CAMPAIGN TO PROTECT RURAL ENGLAND

EAST MIDLANDS REGIONAL GROUP (CPRE EMRG)
Briefing on the East Midlands Regional Plan Panel Report
Summary 
The Panel Report for the Examination in Public of the East Midlands Regional Plan (“the Panel Report”) contains several recommendations that have significant negative implications for the sustainability of the East Midlands including deletion of the Nottingham Green Belt, lack of support for a zero traffic growth target, and unsustainable levels of additional house building. This Briefing Paper sets out both CPRE EMRG’s concerns with these and other key Panel Report recommendations, as well as our support for the many positive recommendations. 

Key concerns

· Deletion of Nottingham Green Belt – the Panel’s recommendation to delete much of the Nottingham-Derby Green Belt ignores valuable purposes of Green Belt designation, does not demonstrate the ’exceptional circumstances’ required for such a drastic strategy and fails to recognise that Green Belt is a vital asset for residents of Nottingham and the region.
· Lack of support for a zero traffic growth target – CPRE considers a zero growth target is both achievable and desirable if the region is to become more sustainable.  The main purpose of any review of the regional transport strategy should be to substantiate how a reduction in traffic growth and a modal shift from cars to public transport can be achieved.
· Additional housing growth and potential eco-towns – While CPRE recognises the need for additional housing, including affordable housing, we believe the levels of housebuilding proposed in the draft Regional Plan are already unsustainable. Further increases proposed by the Panel, together with additional new growth points and eco-towns, will exacerbate the pressures on overstretched environmental capacity. CPRE are also concerned about the process by which eco-towns are being developed and selected.
· Internal conflicts on sustainability and climate change - despite the Panel’s recognition of the importance of climate change and sustainability, many of the Regional Plan policies are likely to increase, rather than reduce, emissions of carbon dioxide.
· Implementation – the Plan needs clear targets, indicators and timescales to ensure the accurate monitoring and implementation of policies.
Table: Summary of CPRE’s Concerns with Key Recommendations 
	Recommendation
	Description
	Reasons for Concern

	R4.12
	Deletion of a target for vacancy rates
	Opportunities do exist and it is more sustainable to reduce the number of vacant properties than build new ones – a target would give direction in this area.

	R5.4
	New policy on Strategic Distribution
	Prematurely commits region to sites in 5 areas; gives undue preference to an unsustainable single sector, the logistics industry.

	R11.5
	Regional renewable targets indicative only
	Urgent action is needed on climate change.

	R14.2
	Recast Nottingham-Derby Green Belt
	Ignores valuable aspects of Green Belt; does not demonstrate ‘exceptional circumstances’ to justify re-casting.

	R15.6
	Support for Newark’s growth point bid
	There has been a lack of public debate and consultation on the bids. Further growth in Newark and Sherwood is unsustainable.

	R15.7
	Reconsider Mansfield’s growth point bid
	See above.

	R16.6
	Concentrate development in Lincoln’s South-Eastern Quadrant 
	The South-East Quadrant is open landscape with good quality agricultural land, and has significant traffic constraints.


Table: Summary of Key Recommendations CPRE Supports
	Recommendation
	Description
	Reasons for Support

	R2.6
	Reduce the need to travel by car
	This is the most sustainable approach. However other Panel recommendations are in conflict with this.

	R2.10
	Cut carbon dioxide emissions by at least 60% by 2050
	Climate change is an urgent issue for the region in terms of mitigation and adaptation.

	R2.14
	Reference made to the Climate Change Programme of Action
	The Regional Plan should endorse, and ensure implementation of, the emerging Climate Change Programme of Action. 

	R3.1
	Modification of Policy 4 to include statement in support of urban concentration and strong preference for previously developed land
	Urban concentration and use of previously developed land is generally a more sustainable planning approach.

	R4.10
	New policy on Affordable Rural Housing
	Affordable housing in rural areas is a particular problem.

	R5.6
	Clarification that Policy 23 refers to all aspects of rural diversification
	There should not be a presumption that farming will be abandoned.

