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Housing Provision

1. Is there additional evidence on demographic and migration issues that you would like the Regional Assembly to consider as part of the Partial Review?

CPRE considers that more work is needed to thoroughly test any housing numbers based on the 2006 household projections.  As the consultation document rightly points out, the projections are not an assessment of housing need and do not take account of future policies or the capacity to deliver. CPRE would add that they simply indicate the household consequences of continuing recently experienced trends. The period (2001-2006) on which the population projections are based (the key data source for the household projections) was characterised by historically high levels of net in-migration. As circumstances, policies and housing supply practices change, then the likelihood is that projections and actual housing numbers will diverge from each other increasingly over time. Matching land supply for long term building rates closely to the household projections therefore makes very little sense and is effectively treating the projections as a target. To do so would turn the projections into self-fulfilled trend-based prophecies.

The projections are based on the trends in household formation at the time of the assessment. The 2006 projections, published in 2009, were based on trends prior to the economic downturn. Their validity and usefulness for planning is therefore questionable.  Evidence suggests that underlying trends are changing, with a fall in net in-migration (nationally) resulting from a 44% rise in emigration to the year December 2008. Internal migration to and from all regions, apart from London, has also fallen.
 

The consultation document has taken the 2006 based household projections to indicate that the East Midlands should be planning to provide some 28,000 new homes per year. This compares to the current plan of 21,500 new homes and is nearly 50% higher than the average provision between 2001-2008 (18,965 houses) at the peak of the housing market. One third each of the projected population growth is from net in-migration from other parts of the UK and international immigration respectively. CPRE seriously questions the basis for these figures.
CPRE welcomes the independent analysis of household projections commissioned by EMRA.  In addition we plan to submit shortly our own comprehensive analysis of the household projections which contains a number of recommendations we hope will be taken forward in any future regional planning for housing.
  These include the following:
(1)  Any housing projections/targets for the East Midlands should be published with a sensitivity analysis to indicate how reliant the results are on the assumptions which underlie them.

(2)   While the household projections can be used as a starting point, additional information is needed to provide a more accurate assessment of regional household formation including: 
· Trends in internal and international migration (gross and net). CPRE questions the reliability of current migration figures as the significant scale of net-inward migration which influenced the 2006-based population projections is unlikely to be sustained in practice. There is enormous uncertainty in the international migration statistics which are at best plus or minus 35% the government’s estimate. More information will be available in CPRE’s forthcoming report on household projections.
· Trends for numbers of people in institutions – the household projections exclude the number of people living in institutions (nursing homes, student halls of residence, military barracks and prisons) but the household projections make the assumption that the institutional population stays constant at 2001 levels for under 75s and the share of the population stays at 2001 levels for the over 75s). This assumption needs to be tested.

· The number of people living together as a single household or as separate households – the economic downturn is likely to encourage more adults to live together rather than separately. This is likely to reduce the number of single households that would otherwise be expected in good economic conditions.
· Levels of homelessness
(3)  Assessment of how many dwellings are needed, particularly new ones, should make allowance for the following, as the assumptions involved in this step are more prone to error:

· the contribution of the existing dwelling stock

· vacancy rates in the existing and intended new stock;

· demolitions; and

· the size of the backlog of unmet need and the policy response  to it.

The potential to provide homes through conversions, reductions in under-occupancy and utilisation of underused space above shops and commercial premises should be considered before new build.

Housing supply should be informed more by needs than by projections. The household projections can be taken as a starting point but they should be adjusted to estimates of housing need (as above) and planning policy objectives should also be applied.  These include objectives on housing location as well as sustainability issues (see response to Q3 below). There is a need for a responsive approach to changing circumstances and CPRE recommend a more flexible approach based on “plan, monitor and manage”.

While we do not suggest that the present economic downturn will continue for the next 20 years changing economic conditions profoundly affect demographic trends and household formation. For the regional plan to be resilient it needs to be mindful of this. CPRE’s analysis suggests there are four possible scenarios:

1. The current economic recession is short lived and has no effect in the long term such that the deficit over the period of the recession is made up in subsequent years. This is the assumption of the NHPAU. 

2.  The recession has the effect of reducing short term demand but recent upward trends then return and increase in household numbers continues as in the2006-based projections

3.  The recession causes fundamental changes in aspirations which reduces rates of household formation so that the assumptions in the 2006 projections no longer apply

4.  The recent high levels of net inward migration are not sustained and migration rates are restored to a lower and more stable rate in the future, leading to a more modest increase in household numbers

All four scenarios need to be considered in any housing options analysis.

2. Is there evidence on affordability issues that you would like the Regional Assembly to consider as part of the Partial Review?

CPRE welcome the specific mention of rural affordable housing needs in the consultation document.  Affordable rural housing is one of the key challenges facing rural communities and there is a large gap between needs and delivery in rural areas.  The shortfall due to the economic downturn is compounded by the added costs and difficulties of providing homes in rural areas. 

