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Summary

The Deputy Prime Minister plans to build half a million houses in the south-east.   

43,000 would be in South Beds by 2031, mainly north of Luton, Dunstable and Houghton Regis.

Consultation has been inadequate.  The need is unjustified, and against all projections.  

Sustainability principles and environmental limits were ignored, rendering the plan unworkable.

Lack of strategic thinking would create demand and increase inequity between north and south.

Detail on house numbers/areas; none on mechanisms/guarantees to provide social infrastructure. 

The Green Belt is supposed to protect us from over-development ruining both towns and countryside.

A proposal to destroy the English countryside on a grand scale, speeding gridlock to town centres.  

__________________________________________________________________________
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1  Consultation

If communities are supposedly now empowered by government to be informed at local level and to play a major part in decision-making, it is not working.  Many who would be most affected by these major plans have been excluded from the decision-making process and know nothing about them.  The public in Luton is almost completely unaware of the plans, which came out of nowhere.  Those residents we have spoken to who have found out are appalled.  If approved, these plans would affect them for their whole lifetimes.  People need time to discuss and understand a large scale plan for 30 years of building - a few weeks' consultation, the only chance to have any influence on policy - is undemocratic.  An examination 'in public' of responses in March 2004 will largely decide planning policy for 30 years.  

The whole process was unfair, grossly inadequate and ill-conceived.  The consultation should be related to a national plan for housing.  In the desire for "economic growth", with no evidence to show this is achievable or desirable (such growth is usually at someone else's expense, and frequently carries as many local disbenefits as benefits) or achievable, the "spatial framework" imposes from above a developers' charter for a massive housing programme on the English countryside, which local people rightly believe is their heritage.  The housebuilders' intentions towards Green Belt land were clear at the Structure Plan Examination in Public in 1994.  Finally, the government seems to have abandoned its vital function of protecting citizens' quality of life and environment, and caved in to the powerful construction lobby, with scant regard to its own guidance.  

Building so many houses in the overcrowded south would adversely affect people in the north, and increase the growing rich-poor divide.  People have not been given the whole picture.

In addition, a 'postcode lottery' has meant that some local authorities have consulted with far greater commitment and concern for the future of their citizens and their environment.  It is of great concern that certain members of Luton Council were instrumental in proposing these plans, and continue to promote them, at the expense of major environmental concerns, with no justification.  Indeed, one or two even abuse S Beds representatives, with whom they should be working towards a sustainable future.  

Councils are being forced to organise quickly how this vast building project will be managed - if they do not, we are told (even if a vast majority of their constituents do not want the development) the government will take the process out of their hands.  This is top-down, undemocratic and unacceptable.  There are also considerable worries about the increasing power of the Regional Planning Bodies, which are currently unelected.

Plans should be thoroughly reviewed and revised, to take into account key factors that were omitted, such as -

· Public discussion on the national picture, need and scale, and appropriate locations

· loss of goodwill and opposition from residents and their local authorities 

· recognition that sustainability and participation should be at the heart of future development of our society

· what sustainability principles actually mean - although outlined in govt policy documents, these plans ignore them

· a planning process which is democratic, open and fair 

· environmental capacity and impact studies 

· need to promote social equity over private gain

· wise use of limited resources to protect future generations

· genuine policies to reduce the need to travel

· reuse and enlargement of empty buildings 

· conversions to increase capacity of buildings currently occupied 

· use of brownfield sites where appropriate

· value and public appreciation of Green Belt

· conservation and heritage

· quality of life of individuals and communities

· disparities between projected numbers of houses and jobs 

· ability to supply utilities

· mechanisms to deliver a step change in energy efficiency, sustainable transport and social infrastructure

· whether benefits justify the outlay on transport links, health, education and community facilities 

· a balanced national approach - is the north is in far greater need of help?

· sustainable delivery of the far fewer number of homes that are actually needed in the south  

After this, any new plans should be aired far more thoroughly and fairly via a new consultation period, with public meetings, tours of the sites and exhibitions.