	R7.5
	Insertion of “Climate changes seems likely to increase pressure on such habitats”
	Climate change will put added pressure on the region’s biodiversity.

	R7.2
	Recommendation to develop green infrastructure (GI) plans within Local Development Frameworks
	This will ensure GI plans given due regard. However funding for GI outside Growth Areas and New Growth Points need to be addressed in the implementation plan.

	R7.6
	Recognition of value of tranquillity and dark skies in landscape policy
	Tranquillity and dark skies are important components of quality of life and are rapidly being eroded in the region.

	R7.10
	Clarification that neither direct nor indirect damage to Natura 2000 sites (i.e. Special Protection Areas and Areas of Conservation) permitted
	Indirect damage of Natura 2000 sites can be significant.

	R8.2
	Strengthen Policy 32 to promote water efficiency in new developments
	The region’s water resources are already severely stretched.

	R8.4
	Further explanatory text on Policy 35 to reduce risk of flooding from new development
	New development should not exacerbate flood risk.

	R11.11
	Local development documents to strongly encourage micro-generation scheme
	Micro-generation can play a key part in meeting renewable targets and reduce household energy costs.

	R12.1, R12.2

& Para 12.61
	Comprehensive Reappraisal and review of the regional transport strategy

Executive body to deliver modal shift
	Only on the proviso that this is needed to substantiate how a reduction in traffic growth and modal shift to rail and bus can be achieved, and that an executive body to deliver modal shift is established.

	R14.4 & R14.5
	Remove reference to sustainable urban extension at Clifton and joint working by 6 local planning authorities
	Specific locations should be determined through the local plan process. However, CPRE is concerned the housing provision for Rushcliffe means a major urban extension will be likely in any case.

	R14.8
	Deletion of detailed locations for possible urban extensions to Leicester
	Specific locations should be determined through the local plan process.

	R14.9
	Do not support County Council’s revised housing distribution for Leicestershire Housing Market Area
	The County Council’s figures entailed a large unsustainable urban extension at Loughborough.

	R15.1
	Reference to the need to improve the social infrastructure of the Northern Sub-Region
	Improvements in social infrastructure are urgently needed in the sub-region.

	R16.5
	The Eastern By-Pass for Lincoln be dropped in favour of more sustainable public transport measures 
	The bypass is at odds with the regional transport strategy

	R17.3
	Addition to Policy 4 that the policy of concentration applies to the partial housing market area of Peterborough
	This will help to reduce pressure on the countryside between Spalding and Peterborough

	R17.6
	Additional policy to mandate a coastal strategy for Lincolnshire
	The potential flood risks in the district are significant; it will also reduce pressure from in-migration.
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Key Concerns

1.
Deletion of Nottingham-Derby Green Belt

1.1
CPRE objects strongly to the recommendation to recast the Green Belt to provide a separation only between Nottingham and Derby [R14.2]. This radical recommendation was neither considered nor discussed at the Examination in Public, does not consider the attributes and benefits of the Green Belt and dismisses or ignores the purposes of Green Belt, other than preventing coalescence. Nottingham’s Green Belt stretches nearly 11km to the north, 9 km to the east and 7km to the south. It encompasses farmland, mature landscape areas, wooded areas including ancient woodland, nature reserves and historical sites.  
1.2
PPG2 lists five purposes for the inclusion of land in a Green Belt. Significantly it does not state that one purpose is more important than another. While the Panel Report accepts that the most important aspect of the Belt is to keep separate the urban areas of Nottingham and Derby, it ignores the other valuable aspects of the Green Belt. Thus although the Green Belt on the north, east and south side of Nottingham may not be as critical in preventing coalescence as it is between Derby and Nottingham, it still safeguards the countryside from encroachment, prevents the outward sprawl of the built-up area, and assists urban regeneration by encouraging the re-use of urban land. In fulfilling these purposes the role and value of the Green Belt to the north, south and east of Nottingham should not be lightly dismissed. 
1.3
According to PPG2, Green Belt should be altered only in “exceptional circumstances.” Further, “If such an alteration is proposed the Secretary of State will wish to be satisfied that the authority has considered opportunities for development within the urban areas contained by and beyond the Green Belt.” CPRE is not convinced that such exceptional circumstances have been demonstrated adequately.
  