There needs to be a better evidence base for rural affordable housing.  The various Strategic Housing Market Assessments carried out in the region have been patchy in terms of assessment of housing needs in rural areas and any estimates for housing needs should be verified by those involved in delivery, including Rural Housing Enablers, combined with housing needs surveys at parish level.
CPRE would also like to see better scrutiny of the proposed targets by the NHPAU and the basis for those.  We consider that the assumptions used by NHPUA are flawed and would recommend that EMRA commission, or at minimum take note of, an independent review similar to that done by West Midlands Regional Assembly.
 This analysis concluded:
“The housing market, including affordability ratios, has been dominated by demand side controls, yet the NHPAU assumes that supply side interventions sustained for the next twenty years are the means by which affordability problems should be resolved. If the supply of land had virtually nothing to do with the house price boom or the house price crash, as was the case, then seeking solutions to house price issues by increasing land supply through the planning system, as the NHPAU does, seems a seriously misplaced enterprise.”

The West Midlands study analysed trends in the West Midlands housing market since 1997 to see the extent to which NHPAU model is observed in practice.  It found that completion rates did not respond strongly to the supply of land available through the planning system. However housing market affordability deteriorated, so that homes were only half as affordable in 2007 as they had been in 1997 (at the lower quartile level). Rising house prices and deteriorating affordability far outstripped modestly rising housing completions after 2001. This was despite land supply increasing more quickly than completions. The findings for the region confirm that increasing land supply as a means of increasing housing output, in turn as a means of making housing more affordable, is extremely inefficient. Indeed the study found there was no evidence that this sequence of principles functions at all.

The NHPAU has recently increased the targets for the East Midlands even further.
 As shown in the table below, this increases the provision compared to the current RSS by 22%, equivalent to a significant 40% increase over existing provision.
Table 1: Current housing provision and targets in the East Midlands

	Housing target/provision
	Regional Housing Provision (dpa)

	Current housing provision (average 2001-2008)
	18,966

	RSS target
	21,938

	NHPAU 2008 housing supply range (high)
	24,610

	NHPAU 2008 housing supply range (low)
	23,400

	NHPAU 2009 housing supply range (high)
	26,800

	NHPAU 2009 housing supply range (low)
	25,100


The irony of this is that even with the extremely high building rates proposed for the East Midlands by NHPAU, affordability (lower quartile house price to earnings ratio) in the East Midlands would only reduce slightly from 6.9 in 2007 to 6.52 in 2026, according to the NHPAU analysis.  

Paraphrasing the West Midlands report, such a large increase in housing output to achieve such a minor outcome appears wholly unrealistic. That lack of reality is made worse by:

· far greater deterioration in affordability having occurred in recent years than is proposed to be corrected by new building in line with the model;

· the level of housing supply would be implausible for the industry to build;

· the resulting house prices would still not be affordable on any reasonable understanding of the term: few would view a target of 6.52 as affordable.
3. Is there any other evidence on housing issues that you would like the Regional Assembly to consider as part of the Partial Review?

There are two further areas of evidence which CPRE would like the Regional Assembly to consider: (1) the impact on brownfield land viability and (2) environmental capacity.

Impacts on brownfield land viability

Evidence of past rates of house building suggests that the annual building rate implied by the 2006-based household projections may be beyond the capacity of the industry to deliver. The release of an excess of building land would be likely to lead to the development of the most attractive greenfield sites first and lessen the pressure on developers to make the best use of brownfield land or to re-use existing properties. This would weaken the strategy to regenerate existing urban areas by diverting investment in both housing and infrastructure from inner cities and run down suburbs to new developments on the edges of urban areas. 

This effect has been documented in the CPRE report, Brownfield Market Signals,
 which explored how Greenfield land supply with planning permission affects the viability of brownfield development in nine local authority areas, including Corby and Leicester in the East Midlands. The researchers found that brownfield viability appears to be worst affected in areas which have significantly more Greenfield than brownfield land supply. In Corby it was found that competing Greenfield development has a statistically significant negative effect on brownfield site viability. The reluctance to accept windfall sites (unallocated brownfield sites that come forward for development) as an integral component of housing land supply within the forward planning process exacerbates this situation. Neither Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessments (SHLAAs) nor Strategic Housing Market Assessments (SHMAs) require planning authorities to consider the effect of greenfield land supply on brownfield development viability. Yet understanding how local land markets interact and development sites compete for investment is a crucial step towards optimising the use of brownfield land.  
While recognising the need for competition in land supply, the region should seek to prioritise re-use over new build and regeneration and redevelopment of brownfield sites over Greenfield development. To this end CPRE recommends two further pieces of work:

1. an assessment of how the housing targets and potential release of Greenfield land supply will affect brownfield development viability.

2. a region-wide assessment of the potential from 1) windfalls and 2) small sites, since PPS3 allows windfalls where it is justified. CPRE’s Untapped Potential report
 found that local authorities underestimated the potential from small sites and small settlements. The report refers to a couple of local authorities where in excess of 70 per cent of applications in their area were for schemes less than 10 homes. Although there is no national source of information on this, it could be collated at regional level.

Environmental Capacity

The regional plan should take as its starting point the principles of sustainable development set out in PPS1.
  Housing targets, while important, should not be met at the expense of other aspects of sustainable development, particularly protection of the environment and use of natural resources.

