Matter: 8D      Respondent number: 7511       Environment Agency

[image: image1.jpg]Environment
LW Agency




Matter ref.: 8D: East Kent and Ashford

Allocated respondent no: 7511

Contact name: Howard Davidson

Contact no: 01903 832156

8D
EAST KENT AND ASHFORD

8Dii
Ashford

8Dii.1
Does the level of housing provision proposed at Ashford post 2016 take appropriate account of its growth area status, local constraints and opportunities and current build rates?

The housing provision is in line with the Ashford Integrated Water Management Study
 (IWMS) and therefore, the capacity of growth has been shown to be achievable in principle, taking account of local constraints. Any changes to the housing numbers would have to be consistent with the ability of infrastructure to absorb more growth, and in line with the environmental limits and local constraints of the sub-region. Delay in the provision of strategic infrastructure – such as water supply or sewage treatment works – will have an impact on the potential build rate.

8Dii.3
How valid is the concept of reducing housing numbers particularly at Ashford in the event of delays in the provision of infrastructure, services, and employment (Policy EKA1) and how would this be applied?

Development should not go ahead without the provision of adequate and timely infrastructure. As such, we consider that this concept is valid and based on sound reasoning, and that it is right for this strategy to take a cautious approach in the event of delays in the provision of infrastructure. 

A delay in the provision of infrastructure whilst growth continues is likely to cause environmental harm. This would be counter to many of the strategy’s other policies and would cause it to fail test of soundness (v) and (viii)
. 

Policy EKA10 suggests that the Sub-Regional Investment Framework (SRIF) will address the issues of phasing in development in relationship to the provision of infrastructure. This will ensure that test of soundness (xii) will be met, though if proposals aren’t developed the plan will be unsound.

If housing numbers were to be reduced, particularly at Ashford, this could be applied as an overall reduction, or other areas within the sub-region might be required to absorb the ‘displaced’ housing numbers. If this latter scenario occurred, then it would be necessary to ensure that any variation in the level and distribution of housing could be contained within environmental limits, enabling compliance with test of soundness viii.
PPS1
 states that plan policies should be based on the ‘recognition of the limits of the environment to accept further development without irreversible damage’. To not reassess housing numbers in the event of delays in the provision of infrastructure, contradicts the central tenet of sustainable development: that growth should only occur within environmental limits and anything beyond that is unsustainable. As such, the strategy could not be implemented without compromising its objectives. 

� Ashford’s Future: Integrated Water Management Strategy Final Report (August 2005) Black & Veatch Consulting (Library ref. EKATG15)


� ODPM, 2004, Planning Policy Statement 11: Regional Spatial Strategies, para. 2.49, TSO, London (Library Ref. PPS 11)


� ODPM, 2005, Planning Policy Statement 1: Delivering Sustainable Development, TSO, London (Library ref. PPS 1)