1.4
PPG2 also states that once a Green Belt has been defined, land within it has a positive role to play in meeting various objectives. These include providing access to the countryside for the urban population and providing opportunities for outdoor recreation. They also include enhancing landscape character and biodiversity, and retaining land in agricultural or forestry use. It is appreciated that these objectives are not the reasons for designating a Green Belt, but once established there is a strong indication in PPG2 that the land within it should be used to help achieve them.  Nottingham’s Green Belt land plays a vital role in contributing to the provision of green infrastructure in the Three Cities Sub-Region and CPRE recommends that it is seen as a vital asset for the residents of Nottingham and the region.  
2.
Lack of Support for Zero Traffic Growth arget

2.1
It is encouraging that the Panel recognise the importance of reducing traffic growth throughout the region to achieve sustainable communities. However, CPRE takes issue with the Panel’s assumption that further, albeit modest, traffic growth is inevitable. If the region is to become more sustainable then we need to reduce traffic growth by reducing development, adjusting development patterns and increasing traffic management measures. The Panel acknowledges that there are good examples throughout the region, including Greater Nottingham where traffic growth has been constrained to 1%. Given that this is achievable in 2007, it would seem a zero growth target for the region by 2026 is undoubtedly achievable given sufficient political will and with sound transport and land use planning. CPRE considers the failure to set challenging and aspirational targets for traffic growth reduction inconsistent with the panel’s targets, which are no less challenging, in other areas, including climate change, affordable housing and water efficiency. 

3.
Additional Housing Growth and Possible Eco-towns 
3.1
CPRE has already expressed concern about the overall scale of housebuilding proposed in the draft Regional Plan, which represent a significant increase on previous plans. The Panel have suggested further increases based on 2004 trend growth. CPRE recognises that there is a need for additional housing and welcomes the increased commitment to providing affordable homes, including in rural areas since we have long argued that many of our current housing problems are a direct result of the massive decline in provision of social rented housing. However we doubt that the overall levels proposed are achievable or desirable. Such levels will place further stress on the region’s environmental capacity, and will result in development of large areas of greenfield land, as well as pressure on already stretched water resources, transport infrastructure, sewerage infrastructure and flood capacity. Instead, CPRE recommends that proposed housing levels should be subject to regular review, in line with a ‘plan, monitor and manage approach’, taking into account the capacity of the environment to accommodate development, levels of need and demand and the potential to make better use of the existing properties.

3.2
CPRE is also concerned that there is still the possibility of future housing additions beyond this, in the form of additional new growth points and eco-towns. To accommodate these, the Panel supports the Housing Green Paper proposal for “mini-reviews”, despite recognising that the term is a severe misnomer, since there will be a need to consider all strategic planning matters, and not just housing. The “bolting-on” of a potential new development of up to 20,000 dwellings, through a partial review (which is likely to quickly follow the publication of any Final Plan) makes a mockery of the whole planning process, and undermines the substantial time and effort of all those involved in the original review.

3.2
CPRE is dismayed at the way in which the eco-town bids in particular, but also the New Growth Points, cut across the planning process. Eco-towns undermine the fundamental strategy of urban concentration within the plan, and CPRE is disappointed that the Panel did not comment on this fact. Given the difficulties in finding the right location for sustainable urban extensions to the major urban areas, it is unlikely that a free-standing settlement, that has not emerged from a thorough review in the planning process, will be sustainable. While CPRE strongly supports the aims of making developments more sustainable, are has much sympathy with the principles behind the drive to develop eco-towns, we are seriously concerned about the process by which eco-town bids have been developed. In effect, over a year of planning and consultation on housing numbers and locations will be overthrown by a random process of developer-initiated projects. This is not the way to build either truly sustainable eco-towns or win public acceptance and support for the important principles underlying them.
4.
Sustainability and Climate Change

