

13. Sub- Areas and Key Centres for Development and Change 

Paras 13.6 – 13.8 Delete. For conciseness and to avoid repetition.

Para 13.12 (13.9) Replace ‘8-10,000 new homes’ with

‘up to 10,000 new homes’.

Update to reflect the adopted

Northstowe Area Action Plan.

Para 13.12 (13.9) Add new sentence (moved from

Policy E8): ‘To ensure delivery of

Cambridge East as a strategic

development location, this Plan

supports the relocation of operations

at Cambridge Airport to a suitable

alternative location, subject to timely

provision of any necessary

infrastructure and environmental

safeguards

This reference is more appropriate to

the Cambridge sub-region than Policy

E8, The Region’s Airports since it

primarily relates to delivery of

Cambridge East as a strategic

development location. 

Policy CSR4 and Para

13.16 (13.13)

Add references to promoting cycling

and walking and fullest use of public

transport.

For consistency with the Regional

Transport Strategy, in response to

representations by Sustrans.

Continued
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References in the Further

Proposed Changes

Consultation Document,

October 2007 

(And Corresponding 

references in the East of 

England Plan, May 2008

where different)

Changes in 

the East of England 

Plan, May 2008

Reasons for Changes

13. Sub- Areas and Key Centres for Development and Change continued

Para 13.21 (13.18) Add reference to PPS25. The South Essex Flood Risk

Assessment is not entirely compliant

with PPS25, which was published later,

in December 2006. 

Policy ETG2, Para 13.22

(13.19)

Delete reference in Policy ETG2 to no

net increase in retail floorspace at

Lakeside.

Include a reference to asking the

Regional Assembly, working with

partners, to bring forward a review of

the RSS to guide the regeneration and

redevelopment of Lakeside Basin. The

review should cover comprehensive

regeneration and redevelopment of

Lakeside Basin, an assessment of

the need for and impact of further

retail and leisure development, how

economic objectives for South Essex

can be advanced, more sustainable

movement patterns including

reducing the need to travel,

improvements to transport

infrastructure and whether Lakeside

Basin should be designated as a

major town centre.  Any proposals

should safeguard the vitality and

viability of existing town centres. 

Revise Para. 13.22 to explain the

reasons for this approach and

indicate that the review should be

completed by the end of 2009 and

should inform the preparation on

Thurrock DPDs, particularly the core

strategy. 

To reflect the importance of Lakeside to

South Essex which is emphasised in the

Thames Gateway Delivery Plan 2007

and its potential to attract investment

and be a driver of regeneration, in

response to representations by  EERA,

EEDA, TGSE Partnership, Thurrock

UDC, Thurrock Borough Council and

others.  

For consistency with the planning policy

for town centres (PPS6) and to enable

the evidence that has become available

since the Examination in Public about

the impact of increased floorspace to

be tested at an early stage through a

single issue RSS review and ensure that

any increased retail and leisure

floorspace would only be permitted

following testing.

Continued
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References in the Further

Proposed Changes

Consultation Document,

October 2007 

(And Corresponding 

references in the East of 

England Plan, May 2008

where different)

Changes in 

the East of England 

Plan, May 2008

Reasons for Changes

13. Sub- Areas and Key Centres for Development and Change continued

Policy ETG3 Include references to Basildon’s

significance as a business hub and to

enhancing its retail and leisure offer. 

To reflect important drivers of growth

and regeneration, consistent with the

Thames Gateway Delivery Plan, in

response to representations by EERA.

Para 13.26 (13.22) Delete the final sentence. To avoid duplication – addressed in

Policy ETG6.

Para 13.29 (13.25) Include reference to the Thames

Gateway Delivery Plan.

Update to reflect Government policy.

Para 13.35  Delete. To avoid duplication – addressed in

Policy HG4.

Policy HG1 Combine and simplify 4th and 5th

bullets, referring to Policy H1.

To ensure consistency with and avoid

duplication of Policy H1, in response to

representations from Suffolk County

Council and Ipswich Borough Council.

Policy HG2 Delete ’strategic employment

locations’ in 3rd bullet.

To remove an in consistency with Policy

E3, in response to representations by

Essex County Council.

Policy HG2 Include expanded references to

Colchester and additional references

to Clacton and Jaywick in the final

bullet.

To reflect sub-regional priorities, in

response to representations from Essex

County Council, Colchester Borough

Council and others.

Para 13.40 (13.33) Add reference to the Haven Gateway

Transport Board.

Reflecting its importance in leading

work on addressing transport issues in

Haven Gateway, in response to

representations by Essex County

Council.

Continued
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References in the Further

Proposed Changes

Consultation Document,

October 2007 

(And Corresponding 

references in the East of 

England Plan, May 2008

where different)

Changes in 

the East of England 

Plan, May 2008

Reasons for Changes

13. Sub- Areas and Key Centres for Development and Change continued

Policy LA1 Leave text at (1) unchanged but make

the two bullet points ‘(a)’ and ‘(b)’,

and in (2) change the reference to ‘(1)’

to ‘(1) (a)’.

For clarity, in response to

representations from Welwyn Hatfield

Council pointing out that the exceptions

to the approach in (1) refer only to green

belt review, and not to the emphasis on

urban regeneration which applies to all

towns in the London Arc.

Policy LA2 Add an additional point (4) ‘Ensuring

the strategic transport network is

adequate to support the growth of

the town and creating the conditions

for significantly increased public

transport, walking and cycling within

and around it’.  

For clarity and completeness, in

response to representations by

Dacorum BC and others.

Para 13.48 Delete. To avoid duplication – addressed in

Policy H1.

Policy LA3 (1) Add ‘Identification of urban

extensions will require a strategic

review of the green belt that allows

scope for continued growth until at

least 2031.  Part of the 10,000 may

be in St Albans District if extension of

Hatfield to the west emerges as a

preferred option, involving

preparation of joint or coordinated

Development Plan Documents with

St Albans DC’.

First sentence added for clarity and

consistency with wording in LA2.

Second to provide flexibility, in

recognition that it will be for DPDs to

decide when any land excluded from

the Green Belt to the west of Hatfield

should be developed, having regard to

all relevant considerations including the

need to avoid sterilisation of mineral

resources, in response to

representations by Welwyn Hatfield

Council and others.

Continued



References in the Further

Proposed Changes

Consultation Document,

October 2007 

(And Corresponding 

references in the East of 

England Plan, May 2008

where different)

Changes in 

the East of England 

Plan, May 2008

Reasons for Changes

13. Sub- Areas and Key Centres for Development and Change continued

Policy LA3 (2) Amend 2nd bullet as ‘ensuring an

adequate supply of employment land

by developing new sites and

rationalising and regenerating existing

ones’. 

In response to the representation from

Welwyn Hatfield Council that the

Central Hertfordshire Land Review

indicates a significant over supply of

employment land to 2021. The revised

policy will both ensure an adequate

supply of employment land to allow for

substantial employment growth while

allowing surplus land to be released for

other uses, particularly housing.

Policy LA3 (2) Delete the reference to the new health

campus. 

Update to reflect the fact that this is

now unlikely to be located at Hatfield, as

pointed out by a number of respondents.

Policy LA3 Add an additional point (4) ‘Ensuring

the strategic transport network is

adequate to support the growth of

the towns and creating the conditions

for significantly increased public

transport, walking and cycling’.

For clarity and completeness, in

response to representations by Welwyn

Hatfield Council objecting to the non

inclusion of reference to improved

strategic infrastructure, as

recommended by the Panel.

Para 13.50 (13.42) Add: ‘The area to the west of Hatfield

includes land identified in the 2007

Hertfordshire Minerals Local Plan for

sand and gravel extraction. If this area

emerges as a preferred option for an

urban extension, the relevant

Development Plan Documents will

need to provide guidance on the extent

of areas for mineral extraction and of

built development, and on phasing for

any areas where extraction needs to

take place before built development.’

To ensure both that the sand and gravel

resource can be worked and the growth

potential of Welwyn Hatfield realised, in

response to representations by Welwyn

Hatfield BC, the Hertfordshire local

authorities and others.

Para 13.51 (13.43) Add reference to Central

Hertfordshire as a priority area for

further transport work. 

For consistency with Policy T15.

Continued
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References in the Further

Proposed Changes

Consultation Document,

October 2007 

(And Corresponding 

references in the East of 

England Plan, May 2008

where different)

Changes in 

the East of England 

Plan, May 2008

Reasons for Changes

13. Sub- Areas and Key Centres for Development and Change continued

Para 13.54 (13.45) Replace ‘greater Watford area’ with

‘wider Watford area’.

In response to representations by

Hertfordshire County Council.

Policy BSE1 Clarify 3rd sentence to refer to both

transport and development

strategies. 

To strengthen the reference to the shift

to non car modes, in response to

representations by EERA and Suffolk

County Council.

Policy BSE1 Delete last sentence. To avoid duplication – the regional

issues are addressed in Policy IMP3

and Paras 14.15- 14.18; the local

implications are addressed at Para

13.49, in response to representations

by Bellway Homes and EERA.

Policy CH1 Included references to Chelmsford’s

role as sub-regional centre,

importance for primary health care

and further and higher education, and

sectoral economic strengths. 

Clarification of aspects of Chelmsford’s

roles as a key centre for development &

change, in response to representations

by EEDA, Essex County Council &

Chelmsford Borough Council.

Para 13.61 Delete paragraph 13.61 referring to

potential need for strategic review of

green belt to the south of Chelmsford. 

The Chelmsford core strategy DPD is

advanced and makes provision for

expansion to the north of  the town ie

without requiring a review of the

Metropolitan Green Belt, which

surrounds Chelmsford to the south, in

response to representations by

Braintree District Council, Andrew

Martin Associates, Stock Parish Council

& Chelmsford Borough Council.

Policy GYL1 Include a reference to the casino

proposal at Great Yarmouth.

Update to reflect Government policy.

Policy GYL1 Include a reference to the target of at

least 11,800 dwellings in the 3rd

bullet.

For clarity and consistency.

Continued
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References in the Further

Proposed Changes

Consultation Document,

October 2007 

(And Corresponding 

references in the East of 

England Plan, May 2008

where different)

Changes in 

the East of England 

Plan, May 2008

Reasons for Changes

13. Sub- Areas and Key Centres for Development and Change continued

Policy GYL1 Include a reference to enabling a

significant increase in public transport,

walking and cycling in the 4th bullet.

For consistency with the RTS, in response

to representations by Sustrans, NNTAG,

the Council for the National Park & ICE.

Para 13.62 (13.51) Include a reference to areas

vulnerable to tidal flooding events. 

To reflect the importance of this issue

for Great Yarmouth and Lowestoft. 

Para 13.65 (13.54) Amplify references to 1st East Urban

Regeneration Company, regeneration

and LDF priorities and strategic food

risk assessments. 

To better reflect delivery arrangements

for Great Yarmouth and Lowestoft, in

response to representations by 1st East

and the local authorities.

Policy HA1(2), Para 13.67

(13.56)

Include references to the role of joint

or co-ordinated Development Plan

Documents in determining the

distribution between the urban

extensions, including the detailed

location and scale of the required

development.

For clarity.

Policy HA1 (4) Include reference to retaining and

enhancing attractive existing

environmental and historic features

within green infrastructure provided in

association with urban extensions.

Reflecting the importance of

enhancement, of historic as well as

environmental features and that green

infrastructure may be beyond as well as

within urban extensions, in response to

representations by Essex County Council.

Policy HA1 (7) Include reference to the Harlow and

Stansted Gateway Transport Board.

Reflecting its importance in leading

work on addressing Harlow’s transport

issues, in response to representations

by Essex County Council.

Para 13.72 (13.61) Amend the reference to potential

sources of funding for a Harlow by-

pass.

For clarity, in response to

representations by Essex County

Council.

Policy KL1 Replace reference to a population target

with a target for additional dwellings and

include reference to job growth targets.

For consistency, in response to

representations from EEDA and Kings

Lynn and West Norfolk Borough Council.

Continued
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References in the Further

Proposed Changes

Consultation Document,

October 2007 

(And Corresponding 

references in the East of 

England Plan, May 2008

where different)

Changes in 

the East of England 

Plan, May 2008

Reasons for Changes

13. Sub- Areas and Key Centres for Development and Change continued

Policy KL1 Add references to economic

development and job growth to the

fourth bullet.

To clarify support for economic

development, in response to

representations from EEDA.

Para 13.75 (13.64) Amplify reference to Strategic Flood

Risk Assessments in final sentence. 

To reflect the importance of the issue for

King’s Lynn, in response to

representations from Framptons.

Policy NR1 Include a reference to walking and

cycling to the 2nd bullet.

For clarity and consistency with the RTS

Policy NR1 Include a reference to the

outstanding historic heritage of the

city centre in the 3rd bullet.

Reflecting its importance, in response

to representations from English

Heritage.

Policy NR1 Revise reference to the Norwich Area

Transport Study.

Update to reflect the fact that the review

of the study has been carried out. 

Para. 13.80 (13.69) Include reference to key delivery issue

to be addressed.

Reflecting the conclusion of the

Habitats Directive Assessment and

supplementary advice by RPS, in

response to representations on the

Proposed Changes and further

Proposed Changes by Norfolk County

Council, Natural England and the

Environment Agency.

Para 13.82 Delete. To avoid duplication – addressed in the

last sentence of Policy NR1.

Para 13.83 (13.71) Delete 2nd sentence. The text overstates the strength of the

sub-regional links between

Peterborough and the towns listed, in

response to representations by

Peterborough City Council. 

Policy PB1 Include references to realising the

potential of the centre’s historic

heritage and promoting quality in the

built environment in the 1st bullet.

Reflecting its importance, in response

to representations by English Heritage. 

Continued
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References in the Further

Proposed Changes

Consultation Document,

October 2007 

(And Corresponding 

references in the East of 

England Plan, May 2008

where different)

Changes in 

the East of England 

Plan, May 2008

Reasons for Changes

13. Sub- Areas and Key Centres for Development and Change continued

PB1 Include reference in the 4th bullet to

supporting important existing

sectors, such as food processing.

Reflecting their importance, in response

to representations by CPRE & EEDA. 

Para 13.84 (13.73) Delete last sentence. To avoid duplication - text repeats

national policy (PPS9 and PPS25) and

regional policy (WAT4).

Policy SV1 (1) Refer to west of Stevenage, rather

than Stevenage West.

Consistent with terminology in local

planning in response to comments by

Stevenage Borough Council and a local

resident.

Policy SV1(4) Add reference to walking and cycling. For consistency with the Regional

Transport Strategy, in response to

representations by Sustrans.

Para 13.88 Delete. To avoid duplication – addressed in

Policy SS7. 

Para 13.90 (13.78) Include reference to increased

recreational access to the Brecks.

Further clarification of the implications

of the Habitats Directive assessment –

in response to representations on the

Further Proposed Changes by Friends

of the Earth. 

Para 13.91,1st bullet

(13.79)

Delete the list of sections of the East

of England Plan which apply to

Bedfordshire. 

For conciseness.

Para 13.94 (13.81) Include reference to the further review

of the RSS testing the implications of

the expansion of Milton Keynes into

Mid Bedfordshire District

recommended by the South East

RSS Panel.

Reflecting the recommendations of the

South East RSS Panel, whose findings

have implications for development in

the East of England which need to be

considered through the review of the

RSS for the East of England.