There is much evidence that environmental capacity in the region is already being undermined by existing levels of development.
, 
 The pressure for increasing housing targets even further means that these capacity problems will be exacerbated. This is unacceptable and contrary to the PPS1 requirements above.
CPRE supports a different approach to determining spatial development options based on environmental capacity. The work commissioned by EMRA to develop an environmental capacity approach within spatial planning highlighted the importance of having a framework, indicators and datasets in place early on. A useful starting point would be developing a more consistent approach to coverage of key themes and indicators.  In terms of data and monitoring the need for an identifiable point of data collection and interpretation such as an Environmental Observatory was identified. CPRE suggests this could be funded in a similar way to Hi24EM for environmental rather than housing data. The proposed Defra-funded study by EMDA on Sustainable Economic Growth Within Environmental Limits will also be useful in establishing a framework the region could apply in identifying/determining relevant environmental limits and plugging some of the evidence gaps. Any future options development will need to take account of this work.
While an environmental capacity approach may not preclude further development in terms of quantity or location it should place severe constraints in terms of quality or be balanced by cuts in resource use elsewhere. For example, new development (unless it produces net carbon emissions) will tend to carbon emissions; this will have to be balanced by cuts in carbon emissions from existing development to meet national carbon reduction targets. 

In terms of specific aspects of environmental capacity CPRE strongly supports the need for additional technical work on the following:

· Water quality. The recent River Basin Management Plans (Humber and Anglian) indicate the generally poor quality of water throughout the region with only 20% of water bodies predict to have good ecological status by 2015. One of the key challenges is point source pollution from sewage works.  In addition abstraction levels for water in some cases exceed the rate at which aquifers recharge. Earlier Sustainability Appraisals have indicated that sewage treatment capacity is severely stretched throughout the region, and may restrict development in some places. Leaving this to Water Cycle Studies in the LDF process is not sufficient and the regional plan needs to ensure levels of development will not further compromise water quality.  There is also a need to update the work on water resources following the release of the water company final Water Resource Management Plans.
· Productive land for growing food – both in terms of loss to housing and development, flooding (particularly in coastal Lincolnshire) and diversion of food cops into non-food, energy crops. This applies both within and outside urban areas.
· Climate change. The new Planning Act 2008 requires Regional Plans to include policies designed to secure that the development and use of land in the region contribute to the mitigation of, and adaptation to, climate change. While the current plan contains many such policies to mitigate climate change, these are in danger of being undermined by housing and transport policies in particular.  While much of the focus in planning is necessarily on new development, under the new Single Integrated Regional Strategy there will the opportunity to combine strategies which impact on energy and carbon emissions from existing development.  Clearly, as CPRE’s responses to the section on renewable energy show, the targets for renewable energy capacity cannot be separated from the energy demand from existing development.
Meeting Community Housing Needs

1. Which of the three main options outlined above should be used as the basis for setting targets for affordable housing provision for the period 2021-31 and why?

CPRE support Option 3 as evidence rather than modelling is the preferred approach for determining affordable housing needs. This should include housing needs surveys in rural areas.
2. What additional actions could the Regional Plan include to help maximise affordable housing delivery, particularly in smaller settlements in rural areas?

There are already a number of good recommendations to maximise affordable housing delivery in the Regional Housing Strategy which are referred to in the Regional Plan. An additional action would be to encourage Local Planning Authorities/Registered Social Landlords to buy existing housing stock when it comes on the market, especially in small settlements where opportunities to build new affordable dwellings are restricted.  

3. Should the Regional Plan provide guidance on the provision of specialist housing for older people, and if so what form should this take?

The Regional Plan should refer to compliance with the lifetime home standard. 

Spatial Development Options

1. Are these the right types of spatial development options for the East Midlands?

The consultation document sets out 6 broad options for spatial development, which are not mutually exclusive. CPRE EMRG’s views on the options for specific HMAs are set out in responses to subsequent sections. However below are our views on the general principles of certain options.

Option: Continue with the current strategic approach based on urban concentration, regeneration with sustainable urban extensions focused on the Principal Urban Areas, Growth Towns and some Sub Regional Centres

In general CPRE are strongly supportive of this option. Urban areas provide the critical mass of services and infrastructure, and through more concentrated development, make more efficient use of land, and offer significant potential to achieve more efficient use of energy and management of waste. Where there are clusters of people and jobs, there is the potential to provide better and more viable public transport and reduce car-dependence.  It thus protects the countryside and curbs urban sprawl. It also is most cost-effective in terms of provision of infrastructure.
CPRE’s report, The Proximity Principle,
 shows that compact cities, towns and villages produce the best social, economic and environmental outcomes.  Bringing people and services closer together means greater social contact and connectivity, less distance to travel and less dependence on the car, and is more efficient in land and energy. Proximity involves creating clusters of people, not about concentrating people into cities.  Another CPRE study, Family Housing – the Power of Concentration
, also shows how it is possible to build good quality, attractive housing for family in urban areas at densities which are sufficient to support local amenities and services ands sustain local economic vitality.