4.1
CPRE is concerned that despite the recognition of the importance of climate change and sustainability, many of the Regional Plan policies, particularly development of additional housing and transport infrastructure (particularly Regional Freight Distribution) will likely increase, rather than reduce, emissions of carbon dioxide. In view of the wide range of often conflicting policies being set out within the Regional Plan and by central government, regional planners must be given a clear hierarchy of priorities with climate change near the top, to help resolve any conflicts between different policy objectives.
5.
Monitoring, Implementation and Review

5.1
CPRE considers implementation a fundamentally important part of the plan, and supports the need for clear targets, indicators and timescales to ensure the accurate monitoring of policies. We therefore strongly support the recommendation [R19.5] for the nomination of key delivery agencies and the inclusion of timescales and trajectories for implementation and delivery in the implementation framework.

5.2
Many of the policies will need resourcing, and in many cases resource levels and sources are not identified. We strongly support the recommendation [R19.4] that wherever possible, the funding element and implications of the delivery of policies should be stated in respect of each proposal within the implementation framework.

Other Comments 

6.
Sustainability and Climate Change

6.1
CPRE is pleased that the Panel recognise that sustainability is a key principle which should run throughout the draft strategy and that the key lies in implementation (paragraph 2.6). There is also repeated reference throughout the Panel Report to the need to reduce travel by car [e.g. R2.6], which CPRE strongly supports. The greater emphasis on climate change is also to be welcomed, and the recommendation [R2.10] to cut carbon dioxide emissions by 60% by 2050. It should be emphasised that there is a need to dovetail any recommendations in the Regional Plan with the emerging Regional Climate Change Programme of Action. While the Panel recommends that reference should be included to the Climate Change Programme of Action [R2.14] it is essential that this should endorse and ensure implementation of, any recommendations from that Programme of Action, which lacks the statutory power of the Regional Plan. This may include higher targets than the 60% cuts referred to above, in response to emerging scientific evidence.

6.2
CPRE is also dismayed that despite the earlier encouragement given to reducing travel by car, the zero traffic growth target is not supported, and will be undermined by higher levels of housing provision.
7.
The Spatial Strategy

7.1
CPRE is pleased that the Panel reaffirm the fundamental strategy of urban concentration which is the most sustainable approach to planning new development, rather than taking a more demand-led approach (paragraph 3.3).  We strongly support the recommendation for modification of Policy 4, including inclusion of a statement in support of urban concentration and insertion of a new statement stating a strong preference for previously developed land [R3.1]. This is important given the lack of ambition for targets for the region, which are merely in line with national targets of 60%. We also note, and concur with, the Panel’s point that for urban concentration to be sustainable requires action and resourcing of urban public transport.

7.2
That said, we are pleased the Panel supported our criticism that too rigid application of the sequential approach as set out in Policy 2 could deny the needs of rural areas (para 3.9).

7.3
Despite the Panel’s support for the New Growth Points CPRE retains its fundamental opposition to the way in which the proposals cut across the regional and local planning process, with no public consultation or independent scrutiny of the merits of implications of the bids for Growth Point status. 
8.
Housing

8.1
The Panel recommends an increase in overall housing provision from 20,418 dwellings per annum (dpa) in the draft Regional Plan (itself a 30-40% increase on the existing plan
) to 21,757 a year. Although concentrated in urban areas, provision will increase in all housing market areas, with the exception of coastal Lincolnshire. Although this may not appear a significantly large increase, housing figures in coastal Lincolnshire may rise once the recommended coastal strategy is completed, and pending the release of further figures from the National Housing Planning Advice Unit (NHPAU). CPRE is concerned that any increase in housing figures is unlikely to be sustainable. The Sustainability Appraisal of the Draft Regional Plan (RP) had already identified issues of overstretched environmental capacity in some parts of the Region, as a result of the proposed housing figures.  It therefore follows that higher numbers of houses are likely to exacerbate this problem further in some Housing Market Areas (HMAs).  