Tony Blair, 30 Sep 03: "I know the old top-down approach won't work anymore".
2  Need

The number of houses proposed across the south-east is astonishing.  Need for building on the scale proposed is totally unproven - of course people need houses to live in, but there is no growth in the UK population to justify these proposals.  Net immigration makes only a small contribution to the country as a whole.  In the last census there were 800,000 less than expected due to emigration.  Beds County Council's own graphs show housing need going down.  The plan concentrates on house numbers and 'the economy' in isolation, which simply cannot be considered without taking into account the factors listed above.  'Need' for this level of growth, or what kind of growth it should be, was outside the consultants' remit - yet (despite the process being inadequate) the plans have been consulted on, and have caused considerable upset.  Needs of the current population do not appear to figure in the policy. This level of build would be a grossly irresponsible act by any government.  

Housebuilders' agenda defying logic

The plan is based on misleading figures from the housebuilding industry.  Development on this scale is not about need, but construction industry greed.  The UK has 750,000 empty houses - enough for everyone.  Prescott (5 Feb 03): "In London and the South East 70,000 privately owned homes have been empty for over 6 months. This is not acceptable. Local authorities can lease empty properties on a voluntary basis.  We intend that councils should be able to bring empty properties back into use through compulsory leasing, and to end Council Tax discounts on empty homes."  
The Campaign to Protect Rural England says 'a shortage of building land' is a myth - housebuilders have enough land already to build 279,000 new homes, an increase of 17.6% since 1998.   Brownfield sites may be appropriate for mixed use including a proportion of housing in some areas, although this must not significantly reduce sizeable areas with future employment potential.  Radio 4's You and Yours has also received comments about over 2000 'Wasted Spaces' all over the UK.  Sustainability means getting more from less - not build build build.

Luton has 500 people in B&B.  Many of these can be accommodated through existing policies of conversions, extensions, and change of use, and by occupying the large number of empty buildings within the urban area.  It is far cheaper to reoccupy empty housing.  South Beds has 2000 applicants on the waiting list, Luton perhaps 5000.  Waiting lists may not all reflect genuine need which needs to be addressed within the local area.  These figures simply do not require 43,000 new dwellings north of Luton and Dunstable.  This scale of building would encourage far more 'need' than exists.  South Beds DC planned to build only about 6000 homes in this period.  Only a tiny fraction of the new houses proposed are actually needed. Our vital Green Belt can therefore continue to provide 'green lungs' for people and wildlife as well as attractive landscape.

People cannot all expect to be housed in or around congested towns in the south-east with transport systems at capacity, when there are hundreds of thousands of empty houses elsewhere.  The shortage of housing for 'key workers' (teachers, nurses, police) should be addressed in central London, not 30 miles away.  In transport planning, demand management causes traffic to evaporate - it is also appropriate in housing not to try to meet need where it seems to exist, because this will increase deprivation due to already serious north-south inequities.

3  Sustainability and environmental limits

The phrases 'sustainability' and 'sustainable development' come from the Rio Earth Summit.  

Sustainability means making sure life is not worse for your children.   

In Prescott's plan, the government has hijacked the word sustainable and turned it on its head.

We are told that "A sustainable development framework for the East of England" (East of England Regional Assembly, Oct 2001) should be used as a central reference point for ensuring that regional and local strategies are consistent with the principles of sustainable development.  It is abundantly clear that no attention whatever was paid to the thoughtful guidance in this document when producing John Prescott's misnamed "Sustainable Communities Plan".

"Good planning means the right communities with the right homes and jobs in the right place…Not suburban sprawl. Not dormitory towns." (Prescott, 5 Feb).  Since when is Green Belt countryside of Southern England the right place?

Prescott, 5 Feb 03: "I am giving a guarantee to maintain or increase greenbelt land in every region of England."  Sorry, Mr Prescott, your plan would put large areas of Green Belt under houses, and there would then be nothing you could do to bring it back.  What amount of houses on what amount of countryside is sustainable?  The "Sustainable Communities Plan" proposes to build houses on about 45 square miles of countryside.  But far more would be consumed by roads, workplaces, shops, car parks etc.  To call this sustainable is laughable.  To build so many houses in the south east in so short a time is simply unsustainable.  It would be corporate vandalism on a vast scale, overseen by government.  Need on this scale does not exist - this addresses only greed.  