Continued
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References in the Further

Proposed Changes

Consultation Document,

October 2007 

(And Corresponding 

references in the East of 

England Plan, May 2008

where different)

Changes in 

the East of England 

Plan, May 2008

Reasons for Changes

13. Sub- Areas and Key Centres for Development and Change continued

Para 13.94  (13.81) Include reference to the further review

of the RSS considering a

compensatory green belt extension

to the north of Luton.

In response to representations by

Bedfordshire County Council, which

suggested that the Secretary of State’s

decision on Panel recommendation

R4.7 was based on a

misunderstanding.  The Panel

recommended a compensatory

extension to the green belt in South

Bedfordshire.  The Secretary of State

rejected that part of the

recommendation on the grounds that all

of the District outside the main

settlements was already in the green

belt.  Bedfordshire and others argue

that the Panel was referring to land in

southern Bedfordshire to the north of

Luton, actually in Mid Bedfordshire.

Given the lack of clear evidence on the

scope of any extension, it is appropriate

to consider it through the further review

of the RSS.

14. Implementation, Monitoring and Review

Policy IMP1, Paras 14.9,

14.10

Include reference to Local Delivery

Partnerships, as well as Local

Delivery Vehicles.

To reflect the important role they have in

delivery in some locations.

Para 14.6, 14.7 Include references to EERA

publishing an interim implementation

plan in parallel with this review, and

EERA and EEDA’s intention to

develop a joint implementation plan

for delivering both the RSS and the

Regional Economic Strategy.

Update to reflect recent decisions.

Continued
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References in the Further

Proposed Changes

Consultation Document,

October 2007 

(And Corresponding 

references in the East of 

England Plan, May 2008

where different)

Changes in 

the East of England 

Plan, May 2008

Reasons for Changes

14. Implementation, Monitoring and Review continued

Policy IMP3 Include references to the single issue

RSS review on Lakeside Basin for

completion by the end of 2009, and

to proceeding with the further RSS

review immediately for completion by

2011.

For consistency with the change to

Policy ETG2 and update to reflect

Government policy. 

Para 14.15 Include references to the single issue

RSS review on Lakeside Basin and to

completing the further RSS review in

2011, reflecting the Housing Green

Paper.

For consistency with the change to

Policy ETG2 and update to reflect

Government policy.

Para 14.16 Include references to further

increasing the house building

trajectory, providing an appropriate

contribution to the national target of

240,000 dwellings a year by 2016,

and testing a range of housing

provision, based on guidance from

the Secretary of State. 

Update to reflect Government policy.

Para 14.18 Amend 1st bullet to include reference

to the work of the National Housing

and Planning Advice Unit on

modelling housing affordability. 

Update to reflect Government policy.

Para 14.18 Include an additional bullet referring

to the housing needs of an ageing

population and of rural areas. 

For clarity to reflect Government policy.

Para 14.18 Amend 4th bullet point (becomes the

5th) making reference to the South

East and removing the implication

that inter regional considerations

should only focus on demographic

and economic issues.  

For clarity.

Continued
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References in the Further

Proposed Changes

Consultation Document,

October 2007 

(And Corresponding 

references in the East of 

England Plan, May 2008

where different)

Changes in 

the East of England 

Plan, May 2008

Reasons for Changes

14. Implementation, Monitoring and Review continued

Para 14.18 Combine the 7th & 8th bullets. For clarity.

Appendices

Appendix A Revise by including rail schemes and

by moving a number of schemes from

Table 2 to 1 and Table 3 to 2 in the

light of progress with transport

schemes since December 2006 and

the publication of the High Level

Output Specification for the railway in

2007 and the Highways Agency

Business Plan.  

Update.

Appendix C Include a new Appendix C, Forecasts

of wastes to be managed.

For clarity and in response to

representations from EERA and

Cambridgeshire County Council.

Appendix C (D) Update to reflect deletion of 2 policies

and renaming of a number of others.

Appendix D, List of

Abbreviations in the Text

Delete. To reflect the approach of minimising

use of acronyms in the published plan. 

Figures

Figure 1:  EU Objective 2

Core and Transitional Areas

Delete. Relates to programmes that have come

to an end.

Figure 2 (3) Re-number as Figure 3. For clarity.

Figure 3 (5) Re-number as Figure 5. For clarity.

Figure 4 (6) Re-number as Figure 6. For clarity.

Figure 5 (7) Re-number as Figure 7. For clarity.

Figure 6 (8) Re-number as Figure 8. For clarity.

Figure 7 (9) Re-number as Figure 9. For clarity.

Figure 8 (10) Re-number as Figure 10. For clarity.

Continued
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RenumReferences in the

Further Proposed

Changes Consultation

Document, October 2007 

(And Corresponding 

references in the East of 

England Plan, May 2008

where different)

Changes in 

the East of England 

Plan, May 2008

Reasons for Changes

Figures continued

Figure 9 (11) Re-number as Figure 11 and remove

minor aquifer.

For clarity and to properly reflect the

methodology for apportionment of

London’s waste exported to the East of

England, in response to representations

from EERA and Cambridgeshire County

Council.

Figure 10 (1) Re-number as Figure 1. For clarity.

Figure 11 (2) Re-number as Figure 2. For clarity.

Figure 12 (4) Re-number as Figure 4.

Rename as Priority Areas for Further

Transport Work

In the key refer to ‘London to

Huntingdonshire Corridor’ rather than

‘London, Stevenage, Peterborough

Corridor’ to and in the figure

terminate this corridor just north of

Huntingdon.

Delete London to Milton Keynes

South Midlands Corridor.

Extend the Central Hertfordshire area

south-west to include Watford.

For clarity.

The transport issues in the area north of

Huntingdon, including Peterborough,

are not considered to be of a strategic

nature, relative to the other identified

regional priorities.

To avoid duplication – the areas likely to

come under increasing transport

pressure in the London to Milton

Keynes South Midlands corridor are

either in Luton, Dunstable, Houghton

Regis or Central Hertfordshire, as

extended.

In recognition of the transport issues in

the Watford area.

Key Diagram Extend notation for Thames Gateway

sub region to cover whole of Thurrock

urban area.

Insert port symbol at Ipswich.

Insert new regional road network link

between Stevenage and Ware,

labelled A602.

For clarity and completeness.
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Section Five
Sustainability Statement,
incorporating SEA Statement
required under Regulation 16 of the
Environmental Assessment (Plans
and Programmes) Regulations 2004

5.1 Introduction

Regulation 16 of the Environmental Assessment Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004 requires that information is

provided relating to the consideration of certain environmental matters as soon as reasonably practical after the adoption

of a plan.  Following the publication of the East of England Plan (Revision to Regional Spatial Strategy for the East of

England) by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government in May 2008, this is the Secretary of State’s

statement of those matters listed at paragraph 4 of Regulation 16.  The purpose of the Statement is to show how

environmental considerations have influenced decision making, and how the environmental effects of the plan will be

monitored.

5.2 Evidence relating to the assessment of effects on European sites and on Ramsar sites (wetland sites designated for their

international importance to wildlife) has informed the wider consideration of environmental effects.  The Further Proposed

Changes take account of the assessment of the plan under the Habitats Regulations, and of related representations

received on the Further Proposed Changes.  Section 3 of this document summarises those representations, and Section

4 shows how specific comments have been taken into account. To avoid unnecessary repetition, this Statement

comments only in general terms on these matters.  

5.3 A wide range of environmental concerns were prominent in the many thousands of representations received in response

to the consultation held at both the Submission and the Proposed Changes stage of the plan.  Responses to both the

Environmental Report and the draft plan have been considered together, and the schedule of reasons for change,

included at Section 4 of this document shows how specific comments have been taken into account.  Again, to avoid

unnecessary repetition, this Statement deals only in broad terms with the influence of the Strategic Environmental

Assessment (SEA), as part of the Sustainability Appraisal (SA), on the final Plan.  The SA Report incorporates the

Environmental Report and references to it should be understood in this way.

5.4 Background

Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) sets a framework for spatial planning across the region.  The East of England Regional

Assembly (EERA) commenced work on a revision to RSS for the East of England in November 2001, and submitted their

draft to Government in December 2004.  The draft revision was accompanied by the SA Report of the draft East of

England Plan, prepared on behalf of EERA by Land Use Consultants (LUC) with Levett-Therivel.



5.5 The timing of the revision meant that work commenced on the draft plan several years before the transposition of the EU

SEA Directive into UK law was due to take effect, and hence work on the SEA only formally commenced in April 2004.

However, work on the revision was undertaken from the outset in the light of Sustainability Appraisal, with a report of the

SA of the options published for consultation in September 2002, and the further work conducted to comply with the SEA

Directive built on this earlier appraisal work.  Thus, the appraisal/ assessment process has influenced all stages of the

production of this RSS revision.  The chronology of events leading up to the submission of the draft Plan is summarised at

Section 2.3 of the accompanying SA Report, whilst Section 4 describes the options considered, and Section 5

summarises the assessment of policies.  

5.6 The SA Report was published for consultation, along with the draft East of England Plan.  Comments on the report were

considered by the Panel appointed to conduct the Examination in Public (EiP), together with representations on the draft

Plan.  The Panel’s Report, published in June 2006, included a recommendation that further sustainability appraisal should

be undertaken to inform the Secretary of State’s Proposed Changes.  That work was undertaken by ERM, and their report

was published for consultation in December 2006, at the same time as the Proposed Changes.

5.7 In October 2007, the Government published its Further Proposed Changes to the draft East of England Plan.  These

responded to comments made at the Proposed Changes stage relating to the assessment of the likely effects of the Plan

under the Habitats Directive (taking account of the judgement of the European Court of Justice, issued in October 2007,

on the application of the Directive to development plans).  The Further Proposed Changes were accompanied by a report

of the assessment undertaken by RPS for Government of those effects, and by a report of the implications of that

assessment for the consideration of environmental effects.

5.8 The table below provides web links to the suite of sustainability documents (shown in bold) published alongside the

development of the RSS Revision, and lists key dates in the appraisal process:

Document Publication Date

Stakeholder Events – Preparing for the future 2001 to 2021 and beyond November 2001

Options consultation September 2002

Options Appraisal Report September 2002

Submission draft RSS Revision December 2004

Sustainability Appraisal Report December 2004

EIP Panel report June 2005

SoS Proposed Changes December 2006

PC Sustainability Appraisal Report December 2006

SoS Further Proposed Changes October 2007

FPC Sustainability Appraisal Report October 2007

Final RSS May 2008

Consolidated Sustainability/ Regulation 16 Statement May 2008
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5.9 Integration of sustainability considerations into the plan

As outlined above, consideration of sustainability issues was integral to all stages in the Plan’s preparation, from the initial

options consultation in late 2002, through the subsequent iterations of the consultation draft, to the publication of final

RSS.

5.10 The Options Consultation Document invited comment on the overall vision and strategic aims for the plan.  Ten major

issues were identified as affecting all choices about the region’s future, and a range of ‘household growth scenarios’

presented for consideration; these indicated that the region might need to increase its home building rate from 20,850

(derived from Regional Planning Guidance (RPG)) to 27,300 additional dwellings per year.  Four alternative spatial

scenarios were also identified for consultation, although it was recognised that the final strategy was likely to blend

elements from all of these:

• continuation of existing RPG strategy

• building on strengths of key regional centres, focussing growth around major towns;

• building on strengths of key regional centres, focussing growth on the sub-regions with the strongest demand

(Hertfordshire, Cambridge, the Lea valley and the A12 corridor to Chelmsford); and 

• a new settlement either on a new site or, more likely, as a major expansion of an existing settlement in a central location

within the region.

5.11 Each scenario was appraised against agreed sustainability objectives drawn from the East of England Sustainable

Development Framework (prepared previously by EERA and the East of England Sustainable Development Round Table

in collaboration with partners), and the report of the SA was published alongside the Options Consultation Document.

Twelve Task Groups were established subsequently to develop different aspects of policy, building on responses to the

consultation and stakeholder workshops, and informed by dialogue with the consultants undertaking the appraisal and

the Sustainability Appraisal Task Group which steered the work of the consultants.  

5.12 The preferred strategy which emerged from this process sought to reduce spatial disparities by providing for a staged

transition from policies in existing RPG to higher rates of geographically focused development.  By enabling areas with

strong economies to reach their full potential, and to share the benefits more widely, and by recognising a major role for

larger towns throughout the region, the strategy builds on regional strengths.  Whilst in sustainability terms, the major new

settlement scored well, it drew substantial opposition and the concept was dropped due to concerns around

infrastructure costs and deliverability. This option is to be revisited as part of the next review of RSS, in accordance with

the Panel’s recommendation.

5.13 In February 2004, prior to finalisation of the submission draft, Government requested consideration of 18,000 additional

dwellings in the London-Stansted-Cambridge-Peterborough corridor. The consequent extension to the plan preparation

programme and the likelihood that the final approval to the RSS would not be before July 2006 meant that the appraisal

of the draft plan was developed to address the requirements of the SEA Directive.  Both the Regional Assembly’s

proposals for 478,000 additional dwellings to 2021 (referred to as the ‘banked RSS’ at Section 4.2 of the Environmental

Report), and the Government’s proposals for higher growth (referred to as the ‘Rooker’ option), were subject to formal

assessment, together with the ‘business as usual’ option.  In practice, the messages which emerged from SEA served to

broadly reinforce the conclusions of the SA.  

5.14 Progress with the review – and the appraisal – was reported regularly to the Assembly’s Regional Planning Panel.  The

approach to the SEA was reported in September and October 2004, and in November, the Regional Assembly reviewed

the completed report of the SA and approved the draft RSS for submission to the Secretary of State.  EERA’s decision to
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approve the RSS for submission to the Secretary of State, based on a total of 478,000 dwellings (i.e. not including the

additional 18,000 requested by the Government) reflected, at least in part, the conclusions of the SA Report.

Sustainability considerations also informed the adjustment to the distribution of growth, and the stronger focus on Harlow

and Stevenage as centres for growth and regeneration in EERA’s draft.

5.15 The consultants’ ‘impression’, reported at section 5.3 of their report, was that ‘the traction’ of the appraisal was greatest

whilst Task Groups were first drafting chapters of the RSS, but they went on to comment that ‘opportunities for members

of the SA team to present findings and contribute to discussions …resulted in some valuable changes to policy’ also

arose much later in process.  At section 4.3, the report states ‘Sustainability issues figured prominently in the strategic

recommendations about housing distribution in the London-Stansted-Cambridge-Peterborough corridor’.  However,

due mainly to the time pressures of their commission, the consultants identified a number of limitations to the scope of

their work, and a consequential need for further appraisal and consideration of the environmental effects of the Plan.

5.16 Government also recognised that further appraisal was likely to be required, consistent with the provisions of PPS11 and

the expectation that sustainability appraisal should be integral to all stages in the RSS process, and as part of its response

to the draft RSS, advised the Panel accordingly.  To that end, the Panel invited EiP participants to submit ‘sustainability

statements’, so that debate on sub-regional matters in particular might be informed by a comparative appraisal of broad

locations and options for growth.  These statements which provided a finer grain of appraisal than would otherwise have

been available were published on the GO-East website.

5.17 Iterations of the SA were undertaken at two subsequent stages in the RSS preparation process.  A wide ranging update

was commissioned to inform the Secretary of State’s Proposed Changes to the draft Plan; the report of the that work,

undertaken by ERM was published for consultation, together with the Proposed Changes, in December 2006.  ERM also

carried out an assessment of the effects of the Plan on sites of European and international importance for wildlife at the

Proposed Changes stage, and the report of their assessment was published for consultation at the same time.