8.2
A mini Sustainability Appraisal carried out for the Home Builders Federation on increased housing figures (equivalent to 23,074 dpa to 25,160 dpa for 2006-26) suggested that this would lead to additional pressures on environmental capacity including the following:
 
Peak Dales and Park HMA: National Park Status, presence of Natura 2000 sites that are already being damaged by existing housing levels.

Newark/Ashfield/Mansfield HMA: ability to dispose of waste water (sewage) on the Sherwood aquifer.

Derby HMA: water supply.

Nottingham Core HMA: water supply

Leicester and Leicestershire HMA: water supply, risk of abstraction/water quality damage to the Mease SAC.

Central and Coastal Lincolnshire: loss of Grade 1 and 2 agricultural land

Peterborough Partial HMA: impacts on Natura 2000 Sites, water supply, flood risk

West Northants HMA: water supply

Corby/Kettering/Wellingborough HMA: impacts on Natura 2000 sites, water supply
8.3
Thus even relatively small additions in housing numbers to those proposed in the draft Regional Plan are likely to result in significant environmental impacts across the region.

8.4
In terms of affordable housing, the Panel state that they hope the Housing Green Paper announcement, and the regional allocation for 2007/8-2010/11 may increase affordable housing provision (paragraph 4.60). However, it should be noted that the allocation for the Regional Housing Pot for 2008-11 is £437 million, the second lowest of all the English regions. Far from increasing the provision of affordable housing, this funding will only deliver 40% of the total affordable homes and one third of the social rented units proposed in the Regional Plan.
 
8.5
CPRE considers that the provision of affordable housing (defined by PPS3 in terms of social rented and intermediate housing) is far more important than increasing the ‘affordability’ of housing in general, which is beyond the scope of the landuse planning system. The fact that the regional provision of affordable housing has fallen well below policy targets (2,079 completions in 2005/06 compared to a target of 3950/y), despite overall housing provision being well above targets, demonstrates that increased housing provision overall cannot be relied on as a means to provide the necessary affordable housing.

8.6
Affordable housing in rural areas is a particular problem, because of the lack of volume market housing. This has been addressed in areas such as the Peak District in recent years through innovative mechanisms. In this respect the Panel’s recommendation for a new policy on Affordable Rural Housing [R4.10] is very much welcomed for all rural areas.

8.7
CPRE regrets the deletion of a target for vacancy rates [R4.12], which the Panel considers aspirational. Although the opportunities for implementing it may be limited, those opportunities do exist. Every vacant property that is filled means one less property to develop elsewhere, which is not only cost-effective but more sustainable.

9.
Economic Strategy

9.1
CPRE is disappointed that the replacement policy 20 [R5.3] on Employment Land Reviews no longer requires surplus employment land to be considered for beneficial alternative uses.  Surplus employment land could be used for sustainable ends such as green infrastructure.
9.2
CPRE regrets that the Panel have introduced a new policy 20A on Strategic Distribution [R5.4] which commits the region to strategic distribution sites in five Housing Market Areas (West Northamptonshire; Derby; Nottingham; North Northamptonshire; and Leicester and Leicestershire HMAs), in advance of a “Green Logistics” study. Not only is this premature but it also gives undue policy preference to a specific, and unsustainable single sector, the logistics industry.  Despite the fact that the policy gives priority to sites which can be served by railfreight and operate as inter-modal terminals, there is no guarantee these sites will be 100% served by railfreight, especially given that the mere existence of a railway line is often counted as rail access. In reality, much additional work and resources are needed to make a railhead operational and attractive to potential freight customers. Also, while the incoming freight may be delivered by rail, much of it will be distributed by road-based transport, thus generating additional road traffic in the region. We remain concerned, too, about the adverse impact the 24-hour operation recommended by the Panel will have on the quality of life of rural residents. 
9.3
On rural diversification, we are pleased that the Panel support clarification in Policy 23 [R5.6] that rural diversification does not apply only to farm diversification. The presumption should not be that farming should be abandoned.
10.
Natural and Cultural Heritage

10.1
CPRE welcomes the reference to climate change and its relationship to biodiversity [R7.5].

10.2
We fully support the recommendation to develop green infrastructure plans within Local Development Frameworks [R7.2]. However, since the funding mechanisms for green infrastructure planning and implementation outside the Growth Areas and New Growth Points are not clear (or non-existent), it is essential that the implementation plan addresses how this can be done most effectively.