Prescott (5 Feb) criticised 'predict and provide' as a failed policy.  Yet the plan is based on Housebuilding, with everything else to be thought about later.  It continually refers to "regeneration" and "economic prosperity", but little else.   These things are not achievable in isolation, and should not be overriding aims in themselves.  Environment and quality of life cannot simply be ignored.  You cannot take an attractive countryside and farming landscape with a complex ecosystem, that has never been built upon and brings peace to those who live nearby, and 'regenerate' it into a vast complex of housing and roads, and call this sustainable.  This would be true even if it were remotely likely that by the time houses were occupied, public transport could be provided that would be preferable to cars, that walking and cycling could be made highly popular, and that new shops, schools, doctors, hospitals, leisure and community centres, emergency services and other vital infrastructure could be functioning, and that the whole thing would not make travelling to and within the nearest towns impossible.  There is a presumption of continued excessive reliance on unsustainable delivery systems (airport, motorway, warehouse).  The 'Effective Delivery' section is gobbledegook with no democratic local accountability.

Environment 

Astonishingly, the environment is scarcely mentioned in the plans.  Environmental limits which should govern sustainable practice seem unrecognised.  Environmental impact surveys, local and strategic, are vital before any such plans could be taken seriously.  There is hardly any reference to how to maintain quality of life, biodiversity, pollution, management of water resources or sewage, the importance of conserving our countryside, or any idea of whether transport 'improvements' could cope in the face of such a massive onslaught of housebuilding.  The car use needed would cause more pollution and swallow resources.  How the enormous quantity of waste produced would be dealt with, where aggregate would be extracted, or what proportion would be recycled, is not discussed.  

Energy efficiency and utilities 
Climate change, our greatest environmental threat, and how these plans would contribute to Kyoto targets, is absent.  
The plan ignores the need for buildings to be far more energy efficient to combat climate change and remove the burden of bills for the poor.  Designing and building houses with sustainably produced materials, to the highest energy standards, solar water heating, minimising water consumption, is now cheap, vastly reducing emissions and offering permanent savings - but this is not mentioned.  Would estates be designed so most houses face south?  Cabling and power stations are absent from the areas targeted.  Gas cannot be generated locally and in any case its supply is only a short term prospect.  Energy neutral houses are rapidly becoming essential as there is unprecedented pressure on the national grid.  This is the driest region in the UK.  There is considerable doubt that water could be supplied.  Transferring water from elsewhere is very costly.  How would water run-off be dealt with?  Would surfaces such as driveways be porous?   On past experience, can housebuilders be trusted to do the right thing?  

Wildlife and countryside 

In hopeless conflict with Countryside Act and Green Belt protection for habitat and landscape, this plan moves the goalposts over the horizon.  The density of housing and roadbuilding proposed offers no protection for wildlife habitats of national importance, let alone our beautiful countryside.  A vast amount of habitat loss is inevitable. Farmland should be improved, not built on.  Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty and heritage would permanently disappear, affecting the UK for generations.  This is in total conflict with key objectives in the Sustainable Development Framework for the East of England, including: "to minimise adverse environmental impacts, recognise and support environmental limits, and provide the highest level of protection for irreplaceable natural features (eg traditional species rich grassland, ancient woodlands, tranquil areas), aiming for no net environmental loss.  Yet even the beautiful countryside in North Hertfordshire to the east of Luton is under threat.

The Office of the Deputy Prime Minister's own guidance on Neighbourhood Renewal focuses on better policy integration, and achieving "a better balance between housing availability and demand for housing in all English regions while protecting valuable countryside around our towns and cities, and in the Green Belt - and the sustainability of existing towns and cities."   Unfortunately this key principle is ignored throughout the "Sustainable Communities Plan".
Eating up villages 

It is nothing short of fascist to build to a level which swallows up whole villages inhabited, sometimes for their entire lives, by families who chose to live in the countryside, and not to be surrounded by a housing estate.  The effect on their quality of life would be devastating.  Among many worthwhile aspirations (although no mechanism is suggested to deliver them), a key requirement of sustainable communities (page 13) is "a sense of place".  That’s what scores of villages have already, that would be ruined by being swallowed up by this housing plan.  They would be sacrificed for new towns, in which a sense of place is far harder to develop.  "In the Luton area", we are told, there may have to be some Green Belt release to accommodate strong development needs".  What strong development needs?  Local people around the borders of Luton haven't been asked, and all those we speak to place immense value on their countryside.  Their needs would be also be sacrificed.
Housing density and quality of life