This also applies within smaller settlements. Work done by architecture students at London Metropolitan University on intensification in Bruton, Somerset, a small historic town (population 2,945) illustrated how existing brownfield sites could be used to ensure the community continues to  thrive rather than relying on out of town, greenfield sites for future housing needs. The project  showed that densification (development within the existing towns urban fabric), if done sensitively, could enhance the intimate qualities of the historic town. As well as protecting the rural landscape providing housing within existing settlements reduces car-dependency and enhances the opportunity for social contact.
Further the existing policy of urban concentration and regeneration does not preclude appropriate levels of development in smaller settlements, including small rural settlements, to meet local needs and secure and services mixed and balanced communities. While this does not amount to dispersed development, it does allow development outside of the main urban areas. The Matthew Taylor Review argues that planning for rural communities needs to recognise their potential to be sustainable in their own right.  In some of the most rural parts of the East Midlands - Coastal Lincolnshire, Peterborough Partial, and Peak Dales & Park – which are some of the most self-contained in terms of live/work self containment, there should be appropriate levels of development to maintain the sustainability of those communities. 
There also needs to be regeneration of some of the smaller urban areas, particularly those in areas of multiple deprivation. This does not necessarily mean more housing and in many cases comprises greater employment, access or education opportunities. There are opportunities for the development of brownfield sites for regeneration purposes. However this does not imply that the location of development should be based solely on the availability of brownfield land and care should be taken to avoid coalescence of adjacent settlements or the promotion of additional commuting by car.
However, there are concerns about the impact of continued peripheral expansion on the character of the region’s cities and towns, and on the ability of services and infrastructure to cope. The principle, particularly for some of the regions cities and market towns, therefore needs to be assessed on a case by case basis. A number of urban areas targeted for growth, such as Lincoln, are already struggling in terms of flood risk and traffic. In other areas such as Nottingham, continued urban extension will inevitably lead to urban sprawl as Greenbelt surrounding the urban areas is gradually overtaken with development. In some cases the type of housing is as important as the numbers of houses provided. The development of large numbers of buy-to-let flats in urban areas which failed to meet local housing needs illustrates this point. Therefore CPRE’s support for urban concentration is based on the condition that other options are less sustainable. In some HMAs there may be a case for more flexibility to provide development outside the PUA when it is more sustainable to do so. 
There is also a need to significantly improve design standards and regenerate PUAs throughout the region. CPRE strongly supports the argument expressed in the Sustainability Appraisal thus: 
“So, whilst making sure the needs and potential of rural communities are met, a step change in the quality of life to make the cities more attractive is required (and in the East Midlands this applies equally to some settlements in the former coalfield areas). Simply directing development to urban areas will not be enough. Liveability is crucial, and to achieve this policies for economic, social and environmental development in urban areas should be integrated, not treated separately.”

Option: around public transport nodes

Generally focussing development around public transport nodes should be assessed on a case by case basis. There may be cases where settlements have grown which may not be suitable for development. In other cases it may simply increase the potential for out-commuting particularly if the settlements are not large enough to support a balanced community. Public transport nodes should also not in themselves be regarded as reasons for siting development around them. The area around East Midlands Parkway station, for example, remains a generally unsustainable location as all new development would have to be on Greenfield sites. In general however CPRE supports a step-change in public transport and reduction in car-dependency across the region – and it is notable that many of the objections to further urban concentration in many HMAs is due to the constraints of the transport system.

Option: One or more free-standing new settlements

In principle CPRE are opposed to new free-standing new settlements. Aside from the fact these are more likely to be sited on Greenfield sites, new settlements are likely to require major infrastructure investments and are likely to generate more car trips than a similar sized development within an urban area. There are also highly unlikely to create sufficient jobs. New settlements are less likely to generate a sense of place, including ensuring that economic development and service provision are provided at an early stage to help avoid the risk of unsustainable travel patterns developing. If they are sited too far from urban centres, they run the risk of developing long commuting patterns. If too close to urban centres, they may adversely affect regeneration in those areas. 

2. Should any other spatial development options be considered for the region?

Although not an option as such – it should be assumed that all development options have the highest possible environmental standards applied.

Derby HMA
1. Which of the four spatial planning and development options will best meet the needs of the HMA from 2021 and why?

CPRE supports a modification of Option 1 which is to focus most development on Derby and Swadlincote with additional growth at Alfreton, Heanor and Ripley. CPRE does not support additional development at Belper, which has only limited capacity and due to the need to protect its World Heritage status. Any expansion of Derby City into greenfield land adjacent to the city boundary should only take place when all capacity in the city itself is exhausted and an improved transport infrastructure is in place. CPRE also recommend that growth of Derby City should not encroach on the Nottingham/Derby Green Belt. CPRE also supports development at Swadlincote consistent with the planned business provision and provided existing traffic problems are dealt with through enhanced public transport provision. There should be only minor growth of business land and housing at smaller towns/villages. 

2. Should any other options be considered? If so please explain and provide evidence to support these options.

Leicester and Leicestershire HMA 
1. Which of the four spatial planning and development options will best meet the needs of the HMA from 2021 and why?