10.3
We welcome the recommendation of a reference to the value of tranquillity and dark skies in the landscape policy [R7.6].

10.4
We also support clarification that there should be neither direct nor indirect damage to EU designated Natura 2000 sites [R7.10].

11.
Water Management

11.1
CPRE welcomes the regional target of 25% improvement in water efficiency in new development and regeneration [R8.2]. 

11.2
We also support explanation of Policy 35 that “Development should not be permitted if...it would...create…an unacceptable risk (of flooding) elsewhere” [R8.4].

12.
Energy

12.1
CPRE is disappointed that the Panel express major concerns about the deliverability of the regional renewable energy targets (of 6.4% by 2010) and of the targets for micro-generation (2,500 GWh/y by 2020) [R11.5]. The latter corresponds to every new house in the region having some form of electrical micro-generation as well as other renewables. Given the urgency of action on climate change, the existing target of having all homes zero-carbon by 2016 (which will almost certainly involve some form of electrical micro-generation), the rising prices of fuel and power, and the rapidly developing market for renewable technologies, it should be incumbent on the Panel to urge additional support for micro-generation and affirm the targets. However, we support the recommendation that local development documents should strongly encourage micro-generation schemes [R11.11].
12.2
CPRE supports further work to ascertain the capacity of the sub-regions to accommodate the different targets and how each area can contribute to achieving the regional target [R11.7].
13.
Regional Transport Strategy 

13.1
Please also see our earlier comments under “Key concerns”.

13.2
CPRE agrees with the actions, proposed in paragraph 12.55 of the Panel Report, to establish a profile of traffic growth reductions, assess progress at 5 year intervals, differentiate the types of traffic growth in the region, develop sub-regional targets for traffic growth, and analyse the future growth in freight movement. Differentiating types of traffic growth could be particularly instructive. There is no clear, comprehensive data at present regarding the percentages of road traffic generated within the region and outside it respectively. Any judgement on what East Midlands road traffic reduction measures can realistically achieve needs to be informed by such data. The Panel’s conclusion that road traffic reduction measures have failed is, as the Panel Report itself makes clear, not based on this assessment. 
13.3
CPRE also welcomes the Panel’s conclusion that to achieve traffic growth reduction a substantial modal shift to rail and bus, and a considerable increase in public transport investment, is required.

13.4
CPRE cautiously welcomes a comprehensive review of the Regional Transport Strategy, but only on the proviso that the zero traffic growth target is maintained and the review focuses on how best a reduction in traffic growth and increase in modal shift can be achieved. Should the analysis show that an increase in traffic growth will occur as a result of various infrastructure proposals or landuse allocations, then a process of iteration will be needed to revise or review the proposals to ensure that landuse and transport plans are sustainable. We therefore agree with the Panel’s conclusion at paragraph 12.62 regarding this iterative process. We welcome the panel’s insistence that the development of road traffic needs to be monitored carefully, and agree that it is sensible to do so at 5 year intervals. We note the panel’s conclusion at paragraph 12.63 that if the monitoring and integrated transport and land use planning modelling show traffic growth reduction is substantially below target, “land-use plans may have to be throttled back”. This appears to contradict the conclusion earlier in the panel report (paragraph 12.31) that where traffic growth reduction and land use plans conflict, road traffic reduction should be abandoned. 

