Re: Responseto the South Tyneside Councils commentsto the Neighbourhood Plan.

Although no longer a member of th



b) ‘ST-1In terms of the Policy Explanation, NWL confirm that they have invested in the
upgrading networKfollowing the ruling from the Court of Justice of the European
Union in 2012) within the Whitburn and Roker area and maintain there are no

% ]3C Jeep o A]lS3Z]v 18 v SA}EI_

RLtThe ECJ were told what was needed to upgrade the Whitburn systsm
10,800 m3f additonal capacityto the existing interceptor tunnel. What was
provided was &,000m3tank installed to the East Boldon foul sewer, this upgrade
was completed by the end of 2017. In 2019 Whitburn discharged over 760,000
tonnes of untreated sewagethe upgrade made the system worse and why NWL
has connected the South Bents Foul sewer to the interceptor tunnel by manhole
5609.

EAt30 July 2021 in relationtothe EC2z}p Z A E |- vuu E }( }v Ev
}uS S$Z 1} % E S} E [withtoewanpitionf the permit. We are working
with NWL to regularise that situaticend we will continue to engage with the
community through the Whitburn Neighbourhood Forum and encourage the
operator to do the same. In relation to the adequacy of the permit, we are imgait
the judgement of the ECJ, and we will review and if necessary update the permit as a
}ve <cp v }(S8Z S ip P uvs_

RLtTypical ofthe EA*YA AJoo E A]J] A v J(v <o ECiu% 3§ 8Z %
other words make the permit comply with trdischargs, not the discharge comply
with the permit.

EC 2 November 2021t *dZ § ]* A EC % pilo]vP 8Z § $Z C & ( E §} A
judgement from the European Court. | am really not sure what they mean. Our power

to refer the UK to Court and requestds under Treaty (Article 260 of the treaty on

the Functioning of the European Union) no longer applies to the UK so we are limited

in our powers. The case remains open so we will continue to discuss but | would

suggest that you raise this with the new Off






RLtpara 8. 1.10t of the overview of the Court final determination states:

Ao (E spo0S }( 8Z]c %o tetp@ihplthat theSadiual costs reasonably
occurred in meeting the requirements of the requisition total £958.40(i.e. 85% of
the total cost incurred of £1,127,734.59). Recalculating the final amount now
payable by Barrett Homes (in Line with secti&(29 of the Act) to reflect this cost we
determine that the requisition charge Barrett Homes should pay is



ignoring the efforts of the community to produce a plan in the hopeéeliver long

term sustainable developmermf the areais not being taken seriously.

In the first pullic meetings about the NP members of the public said @eft the
Counciwilo ipues } AZ 8 3Z C Avs VCAC_ v CluE }uu vse
this is true.

Please acknowledge receipt of this email and confirm | will be allowed to speak to
the Councillors before they make their decision.

Regards

Bob Latimer
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