5.18 Finally, a more limited iteration reviewed the SA in the light of the Further Proposed Changes developed in response to

comments on the Habitats Directive Assessment (HDA) undertaken by ERM.  The report of this review was published for

consultation alongside the Further Proposed Changes in October 2007, together with the report of the Habitats

Regulations Assessment (HRA) undertaken by RPS.  Both the ERM commission and the final update, undertaken by

RPS, should be viewed as supplementing the original SA.  

5.19 None of the changes made to the final RSS were considered sufficiently significant to require further SA.  In response to

representations on the Further Proposed Changes, supplementary work was however commissioned on the assessment

of the effects of the RSS on certain European sites.  The consultants’ advice is reproduced at Appendices 1-4. 

5.20 Taking into account the SA Report 

As previously explained, the SEA was undertaken at key stages throughout the RSS process, as a component of the SA,

and each iteration resulted in a separate report.  Two reports are of particular significance, the first being prepared by LUC/

Levett-Therivel on behalf of the Assembly, and the second prepared by ERM on behalf of Government.  The third and final

iteration of the SA, and the resultant report prepared by RPS, had a more marginal bearing on decision making.  

5.21 The submission draft SA Report assembled environmental information from a wide range of sources and presented this

at a regional and sub-regional level.  It identified possible adverse impacts on the environment, including concerns around

water resources, landscape and biodiversity, and the historic built environment (for a fuller description of sustainability

characteristics likely to be significantly affected, see section 3.2 of the report).  However, the assessment concluded that

the ‘the great majority of the impact of policies are positive’, including in relation to the ‘conservation of important
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environmental assets, preparing for climate change and reducing resource’’ (section 5.1 refers).  In relation to the core

spatial strategy (section 5.2), the report identified the following strengths: 

• The majority of policies seek to minimise the conflict between development and the environment by setting tests and

conditions on development;

• The core strategy should help to…..improve the correlation between jobs, housing and services, thus reducing need

to travel, car reliance and improving access for all;

• SS15 (now Policy SS9) sets out a sensible and pragmatic approach to the coast.

However, these strengths are qualified in the following terms:

‘The basic challenge underlying the whole RSS is that the rate and intensity of economic and housing development

which the region faces is intrinsically damaging to the environment and threatening to many aspects of the quality of

life.’ 

Overall, the report concluded that ‘The pattern of development which the RSS seeks to encourage should make the

region’s environment, and quality of life for its residents, much better than would be the case without it’, but that ‘it will

be extremely difficult to implement RSS in a way that meets all of its policy objectives, because of the ‘step change’ in

delivering housing, employment and infrastructure called for in the RSS This may help to achieve some of the

economic and social goals for the region, but it is also likely to lead to a number of significant impacts on the

environment, despite the many good environmental policy safeguards in the RSS’

5.22 At the EiP, the SA Report informed debate in relation to a range of matters, but was given particular prominence during the

Matter 1D debate – protection of the environment.  The publication of the SA Report provided individuals and

organisations in the region with an opportunity to comment on the process of Plan appraisal and assessment, as well as

the issues raised in the report and the conclusions reached.  These comments were also made available to the Panel as

Core Library documents.

5.23 The report of the Panel deals at some length with the SA process, and with the environmental effects of the Plan, notably

at paragraphs 3.4 – 3.19, and in relation to environmental limits, at paragraphs 4.3 - 4.10.  At paragraphs 3.5, the Panel

broadly endorses the consultant’s view of the decision making process up to the submission of draft RSS: 

‘As the consultants note, sustainability issues figured prominently in many of the decisions and so are indirectly

reflected in the implicit spatial pattern.’  

More specifically, Section 4.4 of the report of the SA of the draft Plan, acknowledges the consideration of strategic

options in relation to the role of Harlow, Stevenage and the A120 corridor.

5.24 In relation to the conclusions of the Panel report, at paragraphs 3.17-18, the Panel state:

‘What is needed is to take on board the growth agenda as well as environmental limits and climate change and

produce a strategy which addresses both.  This we acknowledge is what EERA have sought to do in the draft Plan.

Returning to the SEA comment about the rate and intensity of development…..This challenge appears under the

heading ‘weaknesses’…[but] is perhaps more accurately regarded as a threat to the success of the Plan’.

‘We have taken forward the lessons of the SEA, and many of the issues raised through the EiP in our

recommendations for improving the RSS, as well as proposing an increased level of development.  That level of

development is not the result of imposing a top down answer but has been built up from sub-regional testing of the

draft Plan against environmental constraints…We believe it is not so much the quantum of growth but the way it is

done which provides the challenge, and the opportunity for moving in the direction of more sustainable development.’
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5.25 The Panel comment on the overall value of the SA Report in the following terms:

‘Our perception is that the SEA fulfilled its purpose in identifying environmental issues and concerns raised by the Draft

Plan. As will be apparent throughout this report, issues raised in the SEA have informed the EiP discussion and our

conclusions and recommendations for improving the Plan’ (paragraph 2.23).

‘The appraisal is arguably more satisfactory as a SEA than as wider Sustainability Appraisal since its focus is

overwhelmingly environmental.  Assessment of the draft Plan’s performance on the social and economic components

of sustainability is very thin …Most of the SEA’s challenge to the Plan and suggestions for improving it are from an

environmental perspective.’ (paragraph 3.7)

5.26 In the subsequent stages of the revision, it is difficult to separate the influence of the Environmental Report from that of the

consultation responses, or indeed from other key evidence before the Panel.  However, the EiP debate around

environmental limits was certainly influential, and the Panel sought to embed the principles of sustainable development at

the heart of RSS, notably through the introduction of Policy SS1: Achieving Sustainable Development. The Panel also

sought to strengthen environmental protection measures throughout the plan.  In particular they recommended extensive

changes to the thematic policies for energy, water and waste; they also endorsed the GO intention to commission further

SA at Proposed Changes stage (see paragraph 3.9).  Coupled to this, the Panel recommended increases in the quantum

of development, including increases at Peterborough, Norwich, Cambridge and Ipswich (Haven Gateway) areas, and in

the south of the region (London Arc).  This was consistent with the Panel’s view that growth need not inevitably conflict

with environmental interests (see paragraph 4.5).

5.27 The Proposed Changes build on the Panel’s recommendations, the majority of which were accepted, and in particular

included changes aimed at strengthening aspects of environmental policy, both in relation to safeguarding environmental

assets and husbanding natural resources. Where, exceptionally, the Panel’s recommendations were not accepted, for

example in relation to growth at Harlow, the decision took account of these additional environmental safeguards,

including stronger protection for European sites.  In taking forward the Panel’s recommendations, the Secretary of State

took account of both the original SA Report, and the ERM report.  Both reports identified similar issues and reached

broadly similar conclusions.  These are summarised by ERM at Section 9.2 of their report: 

‘It is the conclusion of the SA that the level of growth proposed in the Proposed Changes RSS will not lead to large

scale significant effects beyond those identified by the SA of the draft RSS.  There will be an incremental addition to

those effects but this will be small, reflecting the level of additional growth in the Proposed Changes. 

The key areas where there is potential for likely significant effect remain:

• Pressure on water services;

• Transport, infrastructure and transport emissions;

• Biodiversity; and

• The quality of the region’s environment.’

5.28 Both reports also stressed the fundamental importance of ensuring that growth is delivered in more sustainable ways.

This message underpins many of the subsequent changes to the strategy. They informed further changes to policy for

energy and water in particular, but also found expression in more subtle changes to many of the sub-regional and key

centre policies.  Further comment on individual policy changes is included at Section 4.

5.29 The RPS report of the final iteration of the SA responds to further policy refinements, all aimed at ensuring full compliance

with the requirements of the Habitats Regulations.  The Further Proposed Changes therefore take account of the HRA,
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and the SA was less influential at this stage.  However, all the further changes are consistent with SA objectives for

conserving biodiversity and improving protection for sites of European or international importance for wildlife.

5.30 Taking into account the consultation responses

Only a small number of respondents (22) commented on the SA Report published with the submission draft RSS,

although environmental considerations featured prominently in the many thousands of representations received on the

draft plan.  The majority of these reinforced the report’s conclusions, focusing on concerns about the overall quantum of

growth proposed and possible impacts on water resources, climate change, biodiversity and landscape.  It is not possible

therefore to separate the influence of the SA Report from those of the consultation responses, nor is it possible to say to

what extent individual recommendations take account of either the SA Report or consultation responses.

5.31 Many respondents commented on both process and the conclusions of the SA Report, and some overarching themes

emerged from the responses:

• Environmental organisations, including the statutory bodies, stressed the need to address concerns about

environmental capacity (although one local authority considered the assessment of the Norwich sub-region over

simplified this issue, and that growth was not necessarily incompatible with environmental constraints);

• The lack of assessment of road schemes was a concern to some, including several local authorities; 

• Natural England (then English Nature) expressed reservations about the adequacy of the SEA, including the

commencement of the assessment late in the process and the lack of detailed environmental analysis, and about the

combined reporting of the SEA and SA;

• A small number of respondents, including two local authorities, considered that the process failed to fulfil statutory

requirements, mainly because of inadequate consultation and consideration of alternatives, failure to appraise the

Regional Transport Strategy (RTS) outcomes or regional priorities, and gaps in the baseline information;

• One respondent considered that proposals for a new settlement should have been evaluated;

• The Environment Agency stressed the importance of strategic monitoring in relation to the water environment.

5.32 Approximately 80 respondents submitted comments on the SA Report published at the Proposed Changes stage.  The

majority of responses expressed continuing concern around issues and impacts identified previously, although the focus

of these comments had narrowed somewhat.  A number of responses also echoed comments made in representations

on the Plan.  The schedule of reasons for change published with the Further Proposed Changes show how the latter have

been taken into account.

5.33 Some recurrent themes were evident in the responses of both organisations and individuals, providing an indication of

those matters of greatest concern:  

• Many respondents took issue with the statement in the SA Report that ‘the increment of growth added by the

proposed changes will exacerbate the problems identified by the SA of the RSS but to a relatively small degree at a

regional level’;

• Most of those who challenged the Environmental Report’s conclusion were concerned about the impact of cumulative

(and synergistic) effects on the water resource, water quality and air quality, as a consequence of the increased

demand for water, increased volumes of traffic, etc;
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• Some suggested that policies to protect the environment had been ‘watered down’ rather than strengthened, and

pointed to a failure to pick up inconsistencies between the Panel’s recommendations and the Proposed Changes,

e.g. the removal of the Panel’s overarching objective for traffic reduction from the RTS; 

• Infrastructure issues, and in particular waste water infrastructure capacity, were of concern to many, especially to

respondents commenting on proposals for growth around Harlow, Stevenage and Welwyn Hatfield.  

5.34 A number of commentators were critical of specific aspects of the SEA.  This group of respondents included the authors

of the original Environmental Report, LUC and Levett–Therivel, who undertook a review of the ERM report on behalf of the

Regional Assembly, which questioned some of the report’s conclusions.  The Regional Assembly and others urged

Government to address the issues raised before finalising the Plan.

5.35 All the comments submitted in response to the Proposed Changes were carefully considered, including those made in the

Regional Assembly’s critique.  Whilst the focus of the Further Proposed Changes was on avoiding harm to European sites,

they included changes which also address wider environmental concerns, notably in relation to waste water infrastructure

capacity, and provision of ‘green infrastructure’.  

5.36 Only a very small number of respondents commented on the SA Report published with the Further Proposed Changes (9

responses were submitted in total).  Both the Environmental Agency and Natural England agreed with the conclusion that,

overall, the changes made at this stage improved the sustainability of the Plan.  The small number of changes made to the

final RSS reflects the wider measure of support which was expressed in the response to the consultation.  

5.37 Overall, it is clear that the SA Reports produced at both the submission draft and Proposed Changes stages, have been

highly influential in terms of shaping the strategic policy framework for the region, and the spatial distribution of growth

across the East of England to 2021.  Whilst it is not possible to say that any one policy owes its final formulation to the

appraisal process, its influence is evident in a number of changes made to final RSS.  Although not a comprehensive list,

the following policies are cited as examples:

Core Strategy: 

• Policy SS1: Achieving Sustainable Development – incorporation of Government policy statements and

commitments relating to sustainable development within RSS;

• Policy SS9: The Coast – stronger protection for biodiversity, and better integration of environmental and economic

policy.

Housing:

• Policy H1: Regional Housing Provision 2001-21 – recognition of the need to take account of water supply and

waste water infrastructure requirements when bringing forward land for housing;

• Policy T1: Regional Transport Objectives and Outcomes – inclusion of a new high level objective to manage travel

behaviour and demand ‘with the aim of reducing road traffic growth and ensuring the transport sector makes an

appropriate contribution to the required reduction in green house gases’, and an outcome of ‘reduced greenhouse

gas emissions’;

• Policy T15: Transport Investment Priorities – reflecting the emphasis in the RTS on achieving sustainable

movement and travel outcomes, the deletion of the schedule of proposals at Table 8.3 in the submission draft RSS,

and replacement with a reference to substantially agreed (and therefore appraised) transport investment priorities for

the region (listed at Appendix A).  Future proposals are subject to further study and satisfactory appraisal.
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Environment:

• Policy ENV1: Green Infrastructure – elaboration of regionally significant green infrastructure and recognition of the

multi-functional value of all forms of green space, and support for its provision ‘so that, as part of a package of

measures, it contributes to achieving carbon neutral development, flood attenuation and other wider policy

objectives’;

• Policy ENV3: Biodiversity and Earth Heritage – strengthening of protection for biodiversity and geodiversity, both

on designated sites and elsewhere.

Carbon Dioxide and Renewable Energy:

• Policy ENG1: Carbon Dioxide Emissions and Renewable Energy – inclusion of a new policy for improving energy

performance in development and reducing carbon emissions, and strengthening the 10% minimum renewable

energy consumption requirement for new development included in the submission draft RSS;

• Policy ENG2: Renewable Energy Targets - inclusion of renewable energy generation targets, supported by

indicative installed capacity values (excluding offshore wind) and related clarification. 

Water:

A suite of new policies aimed at integrating water infrastructure planning with consideration of the water environment and

flood risk management.  Two new policies specifically strengthen environmental protection: 

• Policy WAT1: Water Efficiency – this policy includes targets for domestic water consumption reflecting the need for

achieving improved resource efficiency in tandem with new development;

• Policy WAT2: Water Resource and Infrastructure Development - a new policy setting out a co-ordinated

approach to water infrastructure planning, including a requirement for water cycle studies, which takes proper

account of environmental constraints.  

Biodiversity:

A series of policy changes, aimed at ensuring the protection of European and Ramsar sites in particular; these have been

detailed at the Further Proposed Changes stage, and in the schedule of changes made in response to the consultation on

those particular changes, published with this statement. 

5.38 The Core Strategy and thematic policy changes are of particular significance because they apply across the region.  In

addition, some of these changes are reinforced by changes to policies at the sub-regional and key centre level.  For

example, Policies HA1, SV1 and LA 2 amplify the implications of the water policy changes for development at these key

centres.  

5.39 The final RSS is one of a suite of Development Plan Documents, and Article 4.3 of the SEA Directive recognises:  ‘Where

plans and programmes form part of a hierarchy, Member States shall, with a view to avoiding duplication of the

assessment, take into account the fact that the assessment will be carried out at different levels of the hierarchy’. There is

therefore an expectation that the SEA need not appraise matters ‘more appropriately assessed at different levels in that

process in order to avoid duplication of the assessment’.  In this context, locations need not be assessed at a level of detail

more appropriate to Local Development Documents.  In addition, schemes which are subject to individual assessment,

both the SEA and HRA have been taken into account through the assessment of cumulative effects.
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5.40 Reasons for choosing the plan 

An important function of the SA is to ensure that decision makers consider a range of options, so that their likely

performance in terms of key measures of sustainability can be compared before a preferred strategy is chosen.  This

includes a consideration of the significant environmental effects associated with different options, as required by the SEA

regulations.  The SEA Regulations also require that information concerning ‘the reasons for choosing the plan or

programme as adopted, in the light of the other reasonable alternatives dealt with’ is provided.