13.5
We agree with the Panel’s judgement that the schemes in Appendix 6 “are simply a re-statement of existing pipeline projects”, and that “only committed schemes should be included in the first 5 year category of Appendix 6” (paragraph 12.11) and with their recommendation to treat Appendix 6 as indicative, subject to the road traffic and land use monitoring described above and a re-assessment using Department for Transport criteria under development (paragraph 12.9). The new appraisal criteria, intended to give a fairer balance to different modes of transport including walking and cycling, are being developed as part of the review of NATA (New Approach to Appraisal). New guidance is expected in time for the first 5 year monitoring recommended by the panel. CPRE EMRG is taking an active part in the review. 
13.6
We very much welcome the Panel’s recommendation (paragraphs 12.41 and 12.61) that a regional body and mechanism need to be established to co-ordinate and ensure delivery of public transport measures in the region but would add that the remit of such a body has to include behavioural change measures. A body and mechanism with this remit was recommended in 2002 by the report of the M1 Multi Modal Study – we have been awaiting its implementation ever since.    
14.
Milton Keynes and South Midlands Sub-Regional Strategy

14.1
The Panel notes the Environment Agency’s concerns about the delivery of water cycle infrastructure for the housing provision proposed up to 2021 (paragraph 13.21). However other than noting that this is a very important issue, the Panel do not address what will happen if the necessary infrastructure cannot be provided, or the housing provision exceeds environmental capacity.  This needs to be addressed in the implementation plan.
15.
The Three Cities Sub-Regional Strategy

The Nottingham-Derby Green Belt 
15.1
Please see our comments earlier under “Key Concerns”.
Nottingham and its surroundings

15.2
While CPRE welcomes the removal of the reference to the location of a sustainable urban extension (SUE) at Clifton [R14.4] and the recommendation for joint working by the six local planning authorities [R14.5], the housing provision numbers for Rushcliffe (445 dpa in or adjoining the Principal Urban Area), and the allocation of a major urban extension to Rushcliffe in default of an agreement (paragraph 14.28) means that it is likely there will be major development in Rushcliffe in any case.

15.3
CPRE remains unconvinced of the need for a major urban expansion due to the following factors:

· The high degree of uncertainty attendant on projecting housing figures and needs 20 years into the future. The demographic projections used to derive the figures for housing needs are simply extrapolations of the last 5 years and do not necessarily predict household numbers even one year hence, let alone in 20 years time

· The failure to account for windfalls in urban capacity studies
· The high vacancy rates in the current Nottingham market

· The falling property market.
15.4
While CPRE has no objections to studies to investigate options for a SUE around Nottingham, given the high level of uncertainty on the assumptions underlying the need for a SUE, CPRE considers the planning authorities should adopt an approach of “plan, monitor, and manage”. Until such time that the need for a SUE has been conclusively established, and all other options exhausted, there should be no release of land or presumption of a SUE outside Nottingham.

Leicester and its surroundings

15.5
CPRE supports the deletion of detailed locations for possible urban extensions [R14.8] which should be a matter for local plans. We also note that the Panel concurs with the County Council’s assessment of the sustainability of possible urban extensions which broadly supports locations to the north and west of the city. It could be understood from this that the proposed eco-town at Stoughton to the east of the city, proposed by the Co-operative Group, is not supported by the Panel as the most sustainable option. 

15.6
CPRE also welcomes the recommendation not to agree to the revised distribution put forward by the County Council [R14.9] which would have seen a large increase in housing provision for a sustainable urban extension at Loughborough.

Derby and its surroundings

15.7
The Panel have recommended [R14.16] cooperative working on core strategies in South Derbyshire and East Staffordshire and the option of additional provision in South Derbyshire above the levels set out in Policy 14 to meet the needs of East Staffordshire as identified in the West Midlands RSS.  CPRE would be opposed to the use of greenfield land in South Derbyshire to meet housing needs for East Staffordshire.
16.
The Northern Sub-Regional Strategy

Regeneration

16.1
CPRE strongly supports the Panel’s recommendation [R15.1] to add a reference to part 2 of the draft strategy of the need to improve the social infrastructure of the sub-area.