It would not necessarily be good for people living in the new houses either.  Mr Prescott doesn't want 'soulless estates'.  But 50 houses per hectare is much more than normal (35-40) for South Beds.  Several government guidance documents on how to create sustainable communities are ignored.  'Affordable housing' does not have to be like this.  Mr Prescott said on 5 Feb:  "All governments have ignored the mistakes of the past, where we built housing estates, not communities".  But he shows little sign of learning from past mistakes - children need more than cramped boxes to grow up in.  They need stimulation from nature, so they can learn to enjoy and respect it.  Gardens, in his plan, where they existed at all, would be tiny, and often communal - not ideal for having your own space to play, relax or grow your own vegetables.  There would be too much pressure on space to grow large trees to maturity - worries about roots affecting foundations would prevail.   If it went ahead, densely packed ghettoes would appear north of Luton's Marsh Farm, which itself has a constant struggling against poor living conditions.  Cramped housing with a poor and uninspiring environment does not make for happy people, and a good education and a sense of civic responsibility is harder to achieve.

The obvious disbenefits of not considering any of the above concerns displays the plans in their true light - irresponsible.
4   Impact on existing and other communities (joined-up thinking)

A complete lack of balance and joined up thinking and clarity is evident throughout the 'plan', which is to take place across three regions and have impact across the UK.   "Sustainable economic growth" is said to be desirable.  Yet economic growth is not sustainable.  Should further "economic development" be a prime aim of a wealthy country, already consuming far more than its share of the world's resources, when much of the world is in terrible poverty?  Economic stability is needed, but this cannot be achieved by housing alone.  

Effects on existing residents of both towns and villages 

Luton and Dunstable, Bedford, Milton Keynes, Aylesbury, Northampton and Corby would be 'enlarged', building right up to properties with a view of open countryside to the horizon, and swallowing up many villages - a terrible thing to do to people who have chosen to live in a country village (see 3 above).  

It would have severe adverse effects on the centres of all these towns, whose infrastructure is mostly at capacity already.  Tacking on 20,000 (let alone 43,000) more dwellings to a congested town with narrow streets that can't take any more traffic brings ugly urban sprawl, gridlock, and unhappy people - not a recipe for sustainable living.  This horrible future is clearly planned by narrow and misguided business interests who want to carve up the English countryside and squeeze it for cash until the people bleed, rather than by democratic, inclusive government.

North-south divide

Having no constraints on where people choose to live has already caused greater inequality between regions, hardship, and stress on resources and infrastructure.  Prescott's speech was more about statistics, less about lives. If in the north and Midlands, "the housing market has collapsed" (Prescott, 5 Feb 03), this is where attention needs to be directed.  Demand and employment must be generated in areas where deprived communities need a new start.  He claims that investment is being put into these areas, but this would be undermined by his plan to 'help the south'. The Select Committee Report  Reducing Disparities in Prosperity is critical of concentrating development in the south-east.  It says "Sustainability needs to be at the heart of, not an afterthought to, regional policy".  The government must help to rectify social injustice by developing jobs to attract people to the 'unequal' areas.  Also the increasing age of the population is not taken into account, so some needs are addressed and others ignored.

Jobs and 'the economy'
Where would all these people work?  For Bedfordshire and Luton, the projected number of dwellings is up to 97,000 but jobs only 53,000.  Something unsustainable here!  Serious employment problems are likely, despite more ugly sheds on our beautiful countryside.  Luton Airport could not expand at the rate airport management suggests without snarling up all roads in the area and vastly increasing noise, pollution and danger.  This plan is not supposed to provide homes for London commuters.  Milton Keynes was built to expand within existing boundaries (though not on the scale proposed). Luton, Dunstable and Houghton Regis are far more 'squashed up' already, and have less green space than they need now. The surrounding countryside, and its ever disappearing mature trees, provide their 'lungs'.
5  Planning, mechanism and timing for supporting infrastructure

We are already short of adequate transport, water supply and sewage, flood control, power, shops, doctors, hospitals, schools and other social, leisure and sporting facilities.  Utilities are underfunded - note recent major power cuts.  A Select Committee (8th report) was "dismayed that the water companies were not involved in any discussions about new housing targets for the south-east".  Transferring water is very costly in energy.  

Regional Planning Guidance recognises that building communities is not just about building houses: it says that no houses will appear prior to provision of necessary infrastructure.  But the plans are driven by housebuilders.  It is extremely unlikely that public transport, water supply and sewage, flood control, power, shops, doctors, hospitals (healthcare infrastructure and staff is very costly and time consuming to deliver), schools and other social, leisure and sporting facilities - and jobs - would be in place by the time houses are built.  No mechanisms have been spelled out in the plan to suggest otherwise.  Consultants appear to have had a narrow remit, and the true needs of a sustainable community have simply not been thought through.  Meeting alleged demand claimed by one vocal sector, and then scurrying around to make everything else fit, while not empowering the public to participate, is not the way to plan a sustainable future.