CPRE supports option 1 on condition that there is significant improvement to the current transport challenges, particularly traffic congestion, that exists in Leicester City and some SRCs. This should be achieved through less (unsustainable) travel as a top priority. Any additional development to the north-west of the city should also be conditional on the opening of a passenger rail line from Leicester to Burton. The existing green wedges should also be protected to maintain the identity of neighbouring rural settlements and provide green lungs for the city.
CPRE also recommends further study to consider the point at which high employment/self containment ratios in some of the market towns will be reduced which should limit further housing development in those areas. 
2. Should any other options be considered? If so please explain and provide evidence to support these options.

CPRE does not support a  free standing new settlement, particularly south-east of Leicester which has poor road connections to the strategic network and is not suitable for significant growth. 

Nottingham Core HMA 
1. Which of the four spatial planning and development options will best meet the needs of the HMA from 2021 and why?

In general CPRE support the basic theme of the current RSS to promote urban concentration and regeneration.  However, this needs some refinement to ensure that sufficient affordable housing can be provided to meet local needs elsewhere, and to optimize the use of well located brown field sites and vacant properties. In addition we are concerned that without appropriate investment in public transport and other infrastructure urban concentration may not deliver a sustainable pattern of development in the longer term.  

A further concern is that over ambitious or unnecessarily high housing targets will cause the premature release of greenfield sites on the edges of urban areas. This would divert investment that should be used to promote urban renewal and regeneration. Urban concentration would then rapidly turn into urban expansion and a danger of sprawl and coalescence. Tight containment of expansion by policies such as the Nottingham/Derby Green Belt therefore needs to be part of any strategy of urban concentration.

At some point, it may be necessary to plan for the diversion of some growth from Principal Urban Areas when regeneration objectives have been met. The selection of locations for such growth need not necessarily be in the same HMA. For example if the outward expansion of Greater Nottingham is to be limited, consideration could be given to the diversion of some growth to Sub-Regional Centres or Growth Points in the Nottingham Outer HMA. In assessing the suitability of locations for growth the availability of brown field land, good public transport, and the capacity of local infrastructure will remain important .

CPRE believes that significant investment in public transport is necessary in any event (Option 3) but also that the priority for a strategy of urban concentration should be on the regeneration of the existing urban area (Option 2) through the re-development of brownfield sites and re-use of vacant property, rather than outward expansion into the surrounding countryside. We suggest that there should be some flexibility in the actual proportion of housing that has to be located within the PUA in order to allow for the building elsewhere of homes to meet local need, especially affordable housing, and for the redevelopment of brownfield sites in appropriate locations. This would be more sustainable than development of further greenfield sites within the PUA.

We do not support substantial development at Hucknall or Ilkeston. Public transport links to the latter are not good while Hucknall is already suffering from over investment in housing and under investment in public facilities. Substantial growth at either location would intrude into attractive landscape and threaten coalescence with adjacent settlements.

2. Should any other options be considered? If so please explain and provide evidence to support these options.

CPRE do not support Option 4. 
Northern HMA
1. Which of the four spatial planning and development options will best meet the needs of the HMA from 2021 and why?
In principle CPRE support Option 1 provided this does not impact on natural and historic assets including agricultural land. Focusing development within the larger settlements of Chesterfield and Worksop is the most sustainable option and will enable their continued regeneration. However there is a need for the regeneration of some smaller urban areas. The current strategy also allows for development within urban capacity at Retford, Dronfield, Clay Cross, Bolsover, Shirebrook, Staveley, Killamarsh, Brimington, Eckington and Clowne. There are opportunities for development of brownfield sites to meet local housing needs and generate employment in some of these smaller communities, but care will be needed to avoid coalescence of adjacent settlements and development of remote sites which would result in increased car-commuting. Development elsewhere should be restricted to small scale development targeted at local needs and secure and service mixed and balanced communities. 

This area of the East Midlands is part of the Sheffield City Region and its economic influence must be recognised in the Partial Review. Chesterfield and Dronfield operate as satellite towns and have easy access by road and rail to Sheffield. This has led to significant traffic congestion issues. Therefore CPRE believe significantly improved public transport must be a condition for further growth. The RSS should be seeking to deliver a better balance of housing and employment within the HMA rather than promoting development designed primarily for commuters.  We do not support the promotion of development related to the Robin Hood airport which is unsustainable.
2. Should any other options be considered? If so please explain and provide evidence to support these options.

Nottingham Outer HMA
1. Which of the four spatial planning and development options will best meet the needs of the HMA from 2021 and why?
CPRE has long expressed doubts about the justification for the Newark Growth Point and been concerned that it could simply lead to commuting into Nottingham along an improved A46. We also believe that one of the priorities for the RSS should continue to be the physical and social regeneration of former mining communities. We therefore favour Option 3, which is to focus development in the more urban Western part of the HMA but with no development of Newark Growth Point beyond the present plan. However there will still be a need to provide some affordable housing to meet local needs in the eastern half of Newark and Sherwood District despite most of the growth being concentrated in the western part of the HMA. 