5.41 Section 3 of this Statement summarises the process by which options were identified and considered.  In practice, seven

alternatives for the strategic development of the region have been appraised:  

• The three spatial scenarios outlined in the Options Consultation Document and annual dwelling averages ranging

between 19,300 – 27,300;  

• Continuation of existing RPG policies - annual dwelling average 20,850; 

• Draft RRS - annual dwelling average 23,900;

• Draft RSS plus an additional 18,000 in the London-Stansted-Cambridge-Peterborough corridor - annual dwelling

average 24,800;

• The Secretary of State’s Proposed Changes; and Further Proposed Changes – annual dwelling average 25,400 (or,

based on proportion yet to be built, 26,830).

In addition, a number of EiP participants presented a range of sub-regional or lower level alternatives for consideration by

the Panel.  

5.42 As earlier sections of this Statement explain, at each iteration of the SA the consideration of environmental effects, in

tandem with the consideration of social and economic effects, has been influential in shaping the evolution of the preferred

strategy.  The schedule of changes at Section 4 of this document, gives reasons for specific revisions to the draft Plan.

Viewed as a whole, the changes recognise that growth and environmental protection are joint imperatives, rather than

conflicting objectives. 

5.43 At the strategic level, RSS can only provide a framework for future development.  A range of more locationally specific

alternatives will need to be considered in due course, and it will be for local authorities and other decision makers to

assess these lower level alternatives when preparing Local Development Documents and approving individual

development schemes.  These, coupled to many other unrelated factors which are beyond the remit of RSS to determine,

will play some part in determining actual outcomes.  

5.44 Overall the Government considers that the published revision to RSS provides a sustainable framework which responds

appropriately to social, economic and environmental drivers, both within the region and beyond.  The Plan should play its

part in significantly improving the quality of life for existing and future residents across the region over the remainder of the

plan period.  The high level nature of RSS means that there will always be some residual uncertainty around likely

outcomes, and for this reason, monitoring is essential.

5.45 Measures taken to monitor significant effects

The European Directive 2001/42/EC requires monitoring of the significant environmental effects of implementing the plan.

The table overleaf sets out proposed measures for monitoring the specific sustainability effects of implementing the Plan

policies. These focus on the potential negative effects of the Plan that have been identified in the sustainability appraisal

and through consultation with stakeholders.  
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5.46 These measures will be assessed alongside other performance and contextual indicators which cover other key issues,

including the positive effects of the plan (as indicated for example by the supply of affordable homes, reduced reliance on

private cars, protection of biodiversity habitats, etc).  The full suite of monitoring measures can be viewed on the Regional

Assembly’s website http://www.eera.gov.uk/

5.47 The monitoring framework will be finalised following publication of final RSS, and the ‘significant effects’ indicators will be

reported as part of the Regional Assembly’s Annual Monitoring Report. The symbols which appear in the right hand

column of the table correspond to the current ‘performance’ of the region on these measures, as reported in the 2007

AMR.  The 2007 AMR also includes the following commentary:

‘Of the eleven significant effects indicators reported on above, two (water supply and use of greenfield land) show an

improving situation. However, section 6 of the AMR draws attention to the fact that the proportion of residential

development on previously developed land is likely to fall in future years which will have a consequent increase in the

amount of greenfield land used.

Four indicators show relatively little change over the last few years (biodiversity, wild bird population, historic buildings

at risk and energy consumption). As far as biodiversity is concerned, section 6 of the AMR notes the steps being taken

to improve monitoring data and processes. 

One of the indicators (air quality) shows a mixed situation – improvements at the urban measuring stations but

deterioration in rural areas. 

Three indicators show a worsening situation. River quality has deteriorated following a period of improvement, the

amount of travel by car continues to increase and the amount of municipal waste generated has begun to increase

after several years of decrease.’

5.48 Trends will be assessed as information becomes available and will be used as part of the evidence base for the next RSS

review.  In considering the implications of any negative trends, it will be important to determine the extent to which such

trends may be directly or indirectly attributable to the effects of the Plan.
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Significant environmental effects indicators

Significant effect Indicator Performance trend since 2001

Pressure on

water services

SE1)  Deterioration in

chemical and biological

water quality as a

percentage of total river

quality

78% of the total river length in the Anglian

region1 was of good biological quality in 2006

compared to nearly 80% in 2001 (but

compared to less than 60% in 1990). The

average for England & Wales in 2006 was 72%.

47% of the total river length in the Anglian

region was of good chemical quality in 2006

compared to 58% in 2001 (but compared to

17% in 1990). The average for England & Wales

was 70%.

X

SE2)  Deficit in the public

water supply surplus/

deficit position

In most of the region’s water resource zones the

surplus-deficit position has improved since

2002/03 (base year). See section 6 for more

information

√

Transport,

infrastructure and

transport

emissions

SE3)  Increase in days per

year when air pollution is

moderate or high

There are seven regional monitoring sites –

three in urban areas and four in rural locations.

At the three urban sites, there has been a

general downward trend in the number of days

of moderate or high pollution from an average of

37 days per year to 27 since 2001.

At the four rural sites there has been a general

upward trend (although there is only 2-3 years

data at two sites).

√

X

SE4) Amount of increased

private car travel for work

or leisure purposes

There has been a very slight upward trend in the

proportion of trips undertaken by non-car

transport modes since 1999/2001 (30% to

32% in 2005/06). However, this against a

background of a rising trend in all trips and car

trips per person

X

SE5) Amount of

increased congestion or

decreased journey

reliability 

To be developed Not

reported
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Significant environmental effects indicators (continued)

Significant effect Indicator Performance trend since 2001

Biodiversity SE6)  Deterioration in the

condition of Special Areas

of Conservation (SACs),

Special Protection Areas

(SPAs), Offshore Marine

Sites (when designated),

Ramsar sites, Sites of

Special Scientific Interest

(SSSIs) and county/local

wildlife sites 

There has been little change in the proportion of

SSSIs in a favourable or recovering position

–

SE7)  Deterioration in the

region’s population of

farmland, woodland and

all native bird species 

There has been little change in the population of

all native bird species, farmland bird species

and woodland bird species since 2001,

although farmland bird population has dropped

by 5% since 1994.

–

Quality of the

region’s natural

and built

environment

SE8)  Amount of greenfield

land used for residential

development 

The proportion of previously developed land

has continued to increase (from 57% in

2001/02 to 72% in 2006/07). However, it is

anticipated this will fall in future years as the

region moves towards achieving its housing

target.

√

SE9)  Increase in the

number of listed buildings

on the Register of

Buildings at Risk

115 (1.7%) of Grade I and Grade II* buildings

were on the at risk register in the East of

England in 2007, the same percentage as in

1999.

The East of England has the lowest proportion

of Grade I and II* buildings at risk of any region,

although it has 15% of the total number of listed

buildings.

–

Waste arisings

and waste

management

SE10)  Amount of increase

in municipal and

commercial & industrial

waste generated per head

and in total. 

The amount of municipal waste collected per

head is increasing after several years of

decreases.

Comparable data is not available on

commercial and industrial waste.

X
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Key:

√ Situation  improving

X Situation worsening

– No change

? Information inconclusive

Sources:

SE1: Environment Agency http://www.environment-

agency.gov.uk/yourenv/eff/1190084/water/213902/river_qual/?lang=_e 

SE2: Environment Agency: Water Resources Background paper to this Annual Monitoring Report 2006/07

http://www.eera.gov.uk/category.asp?cat=723  

SE3: Defra http://www.sustainable-development.gov.uk/progress/data-resources/regional.htm 

SE4: National Travel Survey  http://www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/statistics/datatablespublications/regionaldata/rts/ 

SE6: Natural England http://www.english-nature.org.uk/special/sssi/report.cfm?category=R,RF 

SE7: RSPB, BTO and Defra http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/statistics/wildlife/research/rwbi.htm 

SE8: Local authority AMR returns since 2001/02 (see main body of AMR and on-line data tables)

SE9: English Heritage  http://www.english-heritage.org.uk/hc/server/show/nav.10735 

SE10: Waste planning authority AMR returns (see main body of AMR and on-line data tables)

SE11: Defra  http://www.defra.gov.uk/environment/statistics/globatmos/galocalghg.htm 

SE12: BERR http://www.berr.gov.uk/energy/statistics/regional/regional-local-electricity/page36213.html 

Significant environmental effects indicators (continued)

Significant effect Indicator Performance trend since 2001

Resource

efficiency and

consumption

(including energy)

and carbon

emissions

SE11)  Amount of increase

in carbon dioxide

emissions per capita

CO2 emissions in 2004 were 8.8 tonnes per

resident. The breakdown by source was 3.1

tonnes - industrial, commercial and public; 2.6

tonnes – domestic; and 2.7 tonnes – road

transport. The England total per capita was 9.2

tonnes. Comparable data for earlier dates is not

available.

?

SE12)  Amount of increase

in domestic energy

consumption

Overall domestic electricity consumption has

been relatively static since 2003 with

consumption per head falling

–

SE13)  Ecological footprint An ecological footprint represents the amount

of biologically productive land and water its

residents use and was suggested as an

additional indicator in the sustainability

appraisal report. This will be reported in future

AMRs

Not

reported
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Section Six
Extended Structure Plan policies
replaced by the East of England Plan 
6.1 On 26 September 2007 the Government Office for the East of England wrote to County Councils and Unitary Authorities

in the region under the transitional provisions of Schedule 8 to the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 to advise

them which policies from their existing Structure Plans should be saved after 27 September 2007.  

6.2 The Secretary of State’s assessment was based upon the criteria in Planning Policy Statement 11 paragraph 2.57 and the

Department for Communities and Local Government Protocol on saving policies.  Saving policies did not indicate that the

Secretary of State would endorse those policies.  Rather, they were intended to ensure continuity in the plan-led system

and a stable planning framework locally and in particular, a continued supply of land for development.  

6.3 Policies were saved in the expectation that they would be replaced promptly by policies in this Revision to the Regional

Spatial Strategy for the East of England or Development Plan Documents for the relevant local authorities.  As a

consequence of the publication of the Revision to the RSS, the policies listed below which were extended are now

replaced by relevant policies in the East of England Plan.  The implication is that the other polices, which were extended

will remain until replaced by Development Plan Documents policies.
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TABLE 6.1: Extended Structure Plan policies replaced by the East of England
Plan 

Structure Plan Policy Reference Policies in East of England

Plan, which replace them

Bedfordshire and Luton 46 New Infrastructure – County Council T15

Structure Plan 2011

(adopted 1997)

Cambridgeshire and P1/3 Sustainable Design in Buildings ENV7, ENG1

Peterborough Structure P2/4 Development and expansion of E4
Plan (adopted 2003) Employment Clusters

P7/12 Location of Waste Management Facilities WM1, WM5, WM6

P8/3 Area Transport Plans T4

P8/6 Improving Bus and Community Transport T4, T5, T7, T13

Services

P8/7 Improvements to Rail Services T5, T10

P9/2a Green Belt CSR3

P9/4 Market Towns – Cambridge Sub Region CSR1, CSR2

Essex and Southend-on-sea T2 Transport Investment Priorities T15

Structure Plan (adopted 2001) T4 Passenger Transport T4, T5, T7, T13

Hertfordshire Structure Plan 8 Strategic Locations for Supplementary LA2, SV1

Review 1991 – 2011 Housing Development

(adopted 1998) 28 New Roads T6, T8

31 Rail Improvement Schemes T15

32 Central Herts Passenger Transport System T15

36 Improvements to Local Feeder Networks T6, T8

43 Landscape Conservation Areas ENV2

Norfolk Structure Plan CS.5 Whole Settlement Strategies SS 2, SS3, SS4, SS5

(adopted 1999) EC.9 Tourism E6, ENV2, GYL1

ENV.3 Environment - Landscape ENV2, ENV5, ENV6

ENV.5 Landscape: new planting and heathland ENV3, ENV5

ENV.14 Protection of The Broads ENV2

T.12 County Transport Network T4, T5, T6, T7 

Suffolk Structure Plan ENV21 Norfolk and Suffolk Broads  ENV2

(adopted 2001) ECON7 High Technology Development /

Business Clusters E4
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Appendix 1
Habitats Regulations Assessment in
response to the Further Proposed
Changes consultation

Further advice from RPS in November 2007 relating to Chiltern Beechwoods SAC

Query Raised

1. Decorum Borough Council expressed concern that there was insufficient explanation of the conclusion that there were no

likely significant effects on European Sites as a result of Policy LA2 Hemel Hempstead Key Centre for Development and

Change.  The Council referred to the fact that the Chiltern Beechwoods, especially Ashridge National Trust Visitor Centre,

is a popular visitor destination, and likely to attract more people as a result of housing expansion.

2. The Council requested clarification of the conclusion of ‘no likely significant effect.’

RPS response

Chiltern Beechwoods

3. The Chiltern Beechwoods SAC covers some 1276 ha of land.  The reasons for selection of the SAC are as follows:

Annex I habitats that are a primary reason for selection of this site

Asperulo-Fagetum beech forests

The Chilterns Beechwoods represent a very extensive tract of Asperulo-Fagetum beech forests in the centre of the

habitat’s UK range.  The woodland is an important part of a grassland-scrub-woodland mosaic.  A distinctive feature

in the woodland flora is the occurrence of the rare coralroot Cardamine bulbifera

Annex I habitats present as a qualifying feature, but not a primary reason for selection of this site:

Semi-natural dry grasslands and scrubland facies: on calcareous substrates (Festuco-Brometalia)

Annex II species present as a qualifying feature, but not a primary reason for site selection

Stag beetle  Lucanus cervus

4. The Standard Data Form for the site states, under section 4.3 Vulnerability, that:

The majority of beechwoods in the Chilterns are very uniform in terms of age-class and species composition, as a

result of historical promotion of beech as a timber tree.  Significant changes to the structural and species diversity of

these woods are required in order to promote a more natural composition.
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Beech woodland in the Chilterns is currently facing a decline due to very low market value for timber and damage to

young trees by grey squirrels.  The availability of financial support through the Woodland Grant Scheme goes some

way in helping to address this issue but it is not clear whether this offers sufficient incentive to woodland managers to

continue to manage in ways which will promote an increase in structural and species diversity of the characteristic

beechwood communities.  In particular, there may be a lack of sufficient financial support to provide for the retention

of a larger proportion of mature trees in order to increase the provision of dead-wood habitat.  This latter issue is the

subject of a joint national review by English Nature and Forestry Commission.

The long-term sustainability of the juniper populations is uncertain due to the lack of natural regeneration and a poor

ability to compete with other scrub species.  Means of improving the prospects for juniper in the Chilterns are currently

being investigated; a joint initiative between English Nature, local authorities and the local wildlife trust is in place.

5. The closest component of the SAC to Hemel Hempstead is the Ashridge Woods and Commons SSSI.  This is

predominantly broadleaved mixed and yew woodland. 