Delivery 

The reality is that current problems are failing to be addressed - 5% of homes in South Beds are regarded as unfit, and a further 23% might fail the national 'Decent Homes Standard'.  This refers to necessary improvements, not demolition.  Should not these be dealt with first?  This should be borne in mind when considering delivery of the highly ambitious Prescott Plans, even if considerably scaled down.  

Considerable detail is given of the proposed numbers of houses and the areas in which to build them - doubtless because of the demands of housebuilders.  But no detail has been developed as to how 'Local Delivery Vehicles' could deliver sustainable projects, and how they would keep up with the staggering amount of housebuilding planned.  (eg no requirements for energy efficiency in newbuild - housebuilders might save a little money by not putting in sustainable features, but the occupiers would pay a greater financial cost, and we would all pay a far greater cost in terms of climate change over the lifetime of each building.  Housebuilders will have to change to sustainable practice - they should be required to start now).  

This demonstrates that the government's priorities are misplaced.  It is also stated that a new development agency would be required for each local area such as Luton, Dunstable and Houghton Regis.  That this would handle all major planning decisions and infrastructure projects, and be responsible directly to the government, which is leading this unsustainable agenda, sounds as if lack of bottom-up accountability would be built in.  This does not fill one with confidence in the democratic process.
Transport  

The road and rail network is already near capacity in most places, and it doesn't take much to cause gridlock, which is very socially and economically disruptive.  We therefore need urgent public transport solutions to the problems we have now.  All this development would generate vastly more car journeys (unsustainable!) and cause permanent and total gridlock on our already overcrowded roads.  Yet Mr Darling's quote below falls on deaf ears.  There is absolutely no vision in this plan for measures to counter the problems new roads would bring, commitment from the SRA on network expansion, or ideas on how to create new public transport routes to offer a practical alternative to the car that would ensure viable access to town centres, and how much this would all cost.  A destructive North Luton Bypass through an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty would bring in a great deal of through east-west traffic, including thousands of daily juggernauts, causing more problems for local people, and would not help people needing to work in Luton or Dunstable Town Centres.

Trains  
Train travel - the most sustainable and reliable form of public transport - is hugely popular and effective, because the train is trusted.  A huge proportion of people would use a train who would never use a bus.  Unfortunately, lack of progress in lengthening trains and stations, opening new lines or keeping fares down (despite huge subsidies for air fares, encouraging further damaging and unsustainable travel) is the subject of the most complaints to government.  It has concentrated on big schemes at the expense of many much-needed smaller improvements. No new rail line is proposed for the densely populated Luton-Dunstable industrial corridor, which urgently needs a strategic east west rail link through South Beds NOW, to link Midland Mainline with West Coast Mainline.  Integrated with new short-route bus services, this would cut car journeys including M1, reducing congestion and airport traffic, and would do more than anything else to regenerate Dunstable.  The plan even recommends as a priority (page 20) the costly 'Translink' busway, which two damning reports from government consultants have confirmed would just replace old buses with new ones, getting no one out of their cars.  It could not serve thousands of new houses to the north.  

John Prescott, 1997: "Judge me on my transport policy in 5 years".
New roads
Roads, a major feature of the plans, would perpetuate unsustainable development and destroy large areas of 'protected' wildlife habitat and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty forever.  Again the democratic process has been sidelined - Lord Rooker has already visited Luton to discuss a possible route for a North and East Luton bypass.  Yet the tens of thousands of people living near the north or eastern boundary of Luton, who place great value on the attractive open landscape, the wildlife (roadkill of mammals and birds here would be too awful to contemplate) and the peace and quiet which would be permanently shattered, day and night, have not been consulted.  

A road around the north and east, accessible from tens of thousands of new dwellings, and also used as part of a major east-west route, would generate many millions of new car journeys, and soon become congested itself.  This is in total and hopeless conflict with the Sustainable Development Framework for the East of England: key Transport objectives include "To plan for a pattern of settlement and economic activity that reduces dependence on the car and maintains access to work and essential services for non-car owners"; and "To reduce the need to travel by car through a combination of high quality transport alternatives, particularly public transport, walking and cycling networks, but also light rail, taxi, and water."  