At the same time opportunity should be taken to regenerate and enhance the Western area. More growth in the urban western area could put significant additional pressure on the M1 motorway. Any additional population in the western area has to be based on a significantly improved public transport and car-demand management measures.  
As part of the “plan, monitor and manage” approach it will be important to assess the progress of the Growth Point initiatives both in this HMA and at Lincoln and Grantham to see if they actually do deliver new infrastructure as well as additional housing. It should also monitor whether Newark develops closer links with Lincoln and Grantham or with Greater Nottingham.
CPRE does not support option 1 because of the risk of sprawl and piecemeal development in green belt and rural areas and villages, and because there is no focus for supporting infrastructure, transport, employment and amenity.
2. Should any other options be considered? If so please explain and provide evidence to support these options.
Peak, Dales & Park HMA 

1. Which of the four spatial planning and development options will best meet the needs of the HMA from 2021 and why?
CPRE supports Option 1 in principle. The Peak HMA is dominated by the National Park, a statutorily protected landscape, which covers approximately ¾ of the area. The HMA has no urban centres, growth towns, sub regional centres or additional regeneration towns, and those towns which do exist could not accommodate significant levels of growth. Buxton, Glossop, Ashbourne and Matlock are restrained by their proximity to the PDNP, and are, in most cases, restricted by their isolation, congestion and lack public transport infrastructure. The strategy for the HMA therefore requires a more tailored approach focusing upon:

· National Park purposes inside the Park, and respecting them outside;

· preserving and enhancing the entire HMA environment; and

· meeting the employment and housing needs of existing residents across the HMA. 

Option 1 provides this balanced approach. 

Need generated from neighbouring urban centres should not be accommodated within the sub area as this could jeopardise regeneration programmes, increase unsustainable transport patterns and have adverse impacts upon the sensitive environments across the sub area.
CPRE support the intention of Option 2 to focus delivery of affordable housing. However, this will be achieved through Option 1. FPD are concerned that a focus on affordable housing could result in greater pressure to permit market housing in sensitive areas of the sub area. This could contradict other objectives.     

Option 1, through restrictions on development within the National Park, will result in greater levels of development within/adjacent to the main settlements located outside the Park (Option 3). These are more sustainable settlements. Such development must be accompanied by improvements to public transport, which link the towns to each other and also neighbouring urban areas. 

FPD do not support Option 4. This will restrict required affordable housing and employment opportunities across the HMA. We believe that the regeneration of neighbouring cities will be assisted through Option 1, as this option only seeks to address the social and economic needs generated within the sub area. It will not accommodate need generated from neighbouring areas.  

2. Should any other options be considered? If so please explain and provide evidence to support these options.

Option 1 should be contingent on measures to significantly improve public transport throughout the HMA.

North Northamptonshire HMA 
1. Which of the four spatial planning and development options will best meet the needs of the HMA from 2021 and why?

The favoured option for North Northamptonshire is Option one which we consider is a continuation of the current strategy .This approach has been  favoured in the past and will continue to focus development in the towns where it is considered the provision of sustainable infrastructure and appropriate transport links is more likely. This approach will also ensure that most of the villages and market towns will be protected from development and will also safeguard large areas of countryside to remain as ”working countryside“. We do however consider that major urban extensions should be categorised and only given approval in accordance with a time scaled plan for release which should also be reviewed regularly to avoid over provision. Clearly all sites for such major schemes need careful consideration to avoid unsatisfactory impact on the village communities bordering the urban areas which has been an issues in the past . Although we support Option 1 we would still  support some growth in the A6 towns of Rusden ,Rothwell and Desborough. Although there is a similarity between options one and three we consider that option three has insufficient detailed research and consideration of impact on the communities affected to be considered at this stage.

2. Should any other options be considered? If so please explain and provide evidence to support these options.

West Northamptonshire HMA 
1. Which of the four spatial planning and development options will best meet the needs of the HMA from 2021 and why?

The West Northamptonshire Development Corporation’s (WNDC) designated area is delineated to include the entire urban areas of the three towns of Northampton, Daventry and Towcester and significant areas of undeveloped land and open countryside beyond the existing built-up area of each town. The designated boundary for each town remains as originally proposed and approved and each designated boundary has legal status.

Whilst the concept of extensions into the open countryside was at the time opposed by CPRE ultimately it was accepted that with the establishment of the WNDC development in the open countryside included within the designated areas would result.

Notwithstanding changes resulting in that part of the East Midlands Regional Plan 2009 which replaces Part 2 of the Milton Keynes South Midlands Regional Plan it is considered development should simply be contained within the WNDC.s established designated areas. Any development proposals affecting land beyond the approved designated areas is deemed unacceptable. The spatial planning and development option considered best to meet the needs of the West Northamptonshire HMA and to reasonably protect the open countryside beyond the designated areas from further encroachment is Option 1.
2. Should any other options be considered? If so please explain and provide evidence to support these options.

Central Lincolnshire HMA
1. Which of the three spatial planning and development options will best meet the needs of the HMA from 2021 and why?

CPRE does not support Option 1. The current RSS allows for the considerable expansion of Lincoln PUA and whilst the locations of future growth are not known beyond 2021 the options for such growth are relatively restricted if Sustainable Urban Extensions are to be put forward.  CPRE are concerned about the following issues associated with further growth of Lincoln:
•
To what extent countryside and agricultural land will be taken by this option.  The hillside area between Canwick and Bracebridge Heath (the South Eastern Sector) and possibly beyond that to Waddington is largely open countryside in a prominent location on the southern hillside. The North Eastern Sector contains less important landscape but it too will encroach on the surrounding countryside.  The South – Western sector is currently compromised by the flooding issues at Swanpool.