Policy LA2 Hemel Hempstead Key Centre for Development and Change

6. Policy LA2 states:

LA2:  Hemel Hempstead Key Centre for Development and Change

The strategy for Hemel Hempstead couples growth in housing and employment with transformational physical, social and

economic regeneration of the original new town to create an expanded sustainable and balanced community.  The main

elements of this strategy are:

(1) Overall housing growth of 12,000 at Hemel Hempstead and elsewhere in Dacorum by 2021.  Brownfield

redevelopment opportunities will be maximised but sustainable urban extensions will also be required, to be focused

on the edge of the built-up area of Hemel Hempstead.  Extension of Hemel Hempstead into St Albans District will

probably be required, taking account of constraints and any opportunities arising from decisions on Buncefield and

involving preparation of joint or coordinated LDDs with St Albans DC.  Identification of the urban extensions will require

a strategic review of the Green Belt that allows scope for continued growth of Hemel Hempstead until at least 2031.

(2) Provision for substantial employment growth over the period to 2021 by:

• capitalising on strategic links to Watford, proposed major development at Brent Cross/Cricklewood and

elsewhere in London, Luton and Milton Keynes;

• regenerating the Maylands Industrial Estate; 

• reconstruction and potential rationalisation of Buncefield; and 

• creating a more attractive and vital town centre, making best use of further regeneration and redevelopment

opportunities.

(3) Focused and coordinated action to raise opportunities and expectations and make better provision for local residents

in terms of health, education, employment, transport and quality of life.

(4) Substantial improvement to the image and quality of the town’s built fabric and public realm, including multi-functional

green space.

7. The policy thus provides for an additional 12,000 homes by 2021, and this is coupled with substantial improvements to

inter alia multi-functional green space.
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Finding of no likely significant effect.

8. The process of screening policies for likely significant effects on European Sites is explained in Appendix A of the Report

of the Habitats Directive Assessment.  This explains at para A.14 that 

The review was based on a pressure (or source) – pathway – receptor (or target) approach; the pressure being the

direct or indirect consequences of the policies (in terms of development or other relevant factors); the receptor being

the European site (or sites), and more specially the qualifying features and conservation objectives; and the pathway

being the mechanism by which any likely significant effect would be manifest.

9. Para A.18 explains that:

Reasons for screening out policies as being likely to have no significant effect on European Sites include:

a) The purpose of the policy or proposal is to protect or enhance the natural environment, and any enhancement

measures will not be likely to have a significant effect on a European site.

b) The policy itself will not lead to or encourage development likely to have a significant effect on a European site.

c) The policy clearly directs development away from European sites.

10. Policy LA2 was screened out because it was considered unlikely to lead to or encourage development likely to have an

effect on a European Site.  The basis for this conclusion was as follows:

Pressure (source)

11. The policy provides for housing growth of 12,000 at Hemel Hempstead and elsewhere in the Borough.  This would be

expected to result in some 29,000 additional residents.  This would give rise to additional recreation pressure in the

surrounding countryside. 

Pathway

12. The nearest European site to Hemel Hempstead is the Chiltern Beechwoods SAC.  At its closest point this is some 3.5km

from the western edge of Hemel Hempstead, but approximately 8km from the Eastern edge, which is where a significant

proportion of the housing growth is expected to occur.  Although in broad terms, the majority of regular visitors to

individual sites have been found to originate from within 5km, and this was used as an indicative distance for the purposes

of screening, it is the case that significant numbers of visitors will travel greater distances, and account was taken of this.

For example, the report of the England Leisure Visits survey for 2005 shows that 59% of adults had made a leisure visit (a

round trip from home) to the countryside in the past year.  40% had visited a wood/forest.  Leisure visits involved an

average round trip of approximately 17.1 miles.  For countryside trips the average was greater at 21.5 miles.  The average

distance travelled from home was thus some 10.8 miles (17.2 km).

13. It is thus the case that the Chiltern Beechwoods SAC is sufficiently close to Hemel Hempstead for there to be an increase

in the number of visitors.

14. The potential increase in visitors will to some extent be reduced by the provision in the policy for provision of multi-

functional open space.  In this context we note that the Borough Council’s Core Strategy Issues and Options report states

that:

“The Council currently requires that for new large housing developments provision is made for new or extended public

open space (including provision for maintenance).  The Council is also seeking to rectify existing deficiencies.  In many

cases, this is impractical due to the built up nature of our urban environment and the difficulty in creating or identifying
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new areas of public open space.  It is therefore important that Open Land is retained because it acts as a reservoir for

all open uses and for example, part of a school playing field that is surplus to education requirements could become a

public leisure space.  Sometimes a financial contribution is agreed towards improving existing areas of public open

space and securing new or extended areas for public open space.  This is known as a planning obligation

(Section106).  PPG 17 states that ‘Planning Obligations should be used as a means to remedy local deficiencies in the

quantity of open space’.”

15. We also note that English Nature (now Natural England), in their response to consultation on the report:

“…supports the approach to provide developers with an appropriate steer so long as the direction is developed via an

information-led approach that seeks to conserve and enhance the significant nature conservation assets of the

Borough, alongside other environmental objectives (such as water resource management).  It is important that the

development options are appraised against sustainable development criteria that emerge out of the SEA

consultation. On this basis, English Nature supports broad guidance to promote a structured strategic approach to

the development of leisure facilities within the Borough.

English Nature regards accessible natural greenspace as an important component of the leisure facilities of the

Borough.  Along with the spatial representations of nature conservation sites (county wildlife site review, SSSI

network, LNRs, nature conservation strategy), the open space strategy can provide an indication as to where

opportunities should be sought to create wildlife-rich greenspace to meet community needs.  A strategic approach to

developing this green infrastructure can ensure environmental targets are met (BAP targets, SSSI condition targets

(National Government Department Defra has a Public Service Agreement target to bring 95% of nationally important

wildlife sites, including SSSIs, into favourable condiiton by 2010) accessible natural greenspace targets, AONB

management plan targets etc)……”

16. Whilst not removing entirely the increase the likely increase in visitor numbers to the Chiltern Beechwoods SAC, such

measures will reduce the likely increase in pressure.

17. The likely increase in visitor numbers must also be considered in the overall context of existing visitor patterns.  The

Chilterns AONB Management Plan reports in Chapter 12 Recreation and Access that:

“12.1.3 The Chilterns has a resident population of 100,000, a further 650,000 within three miles of the boundary

and up to 10 million within an hours drive.  Over 300 roads cross the AONB boundary and the area is

served by four rail routes and the London Underground.  The Chilterns is the most accessible protected

area in the UK, if not Europe.  Conserving the environment and maintaining the quality of experience are

major objectives for all concerned with recreation management.

12.1.4 The 1997 visitor survey showed that there were approximately 52 million leisure visits to the Chilterns per

year, 39 million by local people, 9 million by day trippers and 4 million by visitors staying in or near the

Chilterns, e.g. London, Oxford and Windsor.  This means that the Chilterns is amongst the most popular

countryside for walking in the UK.  This is not surprising given that over 10 million people live within one

hours travelling distance, the quality of the countryside and its accessibility.

18. The numbers of houses proposed at Hemel Hempstead, and elsewhere in the borough, whilst substantial, must thus be

seen in the context of the existing population and the extensive visitor catchment.

Receptor (target)

19. The main feature for which the Chiltern Beechwoods SAC is designated is the beech woodland and the closest

component (the Ashridge Woods and Commons SSSI) is predominantly woodland.  Woodlands are not overly sensitive
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to recreation pressure, and woodland sites were generally considered not likely to be subject to likely significant effects

from increased recreational use.  Visitors tend to follow recognised routes and their management is not usually

problematical.  

20. Other features of the SAC are chalk grasslands and the presence of stag beetle.  Stag beetles are not sensitive to

disturbance.  Nor would recreation be expected to affect the potential for the forest to provide the dead tree stumps which

are the primary habitat for the beetles’ larvae.  Chalk grassland can suffer from erosion where visitor pressure is particularly

high, but this is usually relatively localised at significant viewpoints and similar features.  

21. We note that the Nature Conservation section of the Chilterns AONB Management Plan (the Framework for Action 2002-

2007) states at para 5.5.37 that 

“Public pressure raises a number of issues affecting nature conservation.  Despite the popularity of the Chilterns for

outdoor leisure, and in particular walking and mountain biking, the damage caused is relatively minor and tends to be

confined to small areas.  The most obvious impact is the direct disturbance to vegetation caused by over-usage of

certain recreation areas within the AONB, particularly the most popular downland sites such as Ivinghoe Beacon and

Dunstable Downs.  Less obvious is the disturbance to wildlife caused by the intrusion of people into otherwise quiet

areas and the effects of litter, fire and road casualties on wildlife populations.  A key issue is the need to protect those

habitats and communities which are most sensitive to disturbance, and to guide visitors to other areas which are less

sensitive.”

22. Ivinghoe Beacon is part of the Ivinghoe Hills SSSI which is to the north of the SAC. It is primarily calcareous grassland, as

is the Dunstable and Whipsnade Downs SSSI further to the north.  Neither of these SSSIs are part of a European Site.

23. The plan goes on to state:

“5.5.39 It is important that the public have access in order to experience and enjoy nature as this encourages

people to appreciate and want to conserve wildlife.  Where conflicts are unavoidable, the critical need is for

more sensitive management of both vegetation and users.  The Sandford Principle should be applied by

managers, to give priority to conservation whenever and wherever there is a conflict.

5.5.40 The Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 will open up areas of countryside to new public access.  In

the Chilterns this will have a particular effect on commons and downland and there will be a need for

continued monitoring of the impact of access to sensitive conservation sites.  In certain cases it may be

appropriate to restrict access to some sites through applications to the Local Access Forums.”

24. Policy NC19 of the Plan follows from this:

“NC19 Assess the impact of access and recreation on key sites of nature conservation and develop guidelines for

the management of sites where key species and habitats are adversely affected by visitor pressure.”

Conclusion

25. Our assessment of the likely effects of the East of England RSS European Sites concluded that Policy LA2 was likely to

have no significant effect on European Sites.  This note explains and amplifies the reasons for this conclusion with specific

reference to the Chiltern Beechwoods SAC.  The numbers of houses proposed at Hemel Hempstead, and elsewhere in

the borough, whilst substantial, has been assessed in the context of the existing population and the extensive visitor

catchment.  It has also taken account of the measures and policies in place to manage additional visitor demand, and the

expectation that a significant proportion of the dwellings proposed will be located to the east of Hemel Hempstead.
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26. However, as explained in the Report of the Habitats Directive Assessment:

3.5 It is thus established that the Directive is intended to operate at all levels of the planning process.  It is

recognised that the consideration of likely significant effects on European sites are more easily identified at

the lower tier plan, or specific project proposal level.  However, the assessment of the draft RSS for the

East of England is being undertaken to the extent possible on the basis of the precision of the plan.  

3.6 Given the nature of a RSS it is inevitable that in assessing the potential effects on European sites, the

process is essentially an evidence based assessment of the risk of effects, rather than the more precise

definition of the nature, extent and significance of effects that would be normally be possible in the

Environmental Impact Assessment of projects.

27. It is for Dacorum Borough Council, as the competent authority, to satisfy itself that the policies of the emerging Core

Strategy and related documents fulfil the requirements of the Habitats Regulations.
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Appendix 2
Habitats Regulations Assessment in
response to the Further Proposed
Changes consultation

Further advice from RPS in March 2008 relating to Broads SAC and Broadland SPA/ Ramsar site

Query Raised

1. Natural England disagreed with the conclusion of no effect on site integrity in the Water Technical Report in relation to the

Broads. They indicated that the Yare Broads and Marshes SSSI part of the Broads SAC/Broadland SPA/Ramsar Site

should be specifically mentioned.  Norwich’s sewage is discharged upstream of this Natura 2000 site.  They commented

that Norwich’s Whitlingham STW has been improved during AMP3.  However phosphorus levels remain five times in

excess of the target for the Natura 2000 site (conclusions from the EA’s Review of Consents process).  Their view was that

there is an interplay between both water resources and water quality and the final quality of the water reaching the Yare

Broads and Marshes SSSI.

RPS Response

2. In this response we review the previous conclusions of the Habitats Directive Assessment and provide further

amplification, particularly with respect to the Whitlingham STW, and the potential effects of the RSS on the Yare Broads

and Marshes SSSI.

Conclusions of the Habitats Directive Assessment 

3. At Stage 1 of the Habitats Directive Assessment we could not conclude that the policies in Table 1.1 would have no likely

significant effect on the Broadland SPA/Ramsar Site and Broads SAC as a result of increased pressures on water

resources.
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4. Table 1.2 sets out the source – pathway – target model by which the effects on the interest features of the site could be

manifest.

5. At Stage 2 of the Habitats Directive Assessment we undertook an Appropriate Assessment in relation to these matters

and concluded, with respect to water quality that:

With regard to water quality, the draft RSS does propose a significant number of new dwellings in the catchment area

of the Broads.  However, there are strategic water initiatives including the CAMS, Catchment Sensitive Farming and

WLMPs which all plan to protect the Broads SAC and mitigate against the growth that could occur in the surrounding

areas.  The Broads Authority has developed plans and strategies relevant to river basin planning.  

TABLE 1.2:  Broadland SPA/Ramsar and Broads SAC: Potential Water Effects

Source Pathway Target

Diffuse water pollution from urban

run-off.

Increased abstraction from

watercourses and groundwater.

Increased flooding from

discharges to watercourses and

increased run-off.

River Bure, River Yare, River

Waveney

Local aquifer identified as Lower

Little Ouse Chalk

Habitats:open water, swamp, fen

and fen meadow, reedbed, lowland

wet grassland with ditches and water

bodies and

saltmarsh.

Species :

Associated plants and birds

TABLE 1.1:  Broadland SPA/Ramsar Site and Broads SAC – Relevant Policies

Policies Effects of Policies Implications

SS3: Key Centres for

Development and Change

Sustainable development at Key Centres for

Development and Change, and other settlements,

including minimum housing provision for the following

local authorities between 2001 and 2021:

New housing

development may

result in increased

pressures on water

including upgrading

of existing

development of and

new waste water

infrastructure,

increased

hardstanding will

result in urban run-

off, increased water

supply. These will all

lead to effects on the

site’s qualifying

features.

H1:  Regional Housing

Provision 2001 to 2021

Norwich: 14,100

Great Yarmouth: 6,000

Broadland: 12,000

WAT2:  Water Resource

Development

Appropriate additional infrastructure for both water

supply and waste water treatment to cater for the levels

of development and maximise potential of existing

infrastructure.

GYL1:  Great Yarmouth and

Lowestoft Key Centre for

Development and Change

Strategy is to promote the comprehensive regeneration

of Great Yarmouth and Lowestoft, capitalising on their

strengths and protecting and enhancing their

environmental assets.

NR1: Norwich Key Centre for

Development and Change

Norwich should be a regional focus for housing,

employment, retail, leisure, cultural and educational

development.
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Salinity levels will need to be monitored in the future.  However, the growth identified in the draft RSS will not directly

impact on the salinity levels of the Broads.

The Broads Local Development Framework, sediment management strategy, fen management strategy, and

waterspace management plans will all mitigate against the effects of growth identified in the draft RSS.  The Broads

Authority has added policy CS2 to the LDF specifically to address European and Nationally protected sites in the

context of planning and development.  No constraints have been identified which will limit the expansion and

upgrading of the STWs that discharge to the River Waveney and its tributaries.

Water levels and water quality of the Broads will not be adversely altered.  We therefore concluded that the policies

SS3, H1, WAT2, GYL1 and NR1 of the draft East of England RSS would have no effect on the integrity of the Broads

SAC, or the Broadland SPA and Ramsar Sites for reasons associated with water management.