Growth Points - Newark and Mansfield

16.2
CPRE is disappointed that the Panel recommends that continued support be given to Newark’s growth point [R15.6] and that Mansfield’s bid as a growth point be reconsidered [R15.7] in view of the concerns over the lack of public debate and consultation on the bids, and the implications for the sustainable development of Newark and Sherwood, which will need to absorb a population increase of 40-50%, largely on greenfield sites.
17.
The Lincoln Policy area Sub-Regional Strategy

17.1
CPRE is greatly concerned at the recommendation to reduce the Western Growth Area to a minimal size and instead to concentrate up to 10000 homes in the South – Eastern quadrant based on Canwick and Bracebridge Heath [R16.6] for the following reasons:
1. In physical terms the Western Growth Corridor appears a more appropriate and sustainable option given its location close to the city centre; the provision which could be made for park and ride and bus solutions and the extensive work carried out on engineered solutions to counteract any flooding problems;
2. The choice of the South – East quadrant puts all of the new development outside the city in North Kesteven District in an area on top of the hill.  This is quite open in landscape terms and the agricultural land is of good quality. There are enormous traffic difficulties caused by the fact that there are only two main entry/exit points both of which are on steep hills with limited options for highway improvements;
3. The Growth Point for Lincoln supported by the Panel, identified as about 9500 homes, is effectively all concentrated here.
17.2
CPRE welcomes the Panel’s recommendation [R16.5] that the sub-regional transport strategy be revised in the light of comments on the need for the Eastern Bypass, and to address delivery of pubic transport projects. CPRE is pleased that the Panel recognises that the bypass is at odds with the regional transport strategy where the intention is to provide additional highway capacity only when all other measures have been exhausted.

18.
Grantham and the Eastern Sub-Area

18.1
Grantham’s Growth Point status is supported by the Panel [R17.1]. Although CPRE initially raised concerns about the ability of the town’s infrastructure to cope with the additional development, the assurances given in the report lead us to believe that the Growth Point Status is acceptable as it will assist in reducing pressure on other areas in South Kesteven, such as Bourne which has expanded considerably in the past decade.
18.2
The Panel’s recommendations [R17.3] regarding further growth in Spalding are welcomed as a means of reducing pressure on the countryside between Spalding and Peterborough.

Coastal Flooding – Boston, Spalding and the East Lindsey Coast

18.3
In view of the potential flood risks in the district, CPRE supports the recommendation [R17.6] to mandate a coastal strategy for the area. The proposals for the Coast are also welcomed as a way of reducing pressure particularly from in-migration.
18.4
Proposals for regeneration of Skegness and Mablethorpe are also welcomed.  Employment opportunities can be prioritised if migration pressures are reduced.

19.
The Peak Sub-Area

19.1
CPRE welcomes the recommendation [R18.2] for no change to the zero figure for housing provision in the Peak District. 

19.2
While the Panel recommends [R18.3] an increase in housing figures for Derbyshire Dales and High Peak (from 420 to 500), we support the fact that the increase will comprise affordable housing only.

19.3
We also support the recommendation [R18.5] that all elements of the South Pennine Integrated Transport Study (SPITS) must be referred to, i.e. a balanced package of measures which include demand management and public transport, and not just the A628.

� In a call-in letter dismissing an appeal by George Wimpey UK Ltd, for a housing application on Green Belt land at Landywood Lane, Cheslyn Hay, Staffordshire, dated 25 September 2006, the Secretary of State notes: “Very special circumstances to justify inappropriate development will not exist unless the harm by reason of inappropriateness and any other harm is clearly outweighed by other considerations. It is for the appellant to demonstrate that there are material considerations that amount to very special circumstances that clearly outweigh the harm from inappropriate development and any other harm….The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector (IR16.22) that development of the appeals site would fail to satisfy the Green Belt purpose of safeguarding the countryside from encroachment”.


� Depending on whether figures for Northhamptonshire are included or excluded.


� East Midlands Environment Link (EMEL), 2007. Response to the Sustainability Appraisal of the Draft East Midlands Regional Plan, Supplementary Report for the Home Builders’ Federation and Development Interests, Submitted to the Panel, June 2007.


� This will cover the costs of 2,600 affordable homes (1,800 social rented, and 800 LCHO units) per year compared to the Regional Plan’s targets of 6,539/y (32% of 20,418). The target affordable housing figures need to be recalculated in light of the Panel Report’s increase in overall housing provision.
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