•
 Access from the south-east area and from the south is from two principal routes only (A15 and A607 feeding onto A1434) down two steep hills which are already subject to congestion and the city grinds to a halt if there is an accident on or close to these routes.  Development seems to be contingent on completion of the Lincoln Eastern Bypass which is set to run between A158 Wragby Road and A15 at Bracebridge Heath.  If it ever comes to fruition it will only reduce traffic into the city to a limited degree.  Access from the south – west is also very difficult at times because of heavy traffic volumes and the presence of several railway level crossings.

•
Lincoln has a very strong relationship with the countryside because of extensive views of the Cathedral and Historic Quarter from outside the city in all directions.  This fragile balance is likely to be upset by further large levels of growth.

•
The implications of future climate change given that there are considerable risks of flooding in the areas adjoining the River Witham in Lincoln itself.  Will this push more and more development into upland areas where flooding and disposal of surface water from development may not be such big issues?

•
The option does little to address continuing concerns about our rural areas and the retention and provision of facilities and services and affordable housing within these areas.  Some development is necessary if services are to be retained and in particular if public transport services are to be retained or expanded.

•
Gainsborough has experienced something of a revival in recent times.  If handled carefully further development could assist in retaining and providing services and facilities but it will be important to ensure this is not at the expense of the loss of significant areas of countryside or important local landscapes.

CPRE have similar concerns with Option 2 with the additional concern that continuing expansion of Sleaford and Market Rasen because of traffic congestion issues, particularly in Sleaford, the lack of brown field land opportunities, the impact of further development on the landscape surrounding the towns because of the loss of productive agricultural land and the impact on the landscape of significant levels of additional development.  There are some doubts too about infrastructure capacity into the longer term. Option 2 also does not allow for the contribution to the rural economy which some development can make in other parts of the area; for example, Caistor is a small town which needs investment to rectify its continuing decline in services and some development can maintain the viability of some of our larger villages
2. Should any other options be considered? If so please explain and provide evidence to support these options.

CPRE is not in favour of the levels of additional development being put forward for Central Lincolnshire. If, however, these are accepted by Government, then CPRE favours limiting further development in Lincoln, providing some additional development in Sleaford and Market Rasen subject to environmental capacity and including appropriate additional levels of development within the rural small towns and villages to allow for the retention and provision of sustainable local facilities and services.  This would include additional investment in towns such as Caistor.
Lincolnshire Coastal Study

1. In areas where there is a significant hazard to human life if flood defences fail, what measures should be taken to improve resilience to flooding and maintain the social and economic viability of local communities?

· Ensure supplies of food ,drink and bedding are stockpiled in emergency centres.

· Ensure that water supplies to these areas are protected.

· Make provision for temporary sewage disposal facilities.

· Ensure access routes to villages are protected by means of bunding to prevent ingress of water.

· Safety of people must be a paramount consideration: suitable alarm systems, early warning systems of impending flooding.

· Agriculture is very important within this area and food security must be a key issue.  Measures must be taken to protect the best and most versatile land from inundation otherwise food will become scarce not only for the coastal area but also for substantial parts of Britain.

2. In flood risk areas outside of the most hazardous locations, what scale of development would be appropriate to meet local economic and community objectives (such as affordable housing) and how could it be designed to be resilient to flooding?

· It is really important to the sustainability of the area that locally affordable housing is provided for.  This can help to retain local shops and services and provide the labour for employers.

· The level of any additional development can only be determined following detailed consideration of flood risk assessments.

· All new development must be designed to take the flooding risks into account: measures could include: all the main accommodation at first floor level; placing electric points at high levels; perhaps building houses on stilts; accepting inundation at ground floor level by designing these areas that minimum damage is caused e.g. stone flagged or tile floors, rooms that contain little of value.

3. Should regionally significant development in the Coastal Lincolnshire and Peterborough Partial HMAs be focused outside of the identified flood risk areas, and if so, where?
If it is decided that further regionally significant development is required outside the flood risk areas, then it is sensible that it is provided there.  CPRE considers this should be mainly in the Principal Urban Areas of Peterborough, Grantham and Lincoln but it must be acknowledged that there are likely to be capacity issues in these settlements.  Beyond this, a second alternative could be to locate smaller amounts in the towns, such as Spalding, Market Deeping, Sleaford, Bourne, Horncastle, Louth and Caistor. 

Peterborough Partial HMA (South Kesteven and Rutland only) 

1. Which of the four spatial planning and development options will best meet the needs of the HMA from 2021 and why?
CPRE does not support Option 1 for the following reasons:
· The extent and directions of expansion of Grantham are yet to be determined but they will inevitably have consequences for the rural areas surrounding the town.

· Whilst Grantham is located on the East Coast main railway line, nevertheless public transport infrastructure and services generally into and out of the rural hinterland are relatively limited.