Appropriate Assessment

6. The assessment follows the source – pathway – target model.  We here provide further consideration of the specific issues

relating to the Whitlingham STW and its discharges.

Source

7. Draft Policy SS3 identifies Norwich, Great Yarmouth and Lowestoft, as a Key Centre for Development and Change.

8. Draft Policy H1 sets out a the following minimum targets:

• Norwich: 14,100

• Great Yarmouth: 6,000

• Broadland: 12,000

9. The area is predominantly rural and any major growth would occur in the surrounding settlements of Norwich and Great

Yarmouth.

10. Draft Policy WAT2 identifies that appropriate additional infrastructure for both water supply and waste water treatment to

cater for the levels of development and maximise potential of existing infrastructure will be needed to support the growth

in the draft RSS.

11. The strategy behind Draft Policy GYL1 is to promote the comprehensive regeneration of both Great Yarmouth and

Lowestoft.

12. Draft Policy NR1 states that Norwich should be a regional focus for housing, employment, retail, leisure, cultural and

educational development.

Pathway

13. The catchment of the Broads is approximately 500 km2 and includes the Rivers Bure, Yare, Waveney Ant, Thurne and

Chet. The area is predominantly rural but any major growth would occur in the surrounding settlements of Norwich and

Great Yarmouth. 

14. Effluent discharges from local STWs to the River Waveney and its tributaries. The relevant STWs are Beccles–Marsh Land,

Diss, Whitlingham and Harleston.  The Whitlingham STW discharges upstream of the Yare Broads and Marshes SSSI.
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15. The local aquifer is the Lower Little Ouse Chalk and the Broads Chalk.

Target

16. The European Sites are particularly dependent on the maintenance of suitable water levels and quality and are therefore

vulnerable to abstraction, agricultural drainage and run-off.

17. The qualifying features, which are the reasons for designation, are sensitive to changes in water quality and water quantity.

The reedbeds, fen meadows, and eutrophic lakes are particularly vulnerable to water pollution and water abstraction.

18. The Yare Broads and Marshes SSSI is part of the Broadland SPA/Ramsar Site and the Broads SAC and is particularly

vulnerable to the changes in water quality and water quantity as identified by Natural England in their comment. The

ecological status of the Yare Broads and Marshes SSSI has been identified as being in unfavourable condition due to

flooding and changes in nutrient levels. 

Mitigation (Pathway)

19. Three STWs will need expanding and upgrading between 2011 and 2016 these are Beccles –Marsh Land, Whitlingham

and Harleston. No constraints have been identified. The STW at Diss has the spare capacity to accommodate the growth

identified in the draft RSS.

20. In the East of England Capacity Delivery Strategy Study (Halcrow 2006) the following has specifically been stated with

regards to Whitlingham STW and growth within South and North Norfolk:

“Whitlingham STW will require expansion to accommodate the growth at Norwich and Breckland. This study has not

identified any other major problems associated with growth within the Districts of South Norfolk and North Norfolk”.

21. The Whitlingham STW has been identified as requiring expansion since the increase in population which would result from

the RSS housing provision in the catchment would be more than 10%.  The Whitlingham STW has already been improved

during the AMP3 process, however phosphorous level remain five times in excess of the target for the European sites as

identified by Natural England in their comment.  The current discharges of the Whitlingham STW are contributing to the

current unfavourable condition of the site, but there are other contributory factors, including agricultural run-off and the

legacy of historic pollution.

22. The biological phosphorous removal process currently in use at the works will be replaced by a chemical process in June

2008.  This is intended to improve the quality of the discharge.  Water Companies will undertake further water quality

improvement projects under AMP4. Further investigation of the water quality of the Yare Broads and Marshes SSSI is

being carried out by Anglian Water and should be completed by May 2008. The Environment Agency are due to publish a

Site Action Plan for the Yare Broads and Marshes SSSI within the next few months which is intended to address the

current problems at the site.

23. Planning permission has already been granted for an additional sludge treatment plant which should be completed by

December 2008. This will provide enhanced treatment of sludge and would increase the capacity at the STW to meet the

proposed growth in Norwich and surrounding area. No objection was received from Natural England. They were of the

view that this upgrade would be unlikely to have a significant effect on the important interest features of the Broadland

SPA/Ramsar and Broads SAC, or any of the features of the Yare Broads and Marshes SSSI.

24. The East of England Capacity Delivery Strategy Study (Halcrow 2006) has highlighted the receiving watercourse of the

Whitlingham STW as having a flood risk due to the size of the proposed development. This has been highlighted, as the

additional growth is greater than 1,500 dwellings. This growth figure, provided by the Environment Agency, is based on
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the assumption that all properties would discharge their total daily allowances within the same three-hour period. Whilst

this level of risk reflects a precautionary approach, we consider it merits further investigation.

25. A number of Flood Risk Management Schemes have been undertaken which will protect the integrity of the Broadland

SPA/Ramsar Site and the Broads SAC and especially the Yare Broads and Marshes SSSI. These schemes include the

Broadland Flood Alleviation Project and Hassingham (Yare Broads and Marshes SSSI), both of which have resulted in

habitat gains (Environment Agency 2006). These schemes have been subject to Appropriate Assessment. The

Environment Agency will continue to seek opportunities to enhance and promote biodiversity by protecting and improving

habitats through all its flood risk management activities. 

Mitigation (Target)

26. A WLMP that has been developed for the Broadland SPA/Ramsar Site and the Broads SAC.

27. The Broads Authority has added policy CS2 to the LDF specifically to deal with European and National protected sites and

to ensure that planning and development issues meet these requirements. Policy CS2 states:

“In the interpretation and implementation of the Core Strategy policies, account will be taken of the objectives of

National and European nature conservation designations, and significant adverse effects avoided”.

32. The Broads Authority has a number of plans and strategies relevant to river basin planning in place to address some of the

issues that affect them.  These include:

• Broads Local Development Framework

• Sediment management strategy

• Fen management strategy

• Waterspace management plans

33. Many fens are managed by conservation bodies, some of which are also managed as NNRs.  The current mitigation

measures include:

ii) English Nature and the Broads Authority have produced a Fen Audit, identifying management possibilities and

constraints for each fen site. This supplements the Fen Management Strategy for the Broads Natural Area.

Restoration aims will be agreed with landowners.

iii) All conservation bodies and many landowners are undertaking management works to restore favourable conditions

on SSSI fen sites.

iiii) The Broads Authority leads a partnership project co-ordinating mechanised fen harvesting equipment. Also

experimental grazing of fen sites is being progressed in the Broads.

iiv) The new Environmental Stewardship scheme, to replace ESAs, has the potential to provide appropriate levels of

funding through the Higher Level Scheme to support sustainable management of fen habitats. Conservation staff

from English Nature, Broads Authority, Norfolk Wildlife Trust and Farming and Wildlife Advisory Group (FWAG) provide

management advice, both to landowners and DEFRA.

v) A programme of fen research and monitoring is to be developed as an outcome from the Supplement to the Fen

Management Strategy, which incorporates the Broads Fen Audit. All conservation bodies are involved in monitoring

fen sites.
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vi) The Environment Agency has embarked on an extensive water level monitoring project for a number of Norfolk fen

sites. Many fens are subject to Water Level Management Plans prepared by operating authorities. English Nature and

the Broads Authority have commissioned research into the hydrological functioning of fen sites.

vii) Water Companies have undertaken improvements to sewage treatment works, thereby improving the quality of water

in the Broads. Further water quality improvement projects will be undertaken by Water Companies under AMP4.

viii) Under AMP4, further investigations for water quality will be undertaken by water companies.

ix) Restoration and management of Cladium rich fen by the Reed and Sedge Cutters’ Association.

Conclusions

34. The draft RSS proposes a significant number of new dwellings in the catchment area of the Broadland SPA/Ramsar Site

and the Broads SAC. There are strategic water initiatives including the CAMS, Catchment Sensitive Farming methods and

WLMPs which all plan to protect the Broadlands SPA/Ramsar Site and the Broads SAC and mitigate against the growth

that could occur in the surrounding areas. The Environment Agency, Water Companies and Natural England are

proceeding with a project to investigate options and remedy this situation via the Review of Consents process and

AMP4/5.

35. The Broads Authority have also developed plans and strategies relevant to river basin planning, including the Broads local

development framework, sediment management strategy, fen management strategy and waterspace management

plans. These plans and strategies will all mitigate against the effects of growth identified in the draft RSS.

36. Our assessment of the likely affects of the draft RRS concluded that water levels and water quality of the Broadland

SPA/Ramsar and the Broads SAC will not be adversely altered as a result of the growth proposed for the catchment area

of the Broadland SPA/Ramsar and the Broads SAC, and that policies SS3, H1, WAT2, GYL1 and NR1 of the draft East of

England RSS will have no effect on the integrity of the Broadland SPA/Ramsar and the Broads SAC.  

37. This note explains and amplifies the reasons for this conclusion with specific reference to the Yare Broads and Marshes

SSSI. Our conclusion is that the current discharges of the Whitlingham STW are contributing to the current unfavourable

condition of the site, but there are other contributory factors, including agricultural run-off and the legacy of historic

pollution.  The need to expand the Whitlingham STW to accommodate the growth proposed by the RSS has already been

identified.  The biological phosphorous removal process currently in use at the works will be replaced by a chemical

process in June 2008.  This is intended to improve the quality of the discharge.  The water company will undertake further

water quality improvement projects under AMP4. 

38. Further investigation of the water quality of the Yare Broads and Marshes SSSI is being carried out by Anglian Water and

should be completed by May 2008. The Environment Agency are due to publish a Site Action Plan for the Yare Broads and

Marshes SSSI within the next few months which is intended to address the current problems at the site.

39. Policy WAT2 (amplified by para 10.9 and supported by policy ENV3), with its requirements for the relevant authorities and

infrastructure to work together to ensure timely provision of the necessary infrastructure; the development of a co-

ordinated approach to water cycle studies, including wastewater treatment; and the recognition that new development

may need to be phased to ensure it does not exceed the capacity/environmental limits of the infrastructure provides

further confidence that the proposed growth identified in the draft RSS in the catchment of the Whitlingham STW will not

adversely affect the Broads SAC and Broadland SPA/Ramsar Site.

40. Thus we conclude that the growth proposed in the draft RSS will not further adversely affect the site.
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Appendix 3
Habitats Regulations Assessment in
response to the Further Proposed
Changes consultation

Further advice from RPS in March 2008 relating to Epping Forest SAC

Queries Raised

1. Natural England (NE) disagreed with the methodology used to determine the likely air quality effects in the Habitats

Directive Assessment.  NE states that the assessment is deficient because a comparison of pollutant concentrations with

and without the Regional Transport Strategy (RTS) in 2021 was not undertaken.  This concern was raised specifically in

relation to the Epping Forest Special Area of Conservation (SAC).

2. Predictions of nitrogen (N) deposition rates were undertaken using the methodology set out in the DMRB Volume 11 (HA

207/07) which is based on nitrogen dioxide (NO2) concentrations. NE raised concerns that failure to take account of

increasing ammonia (NH3) emissions from the transport sector may underestimate N deposition rates. Particular

concerns relate to sites such as Epping Forest where critical loads are already being exceeded, but the evidence

presented is equally relevant to the consideration of air quality effects on other sensitive sites located in the vicinity of

growth locations, such as the Chiltern Beechwoods. 

3. NE raised concerns that the issue of acid deposition has not been addressed. Particular concerns relate to sites such as

Epping Forest where critical loads are already being exceeded and where the naturally acid soils mean that there is very

little buffering capacity to counteract the effects of acid deposition.

RPS Response

Query 1

4. Annual mean nitrogen oxides (NOx) concentrations were predicted using the DMRB model for each of the European sites

considered for a base year of 2003 and a forecast year of 2021. 

Predicted NOx Concentrations in 2003

5. The results of a widespread NO2 diffusion tube monitoring survey undertaken in 2004 within the Epping Forest SAC area

are presented in a report prepared by Robert West Consulting on behalf of Epping Forest District Council2.  Using the

latest published data on the relationship between NO2 and NOx, the range of NOx concentrations at these monitoring

sites was 24.0 to 101.5 g.m-3 in 2004. 

6. The predicted range of NOx concentrations for Epping Forest presented in the appropriate assessment for the base year

of 2003 was 33.4 to 166.3 g.m-3. Annual mean NOx concentrations are expected to reduce in future years due to

improvements in vehicle technologies and increasingly stringent emissions legislation. Using the year adjustment factors

referenced in the technical guidance provided to local authorities for the purposes of their review and assessment work,
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this range is likely to be 32.4 to 161.3 g.m-3 in 2004. This suggests that the predictions presented in the report are likely to

be conservative when compared with the results of monitoring in the area of Epping Forest and give confidence in the

conclusions of the assessment.

Predicted Annual Mean NOx Concentrations in 2021

7. At the time of preparing the appropriate assessment, traffic flow characteristics in 2021, without the RTS, were not

available so it was not possible to undertake a comparison of the pollutant concentrations with and without the RTS

(paragraph 3.7 of the Air Quality Technical Report). Such data is still not available for the traffic model under consideration.

8. In the absence of such data we have used the National Road Traffic Forecast (NRTF) factors to provide the basis for

scaling traffic flow data. These factors relate to national growth and do not relate to any specific area of the country. The

Department for Transport TEMPRO (Version 5) system provides forecast data on trips for transport planning purpose.

NRTF factors are combined with TEMPRO factors to take into account national growth and the effects of local planning.

9. Traffic flow data have been scaled using the combined NRTF and TEMPRO factors to give an indication of traffic flows in

2021 without the implementation of the RTS. Comparing the annual average daily traffic (AADT) in the ‘Without RTS 2021’

scenario and the AADT in the ‘With RTS 2021’ scenario, the results indicate that implementation of the RTS will increase

flows on some roads and reduce flows on others.

10. The maximum annual mean NOx concentration for Epping Forest was predicted at a distance of 20m from the M25

between Junctions 26 and 27 on the M25. The AADT for the M25 in this location has been scaled using the combined

NRTF and TEMPRO factors to give an indication of traffic flows in 2021 without the implementation of the RTS. Annual

mean NOx concentrations have been predicted and compared with the predictions with the RTS. The results are

presented in Table 1.

11. The results show that the AADT in the With RTS 2021 scenario is higher than the AADT in the Without RTS 2021 scenario.

However, the average speed and proportion of heavy duty vehicles in the With RTS 2021 scenario are lower than in the

Without RTS 2021 scenario. Predicted annual mean NOx predictions in the Without RTS 2021 scenario are greater than

for the With RTS 2021 scenario suggesting that the air quality effects associated with the policies in the plan at this

location are likely to be marginally beneficial.

Significance of Effects

12. For the purposes of the Habitats Directive Assessment, local air quality effects associated with the RSS policies were

considered potentially significant where:

TABLE 1: Predicted Annual Mean NOx Concentrations – M25 Junction 26 to 27

Scenario Annual Average

Daily Traffic

Average Speed

(km.hr-1)

Proportion of

Heavy Duty

Vehicles (%)

Predicted Annual

Mean NOx

Concentration at

20m (µg.m-3)

Base 2003 105,800 96.0 23 166.3

Without RTS 2021* 166,529 96.0 23 75.7

With RTS 2021 166,800 91.5 20 69.2

*Estimated from Base 2003 using combined NRTF and TEMPRO factor of 1.574.
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• the total annual mean NOx concentration with the RTS is above the relevant air quality limit value of 30 µg.m-3 for this

pollutant; and/or

• the total average deposition with the RTS is above the UNECE Critical Loads for nitrogen for the relevant habitat; and

• where it is possible to establish the contribution of the policy to existing air quality conditions, the increase is more than

1% of the relevant limit value or critical load.