Key Rural issues objectives include: "To protect and enhance the cultural heritage, distinctive landscapes, tranquility, natural habitats and biodiversity of rural areas".  A road here would destroy this as a rural area.  Key Health objectives include: "To reduce traffic growth, the environmental effects of traffic, and improve road safety."  The road network through Luton and Dunstable town centres, which would have to serve people in this vast new housing complex, simply could not cope with the extra traffic, especially when taken together with steadily increasing passenger and employee numbers at the airport.  East-west train or tram services must be prioritised above roadbuilding, or more sustainable transport use in this sub-region will never be achieved.
Alistair Darling, Transport Secretary, 1 Oct 03: "Roadbuilding is not the solution to improving Britain's transport network. It is impossible to build ourselves out of the problems we face."
6  Views of others  

The plan has been strongly criticised by parliamentary committees, councils, NGOs and members of the public.
Criticism from parliamentary housing committee

The Housing, Planning, Local Government & the Regions Select Committee has published a report challenging Prescott's Housebuilding plan.  Andrew Bennett MP said: "We are far from convinced the Government's plan will be sustainable.  It could create characterless urban sprawl serving commuters into London, rather than vibrant communities with affordable homes, jobs and leisure facilities.  The impact on the environment does not seem to have been considered.  Even basic issues like how water can be supplied to all the new homes in one of the most arid regions in the UK have yet to be resolved.  The costs of the infrastructure for the new housing, including major new rail links, schools and hospitals will be enormous.  This must all cast doubt on the value for money of packing all these new homes into the south-east.  Funds must not be diverted from the north for the infrastructure needed for the new housing.  The government's objective to bring down house prices is unlikely to be achieved."

Views of South Beds and Luton Councils 
S Beds DC planned to build only 8000 homes. It has consulted with newsletters, leaflets and public meetings, expressing its concerns, to inform people and help them make comments to the government.  This is a responsible attitude, in touch with the public.

Luton BC produced a leaflet that is supportive of the plans, has not suggested any criticisms, and has held no public meetings except a poorly publicised scrutiny meeting on 3 October.  This is not a responsible attitude, especially as what they appear to support is for the houses to supply alleged 'need' (despite major disparity between what is needed and how much of this could be accommodated through existing policies) all being built outside the borough. 
7  Conclusion

Failures of the plan  
If this is the government's vision of "Sustainable Communities", the government needs to get a better optician. 

The plan has been universally criticised by parliamentary scrutiny committees, statutory agencies and NGOs, as ill thought-out and ineffective at achieving its manufactured goals, which support only a hollow housebuilders' charter with a bleak future for those who might live in this vast labyrinth of low-quality houses.  

A strategic vision is missing: there has been no consideration of effects on people's environment or quality of life.  There is no need for development on the scale proposed, which would severely impact communities in the north, increasing the rich-poor divide, reduce quality of life for existing residents in the south, and give a poor quality of life for new occupiers.  

If plans were to go ahead on anything like the scale proposed, Prescott would go down in history as an architect of failure, like Beeching, who over-reacted to calls for progress and disastrously closed down not just a few, but stations all over the country.  The Deputy Prime Minister has already failed dismally on transport because good and welcome promises were not followed up with action.  This is even more likely to be replicated with such an ambitious, inappropriate and unneeded housing project, based on bad and unwelcome promises, designed to build not just a few, but to destroy large swathes of England's beautiful countryside for ever.  This plan seizes rights from the public and gives them to developers.  It is undemocratic, unsustainable, and unmanageable, so must be abandoned.  

The way forward 

The way forward is through firstly using empty buildings and refurbishing and extending existing ones.  The starting point for this should be evaluating on a national basis what is already available, and where, and how the environment can be improved and employment generated on a small, manageable scale where the buildings are.

This way of regenerating existing communities is most likely to lead to developing sustainable transport modes.

New building should not be on the Prescott scale.  Where it is needed, it should be thought through holistically.  It must be imaginative, diverse, small-scale, and highly energy efficient, based on genuine (not manufactured) communities, continuity of heritage and biodioversity, with sufficient personal and communal greenspace, mature trees and wilderness areas, valuing our environment and countryside, sensitive to need, and to managed demand.  This is how to foster citizenship, responsibility and civic pride, all vital for a sustainable future.