13. The results of the appropriate assessment showed that in locations where the critical levels and/or loads were exceeded

in the With RTS 2021 scenario, the corresponding predictions in 2003 were consistently higher.

14. This further work undertaken to address NE’s concerns suggest that comparing annual mean NOx concentrations for

2021 with and without the RTS suggest that, in some locations, including Epping Forest, the policies may have a

beneficial effect on air quality.

Query 2

15. The main air quality effects associated with proposals promoted by the RSS are identified as changes in traffic flow

characteristics on the road network due to increased housing provision, employment opportunities and changes to the

transport infrastructure. The dominant source of NH3 emissions is the agricultural sector; NH3 emissions associated with

road vehicles are so small that speed related emission factors for fleet mix scenarios are not readily available. 

16. For each of the receptor locations and habitats of concern, due to the sites’ conservation objectives, the APIS website has

been used to source background N deposition rates. The rates provided by APIS include the contribution made by NH3

concentrations to N deposition.

17. The National Atmospheric Emissions Inventory (NAEI) provides estimates of NH3 emissions for the whole of the UK. Figure

1 is a graph of total UK ammonia emissions and road related NH3 emissions for the years 1990 to 2005 and Figure 2 is a

graph of UK road related NH3 emissions only. 

Figure 1.  Trends in Total and Road Related Ammonia Emissions
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Figure 2.  Trends in Road Transport Related Ammonia Emissions

18. Figure 1 illustrates that estimated total UK emissions during the period have generally decreased with the highest

emissions of 394kT estimated in 1991 and the lowest emissions of 322kT estimated in 2003. The total estimated UK NH3

emissions for the most recent estimation year, 2005, were 326 kT. 

19. The estimated road related UK emissions increased from 1990 to a maximum emissions estimate of 12.5kT in 2000, due

to an increased use in catalytic converters, and have decreased during the remaining period attributable to improvements

in the converter technologies3. This trend is shown more clearly in Figure 2. 

20. The estimated road related UK NH3 emissions in 2005 were 9.5kT. The proportion of NH3 emissions associated with road

transport reached a maximum percentage of 3.6% in 2002 suggesting that total NH3 emissions are not likely to be highly

sensitive to changes in traffic flow characteristics.

Conclusion 

21. NH3 contributions to N deposition rates are included in the background rate determined for each of the sites. Emission

factors for fleet mix compositions are not available. Therefore it is not possible to undertake modelling to predict the effects

on NH3 concentrations and associated N deposition rates. Road related NH3 emissions represent a very small proportion

of total NH3 emissions suggesting that the effects of the policies in the RSS are unlikely to have a significant effect on total

NH3 emissions. There is no evidence that either total or road related NH3 emissions are increasing.

Query 3

22. As explained above, the main air quality effects associated with proposals promoted by the RSS would result from

changes in traffic flow characteristics on the road network. The pollutants of principal concern in the formation of acid

deposition are sulphur dioxide (SO2), NOx and NH3. A review of acid deposition processes undertaken on behalf of Defra4

suggests that, in 2004, these pollutants contributed to acid deposition in roughly equal proportions of approximately

30%. 
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23. Of these pollutants, only NOx is a significant traffic related pollutant. SO2 and NH3 emissions associated with road vehicles

are very small, to such an extent that speed related emission factors are not readily available.

24. In 2004, the UNECE stated acid deposition was decreasing over most of Europe and that excess deposition above the

critical load for acidity had been significantly reduced5.

Sulphur Dioxide

25. The NAEI provides estimates of SO2 in the UK for the period from 1970 to 2005. During that period, the estimates show

that power stations were consistently the main source of SO2 emissions. In 2005, power station emissions accounted for

approximately 49% of the total SO2 emissions in the UK, emissions associated with combustion processes within the

manufacturing industry accounted for approximately 16% and emissions associated with road transport accounted for

approximately 0.4%. Thus only a small proportion of SO2 emissions is attributable to road vehicles.

Nitrogen Oxides

26. The mean atmospheric residence time for NOx is estimated at 30 hours, meaning that NOx can potentially travel long

distances before being finally deposited. 

27. The NAEI estimates of NOx in the UK suggest that in 2005, the proportion of total NOx emissions attributable to road

transport was approximately 28%. The appropriate assessment considered the effects of changes in road traffic

characteristics on the local road network by assessing annual mean NOx concentrations and N deposition rates.

However, sources of NOx emissions outside the East of England region may potentially affect sites within the area.

Ammonia

28. The mean atmospheric residency time for NH3 is estimated at five hours, meaning that NH3 is generally deposited close

to source. The agricultural sector is the dominant source of NH3 emissions. Figure 1 above illustrates the small

contribution made by road related emissions to total NH3 emissions. Figure 2 illustrates that road related NH3 emissions

increased in the years prior to 2000 but have been decreasing in recent years. In 2005, the proportion of total ammonia

emissions attributable to road transport was approximately 2.9%. This suggests that only a small proportion of NH3

emissions is attributable to road vehicles and there is no obvious trend in ammonia emissions associated with road

transport.

Conclusion 

29. The main atmospheric pollutants contributing to acid deposition are NOx, SO2 and NH3. Each of these pollutants

contributes approximately 30% to the total acid deposition in the UK. 

30. Emissions of SO2 associated with road transport accounts for approximately 0.4% of the total SO2 emissions in UK,

transport emissions of NH3 accounts for approximately 2.9% of the total for NH3 and transport emissions of NOx

accounts for approximately 28% of the total for NOx. Therefore, the only significant transport related pollutant contributing

to acid deposition is NOx.

31. The results of the appropriate assessment showed that in locations where the critical level for NOx was exceeded in the

With RTS 2021 scenario, the corresponding predictions in 2003 were consistently higher. Further work has shown that

the policies in the RSS may have a beneficial effect on NOx concentrations. 

32. As an illustration even if policies in the RSS increased NOx emissions by 10%, the resultant effect on acid deposition would

be an increase of approximately 0.84% (10% x 28% x 30%) and would not be considered significant.
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33. The long atmospheric residency time of approximately 30 hours means that NOx can travel considerable distances before

deposition and may arise outside the East of England area. Therefore, effective control of acid deposition is required on

national and international scales.

Summary and Conclusions

34. The results of the appropriate assessment concluded that the limit value for annual mean NOx concentrations is likely to

be exceeded at locations within four sites including Epping Forest (SAC) in 2021 with the RTS. However at all sites,

predicted annual mean NOx concentrations are considerably lower in 2021 with the RTS when compared with existing

concentrations as reductions in emissions of NOx associated with improvements in vehicle technologies more than offset

the predicted increases due to the increased number of vehicles.

35. The results of the appropriate assessment concluded that critical loads for N deposition are likely to be exceeded at

locations within Epping Forest (SAC) and the Norfolk Valley Fens (SAC) in 2021 with the RTS. However at all sites,

predicted N deposition rates are considerably lower in 2021 when compared with existing N deposition rates.

36. The air quality assessment concluded that policies in the draft East of England Plan are not likely to have an effect on the

integrity of designated sites within the East of England either alone or in combination with the transport proposals to be

brought forward through the RTS.  

37. This further assessment which has now compared predictions presented within the Habitats Directive Assessment and

the results of available monitoring suggests that the predicted annual mean NOx concentrations are likely to be

conservative and represent a worst case scenario. An illustration of the air quality effects without the RTS has been

undertaken within Epping Forest. Comparing the predictions with and without the RTS, the results suggest that the air

quality effects of the plan are, in some cases, likely to be beneficial. 

38. An analysis of available data suggests that there is no evidence of an increasing trend in road related NH3 emissions. 

39. The primary pollutants of principal concern in the formation of acid deposition are SO2, NOx and NH3. Emissions of SO2

and NH3 associated with road vehicles are very small to the extent that speed related emission factors are not available.

The increase in NOx emissions associated with policies in the RSS is not likely to be significant. However NOx has a

relatively long atmospheric residency time so while the RSS may have marginally beneficial effects on air quality, acid

deposition associated with traffic related NOx may arise outside the East of England area and effective control of acid

deposition is required on national and international scales.
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Appendix 4
Habitats Regulations Assessment in
response to the Further Proposed
Changes consultation

Further advice from RPS in March 2008 relating to Essex Estuaries SAC, Crouch and Roach Estuaries

SPA/Ramsar Site (Mid-Essex Coast Phase 3)

Query Raised

1. Basildon District Council have commented that the River Capacity Appendix 3 table – River Capacity Analysis in the “East

of England Capacity Delivery Strategy, Phase One, Halcrow, Dec 2006” states that the receiving watercourse for the STW

at Basildon (Nevendon) (OCD Code: BASIST) is Pitsea Creek, leading to the main river – the River Thames. This is

incorrect.

2. The Council advised that the Nevendon STW drains northwards into the River Crouch, via the Nevendon Brook water

course.  The RPS report Table 2.2 indicates that the constraint on the STW’s capacity is its outfall pipe to the sea. The

effluent however discharges via the Nevendon Brook, to the River Crouch.  Downstream of the River Crouch is the Essex

Estuaries SAC, the Crouch and Roach Estuaries SPA and a RAMSAR site.  It is the Crouch and its SPA, SAC and RAMSAR

sites which may be affected by the increases in discharge from Basildon (Nevendon) STW, not those of the River Thames.

Most of Basildon District’s sewage effluent currently discharges into the River Crouch.  There does not seem to be any

credible case to rule out any significant effect on the SPA, SAC and RAMSAR sites downstream of the River Crouch.

RPS Response

3. In this response we review and amend the previous conclusions of the Habitats Directive Assessment with respect to the

Basildon (Nevendon) STW, and the potential effects of the RSS on the Essex Estuaries SAC, Crouch and Roach Estuaries

SPA/Ramsar Site (Mid-Essex Coast Phase 3).

4. The Habitats Directive Assessment stated that the receiving watercourse of the STW at Basildon (Nevendon) is Pitsea

Creek which is a tributary of the River Thames and would therefore affect the European sites of the River Thames. We

agree that this is incorrect and that the error was carried forward from the East of England Capacity Delivery Strategy

Study (Halcrow 2006). The STW at Basildon (Nevendon) discharges to Nevendon Brook a tributary of the River Crouch

which is part of the Essex Estuaries SAC, Crouch and Roach Estuaries SPA/Ramsar (Mid-Essex Coast Phase 3).

Conclusions of the Habitats Directive Assessment

5. The pressures identified during Stage 1 of the Habitats Directive Assessment that may adversely affect the integrity of the

Essex Estuaries SAC, Crouch and Roach Estuaries SPA/Ramsar (Mid-Essex Coast Phase 3) were recreation, tourism

and access.  At that stage we concluded that there would be no likely significant effect on the Essex Estuaries SAC,

Crouch and Roach Estuaries SPA/Ramsar (Mid-Essex Coast Phase 3) as a result of increased pressures on water

resources.
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6. Thus at Stage 2 of the Habitats Directive Assessment we did not undertake an Appropriate Assessment in relation to

water resources.  In view of the error in the Habitats Directive Assessment identified by Basildon District Council, we have

now carried out an Appropriate Assessment of the potential water resource effects. The assessment follows the source –

pathway – target model. We here provide further consideration of the specific issues relating to the Basildon (Nevendon)

STW and its discharges.

Appropriate Assessment

7. The potential effects of the relevant draft RSS policies are summarised in Table 1.

TABLE 1:  Essex Estuaries SAC, the Crouch and Roach Estuaries SPA/Ramsar 
– Relevant Policies

Policies Effects of Policies Implications

SS3:  Key Centres for

Development and Change

Sustainable development at Key Centres for

Development and Change, and other settlements,

including minimum housing provision for the following

local authorities between 2001 and 2021:

New housing

development may

result in increased

pressures on water

including upgrading

of existing

development of and

new waste water

infrastructure,

increased

hardstanding will

result in urban run-

off, increased water

supply. These will all

lead to effects on the

site’s qualifying

features.

H1:  Regional Housing

Provision 2001 to 2021

Chelmsford: 16,000

Maldon: 2,400

Rochford: 4,600

Southend UA: 6,500

Basildon: 10,700

WAT2:  Water Resource

Development

Appropriate additional infrastructure for both water

supply and waste water treatment to cater for the levels

of development and maximise potential of existing

infrastructure.

ETG1:  Strategy for the Sub-

Region

The sub-regional strategy aims to achieve

transformational development and change throughout

Essex Thames Gateway.

ETG4:  Southend on Sea

Key Centre for Development

and Change

Looks to facilitate physical, economic and social

regeneration of urban area, upgrade transport system

including access to Southend Airport and support

employment opportunities at the airport.

ETG5:  Employment-

Generating Development

Identifies targets for employment generation within the

sub-region.

CH1:  Chelmsford Key

Centre for Development and

Change

The strategy for Chelmsford should provide substantial

growth of housing, strengthen the town’s role as a

county town, increase the employment base, re-use

previously developed land, assist the development of

more sustainable transport systems, and capitalise and

improve its strategic links to London and other regional

centre.
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8. Table 2 sets out the source – pathway – target model by which the potential water resource related effects on the interest

features of the site could be manifest.

Crouch and Roach Estuaries (Mid-Essex Coast Phase 3) SPA and Ramsar bird interest

9. The Crouch and Roach Estuaries (mid-Essex Coast Phase 3) SPA and Ramsar Site covers approximately 1,736 hectares

of estuarine habitat between the Dengie Peninsula and Southend on Sea.  The intertidal zone along both rivers is

‘squeezed’ between sea walls on both banks and the river channels.  

10. The Crouch and Roach Estuaries (Mid-Essex Coast Phase 3) SPA covers some 1,736 ha.

11. This site qualifies under Article 4.1 of the Directive (79/409/EEC) by supporting a population of European importance of

the following species listed on Annex I of the Directive:

Over winter:

Hen HarrierCircus cyaneus, up to 2.5% of the GB population

12. This site also qualifies under Article 4.2 of the Directive (79/409/EEC) by supporting a population of European importance

of the following migratory species:

Over winter:

Brent Goose Branta bernicla bernicla, 1% of the population

13. The area qualifies under Article 4.2 of the Directive (79/409/EEC) by regularly supporting at least 20,000 waterfowl.

Over winter the area regularly supports 18,607 waterfowl.

14. The conservation objectives for the SPA are to maintain in favourable condition, subject to natural change, the habitats for

the populations of the regularly occurring migratory bird species of European importance and the habitats for the

populations of waterfowl that contribute to the wintering waterfowl assemblage of European importance.

TABLE 2: Essex Estuaries SAC, the Crouch and Roach Estuaries SPA/Ramsar: 
Potential Water Effects

Source Pathway Target

Diffuse water pollution from urban

run-off.

Increased abstraction from

watercourses and groundwater.

Increased flooding from

discharges to watercourses and

increased run-off.

River/Estuary Crouch,

River/Estuary Roach

Chalk Aquifer

Habitats:semi/improved grassland;

unimproved grazing marsh including

ditches; semi-improved grazing

marsh; London clay with deep water

fish fauna (inc. cliffs); swamp with

open water; intertidal mud and

saltmarsh; sand; shingle; and coastal

lagoon and sea wall with borrow

dyke.

Species:

Associated plants and birds
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15. The Natura 2000 Standard Data Form for the site identifies the site’s ‘vulnerability’ as follows:

“The site is vulnerable to coastal squeeze and changes to the sediment budget. A hydraulic numerical model study of

the Crouch and Roach Estuaries is being initiated to explore the various options, including managed retreat.

Some disturbance of feeding and roosting waterfowl is likely through recreational use of sea wall footpaths by dog

walkers, bird watchers etc but this and other recreational issues will be tackled through the management scheme for

this European marine site. Water-skiing is largely controlled by the Crouch Harbour Authority. Most grazing marshes

are managed under ESA/Countryside Stewardship Agreements and/or management agreements with English

Nature. Low water levels caused by abstraction will be tackled through the provisions for reviews of licenses under the

Habitats Regulations. Many borrow dykes and drainage ditches remain vulnerable to run off and seepage of

chemicals from adjacent farm land. Wherever possible arable farmers are being encouraged into Countryside

Stewardship schemes to control the application of these chemicals, whilst on most of the adjacent grassland it is

controlled by ESA or Stewardship agreements. Sea wall management by mowing may be potentially damaging and

this is being addressed through consultation with the Environment Agency and individual owners. To secure

protection of the site, the Marine Scheme of Management is in preparation, which will work alongside the Essex

Shoreline Management Plan and various management plans and Site Management Statements for parts of the site.”

Essex Estuaries SAC and Ramsar non-bird interest

16. This is a large estuarine site in south-east England.  It includes the extensive intertidal mudflats and sandflats of the Colne,

Blackwater, Roach and Crouch estuaries, Dengie Flats and Maplin Sands. The area includes a wide range of sediment flat

communities, from estuarine muds, sands and muddy sands to fully saline, sandy mudflats with extensive growths of

eelgrass on the open coast. The open coast areas of Maplin Sands and Dengie Flats have very extensive mudflats and an

unusually undisturbed nature. Maplin Sands is particularly important for its large, nationally-important beds of dwarf

eelgrass Zostera noltei and associated animal communities.

17. Although the saltmarshes in this area are generally eroding, secondary pioneer communities appear as a precursor to

erosion on the seaward edge of degraded mid-marsh communities.  The area of pioneer marsh includes gradation into

extensive cord-grass Spartina spp. swards.  The most extensive remaining stand of the native small cord-grass Spartina

maritima in the UK and possibly in Europe is found in the Essex Estuaries.  The stand is located at Foulness Point and

covers approximately 0.17 ha.  Other smaller stands are found elsewhere in the estuary complex, notably in the Colne

estuary.  Golden samphire Inula crithmoides is a characteristic species of some marshes, occurring both on the lower

marsh and on the drift-line.  It represents a community of south-east England also found to the south in mainland Europe.

18. Mediterranean and thermo-Atlantic halophilous scrub is currently artificially restricted by sea-walls.  It now occurs

principally as a strandline community or at the foot of sea-walls.  The local variant of this vegetation, which features sea-

lavenders Limonium spp. and sea-heath Frankenia laevis, occurs at one location, Colne Point.

19. The Essex Estuaries SAC covers 46,141 ha.  The qualifying features which are the reasons for designation are:

Sandbanks which are slightly covered by sea water all the time for which the area is considered to support a significant

presence.

Estuaries for which this is considered to be one of the best areas in the United Kingdom.

Mudflats and sandflats not covered by seawater at low tide for which this is considered to be one of the best areas in

the United Kingdom.

Appendix 4 Habitats Regulations Assessment in response to the Further Proposed Changes consultation94



Salicornia and other annuals colonising mud and sand for which this is considered to be one of the best areas in the

United Kingdom.

Spartina swards (Spartinion maritimae) for which this is one of only two known outstanding localities in the United

Kingdom and which is considered to be rare as its total extent in the United Kingdom is estimated to be less than 100

hectares.

Atlantic salt meadows (Glauco-Puccinellietalia maritimae) for which this is considered to be one of the best areas in the

United Kingdom.

Mediterranean and thermo-Atlantic halophilous scrubs (Sarcocornetea fruticosi) for which this is one of only four

known outstanding localities in the United Kingdom and which is considered to be rare as its total extent in the United

Kingdom is estimated to be less than 1,000 hectares.

20. The conservation objectives for the SAC are to maintain in favourable condition, subject to natural change, the:

semi/improved grassland;

unimproved grazing marsh including ditches;

semi-improved grazing marsh;

London clay with deep water fish fauna (inc. cliffs);

swamp with open water;

intertidal mud and saltmarsh;

intertidal mud;

intertidal mud with shingle and sand;

sand;

shingle;

saltmarsh;

saltmarsh and shingle; and

coastal lagoon and sea wall with borrow dyke.

21. The Natura 2000 Standard Data Form for the site identifies the site’s ‘vulnerability’ as follows:

“The saltmarshes and mudflats are under threat from ‘coastal squeeze’ - man-made sea defences prevent landward

migration of these habitats in response to sea-level rise. These habitats are also vulnerable to plans or projects

(onshore and offshore) which have impacts on sediment transport. English Nature’s Regulation 33 advice was issued

June 2000. A scheme of management is being established with the aim of addressing such problems.”

Source

22. Draft Policy SS3 identifies Basildon, Chelmsford, Maldon, Rochford and Southend UA as Key Centre for Development

and Change. 
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23. Draft Policy H1 sets out the following minimum targets for new housing provision:

• Basildon: 10,700

• Chelmsford: 16,000

• Maldon: 2,400

• Rochford: 4,600

• Southend UA: 6,500

24. Draft Policy WAT2 identifies that appropriate additional infrastructure for both water supply and waste water treatment to

cater for the levels of development and maximise potential of existing infrastructure will be needed to support the growth

in the draft RSS.

25. Draft Policy ETG1 deals with the strategy for the Essex Thames Gateway Sub-Region, draft Policy ETG4 sets a strategy

for Southend on Sea, and draft Policy ETG5 sets targets for additional jobs within the region.

26. Draft Policy CH1 sets out the strategy for the Chelmsford Key Centre for Development and Change.

Pathway

27. The catchment includes the rivers Crouch and Roach, both of which have extensive estuaries.

28. The River Crouch flows east from Wickford and then north of Hullbridge from where it forms the northern boundary of

Rochford District, eventually issuing to the North Sea at Foulness Point. The River Roach flows east from the town of

Rochford, north of Southend, and joins the River Crouch at Wallasea Island, east of Burnham-on-Crouch.

29. The Crouch has a catchment area of 109.7km2. The Roach has a catchment area of 54.8km2.

30. The area is predominantly rural, and major growth would only occur in the settlements of Basildon, Chelmsford, Maldon,

Rochford and Southend UA.

31. Effluent discharges from local STWs, including Billericay, Rochford and Basildon (Nevendon), to the catchment rivers. The

increased discharges from the Billericay and Rochford STW will not pose a flood risk. The Billericay STW will need

expanding and upgrading between 2011 and 2021 to accommodate the housing growth. Further investigation is required

at the Rochford STW to determine whether additional capacity will be required. However, no constraints to the expansion

and upgrading of these STWs has been identified (Halcrow 2006), therefore they will not adversely affect the integrity of

the Essex Estuaries SAC, the Crouch and Roach Estuaries SPA/Ramsar.

32. The Basildon (Nevendon) STW discharges into the Nevendon Brook which outfalls into the River Crouch, which flows into

the Essex Estuaries SAC, the Crouch and Roach Estuaries SPA and Ramsar site. The capacity of Nevendon Brook was

not assessed in the East of England Capacity Delivery Strategy Study (Halcrow 2006) as the receiving watercourse for the

Basildon (Nevendon) STW was identified incorrectly within the study. However it is known that the Nevendon Brook does

flood in the vicinity of the Basildon (Nevendon) STW and does flood the treatment works occasionally (Scott Wilson 2006).

Flooding of the River Crouch does occurred downstream of Basildon however, the source of this flooding and the flooding

at Nevendon Brook has not identified as being from the Basildon (Nevendon) STW.

33. The East of England Capacity Delivery Strategy Study (Halcrow 2006) did not identify any other major problems with

Basildon (Nevendon) STW associated with growth within the District of Basildon.

34. The local aquifer is the Chalk.
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Target

35. The European Sites are particularly dependent on the maintenance of suitable water level (i.e. sea level rise) sediment

transport, water quantity and water quality, and are vulnerable to abstraction, agricultural drainage and run-off.  The sites

are also vulnerable to ‘coastal squeeze’.

36. The qualifying features, which are the reasons for designation, are sensitive to changes in water quality, water quantity,

‘coastal squeeze’ due to sea-level rise and flood management.

Mitigation (Pathway)

37. Nutrient enrichment occurs from agricultural run-off and treated sewage effluent. This problem will be addressed through

the Essex Estuaries candidate SAC scheme of management as well as review of discharge consents under the Habitats

Regulations.

38. In the East of England Capacity Delivery Strategy Study (Halcrow 2006) the following has specifically been stated with

regards to Basildon (Nevendon) STW and growth:

“This works has a triple ditch treatment stream and will require detailed study to assess the impact of growth. The

consent is adequate to accommodate the expected housing growth”.

39. The East of England Capacity Delivery Strategy Study (Halcrow 2006) has highlighted the receiving watercourse of the

Basildon (Nevendon) STW as having a flood risk due to the size of the proposed development. This has been highlighted,

as the additional growth is greater than 1,500 dwellings. This growth figure, provided by the Environment Agency, is based

on the assumption that all properties would discharge their total daily allowances within the same three-hour period.

Whilst this level of risk reflects a precautionary approach, we consider it merits further investigation.

40. Further examination has been carried out as part of the Thames Gateway South Essex Partnership Strategic Flood Risk

Assessment (SFRA) (Scott Wilson 2006). An assessment of the Basildon New Town washlands was carried out as part of

the project. Basildon includes several drainage reservoirs and storage areas to manage surface water runoff from urban

areas (Scott Wilson 2006).

41. The Nevendon Washlands accept floodwaters from the Nevendon Brook when flow exceeds the capacity of the brook.

When the flood event has peaked, the floodwaters then drain back into the Brook at the designated rate. The washland

area storage capacity is 441,624.62m3 which is considerably greater than the runoff volume from the 200 year storm

event of 9,502.92m3 and should be of sufficient size to take any additional discharges associated with the growth

identified in draft RSS from the Basildon (Nevendon) STW. However, the SFRA did recommend the following:

“…that a programme of routine washland maintenance is developed to ensure the full capacity offered by these flood

storage areas and connecting channels is available in the event of a flood. It may also be beneficial to undertake a

comprehensive survey of any connecting channels and pipework to ensure they are free of blockages”.

42. Thus, if the growth identified in the draft RSS was to increase discharges from the Basildon (Nevendon) STW it would be

stored in the Nevendon Washlands which is located downstream of the Basildon (Nevendon) STW and this will protect the

integrity of the Essex Estuaries SAC, the Crouch and Roach Estuaries SPA/Ramsar Site.

Mitigation (Target)

43. The Essex Estuaries SAC is covered by the Essex Coast and Estuaries Coastal Habitat Management Plan (CHaMP),

which was prepared for the Environment Agency and English Nature, and was published in 2002.  The purpose of the
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CHaMP was to provide a long-term strategic view on how to manage habitat change in the light of rising sea levels and

flood defence measures.

44. The Essex Estuaries Initiative was set up to “promote responsible use and management of the coast”. It comprises a

management group of relevant authorities and advisory groups who have developed a draft management scheme for the

Essex Estuaries. That plan identifies a number of actions to address the effects of human activity on those features

identified as being moderately or highly vulnerable.  

45. The range of long term strategies that are being developed to address flood management along the Essex coast, include

the Flood Management Strategy for the Roach and Crouch Estuaries and the Thames Gateway South Essex Partnership

SFRA.

46. Specific to the Crouch and Roach Estuaries SPA/Ramsar Site is the Crouch and Roach Estuary project that was

established in 2003 by a partnership of stakeholders including the relevant local authorities, the Crouch Harbour Authority,

Natural England, the Environment Agency, Defence Estates and DEFRA.  Its aim is to provide a co-ordinated approach to

the sustainable use and management of the estuary and it has already resulted in the preparation of the Estuary

Management Plan for the Crouch and Roach Estuary.  

Conclusions

47. The draft RSS does propose a significant number of new dwellings in the catchment area of the Essex Estuaries SAC, and

the Crouch and Roach Estuaries SPA/Ramsar Site. There are strategic water initiatives including the Estuary

Management Plans, Essex Coast, Essex Estuaries Initiative, and Estuaries Coastal Habitat Management Plan (CHaMP),

and the Flood Management Strategy for the Roach and Crouch Estuaries which all plan to protect the Essex Estuaries

SAC, the Crouch and Roach Estuaries SPA/Ramsar and mitigate against the growth that could occur in the surrounding

areas. The Environment Agency, Water Companies and Natural England are proceeding with a project to investigate

options and remedies via the Review of Consents process and AMP4/5.

48. The Basildon (Nevendon) STW consent is adequate to accommodate the expected housing growth and will not need to

be expanded/upgraded to accommodate the growth identified in the draft RSS.

49. If the growth identified in the draft RSS was to increase discharges from the Basildon (Nevendon) STW it would be stored

in the Nevendon Washlands located downstream of the STW and which will therefore protect the integrity of the Essex

Estuaries SAC, and the Crouch and Roach Estuaries SPA/Ramsar Site.

50. The range of long term strategies that are being developed to address flood management along the Essex coast, include

the Flood Management Strategy for the Roach and Crouch Estuaries and the Thames Gateway South Essex Partnership

SFRA.

51. Specific to the Crouch and Roach Estuaries SPA/Ramsar site is the Crouch and Roach Estuary project that was

established in 2003 by a partnership of stakeholders including the relevant local authorities, the Crouch Harbour Authority,

Natural England, the Environment Agency, Defence Estates and DEFRA.  Its aim, to provide a co-ordinated approach to

the sustainable use and management of the estuary, resulted in the preparation of the Estuary Management Plan for the

Crouch and Roach Estuary.  

52. Our assessment of the likely affects of the draft RRS concluded that water levels and water quality of the Essex Estuaries

SAC, and the Crouch and Roach Estuaries SPA/Ramsar Site will not be adversely affected as a result of the growth

proposed for the catchment area of the Essex Estuaries SAC, the Crouch and Roach Estuaries SPA/Ramsar and the
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Broads SAC, and that policies SS3, H1, WAT2, ETG1, ETG4, ETG5 and CH1 of the draft East of England RSS will have no

effect on the integrity of the Essex Estuaries SAC, the Crouch and Roach Estuaries SPA/Ramsar.  

53. This note reviews and amends the assessment in the light of the error regarding the discharge from the Basildon

(Nevendon) STW identified by Basildon District Council. Based on the best available information, we conclude that the

Basildon (Nevendon) STW will not need upgrading or expanding to accommodate the growth identified in the draft RSS.

If the growth identified in the draft RSS was to increase discharges from the Basildon (Nevendon) STW it would be stored

in the Nevendon Washlands which is located downstream of the Basildon (Nevendon) STW.  

54. Policy WAT2 (amplified by para 10.9 and supported by policy ENV3), with its requirements for the relevant authorities and

infrastructure provides to work together to ensure timely provision of the necessary infrastructure, and the development

of a co-ordinated approach to water cycle studies, including wastewater treatment, provides further confidence that the

proposed growth identified in the draft RSS will not adversely affect the Essex Estuaries SAC, and the Crouch and Roach

Estuaries SPA/Ramsar Site.
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