· The capacity of Grantham’s infrastructure to accommodate large-scale expansion is a major concern

· Some expansion at Bourne, Stamford and Market Deeping might be considered but clearly the levels and locations of it are of major significance if the traditional rural character of these towns is to be maintained.
2. Should any other options be considered? If so please explain and provide evidence to support these options.

CPRE is not in favour of the levels of additional development being put forward. If, however, these are accepted by Government, then CPRE favours Option 3 but widened to embrace the inclusion of appropriate additional levels of development within the rural areas to allow for the retention and provision of sustainable local facilities and services. This is supported on the following grounds:
· Development at the Principal Urban Centres allows for economies of scale in infrastructure provision, permits greater use of brown field land and reduces the impact on the rural areas and landscape.

· The influence of Peterborough in terms of housing and economy cannot be ignored.

· If only limited further growth is only to be allowed to permit them to remain sustainable and retain their characters, then the issue of out-commuting to Peterborough should not represent a major problem.

· However, the needs of rural communities must not be ignored.

Transport 
1. Do the regional level outcomes set out above provide a sound basis for the review of the Regional Transport Strategy?
The regional level outcomes listed at 16.12 are the outcome of phase 1 of the East Midlands DasTs process. CPRE has been a participant in shaping these outcomes and we still consider them to be a sound basis for the review of the RTS. However, the text of the RSS options document should make it clear that the outcomes listed are in descending order of priority. The East Midlands DasTS submission to the DfT (June 2009) states that less travel, especially by less sustainable modes, is the top priority, effective and efficient travel the second priority, and energy efficient travel the third.  
2. Do the regional level challenges set out above provide a sound basis for the identification of regional transport investment priorities?
Taken together, the challenges identified are a sound basis but a further steer will be needed to guide the RTS review and also the various DasTS studies which will be carried out and are – rightly – intended to input directly into the review. In our view the steer is provided by the order of priority of the regional level challenges. The priority order is capable of resolving conflicts which arise between measures suitable for overcoming the challenges listed at 16.13, and also of guiding the kind of evidence which the DasTS studies should gather and evaluate. 
The relationship between congestion reduction and overall traffic reduction – and therefore, broadly, CO2 reduction – illustrates the kind of conflict which is likely to arise. The two aims may or may not be achievable simultaneously and through the same measures. They can conflict. For example, congestion can be relieved in the cities by providing a large number of car-based Park & Ride sites on the edges of the cities. These P&R sites are now known to induce traffic, for example replace bus journeys by car journeys to the P&R and then bus. So congestion reduction can lead to an increase in CO2 due to an overall increase in road traffic. It will be important that the DasTS studies are informed throughout by the region’s top priority of reducing traffic. 
The priority order of the regional level outcomes is also suitable for facilitating connections between various challenges and in that way of making it easier to address them. For example, a firm focus on reducing the need to travel should lead to attention simultaneously to access to local services such as shops or post offices, especially in rural areas and for those on low incomes; transport accessibility; and the quality of the local environment. This would make it easier to address challenges EM8, EM10 and EM11 in an integrated way. It will help in this context if the work on the RTS review is carried out in close co-operation with other agencies dealing with related issues. For example, EMRAF will develop a minimum standard to access to services in rural areas. We also understand that an accessibility indicator is being developed for the Regional Plan monitoring report and would be interested in more detail on this welcome initiative.  
3. Is the proposed structure for the revised Regional Transport Strategy sound and fit for purpose?
Whether the structure is fit for purpose will depend on the detail of what goes into it. In particular, there is a danger that arguments – valid in themselves – concerning the special circumstances in a HMA result in exceptions being made to the region’s overall priorities. If this happens across a number of HMAs, the cumulative effect will be that the region’s priorities are not achieved, that road traffic will increase across the region, that congestion and crowding are displaced rather than resolved, that accessibility and environmental quality deteriorate (although they may improve for certain sections of the population and in certain areas). 
It will also be important to include the transport aspects of the Implementation Plan as an integral part of the Regional Plan review, particularly bearing in mind that the mismatch between policies and transport schemes in the adopted Regional Plan was one of the reasons for the RTS review. 
Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Generation

1. What is the most appropriate mix of renewable and local carbon energy generation for the East Midlands as a whole and why?

It is essential that any assessment of renewable and low carbon energy targets for the region be assessed together with the potential for reducing energy demand through conservation and efficiency measures. This is expanded upon in the response to the next question.
The options consultation (and the associated study) do not make it easy to interpret the relative contributions from the different technologies at a HMA level. The table below extracts the information from the report at a regional level for ease of reference.

Table: Summary of renewables capacity and energy generation potential by 2031 (baseline and higher update scenario)

	
	Capacity of renewables (MW)
	Energy generation from renewables (GWh),

	
	baseline scenario, 2031
	Higher uptake scenario, 2031
	Baseline scenario, 2031
	Higher uptake scenario, 2031

	Large scale (regional) technologies (a)
	493
	943
	1,175
	3,304

	Site scale technologies – thermal and electricity (b)
	366
	1,187
	970
	3,006

	Building scale technologies (microgeneration) – thermal and electricity
	Not provided
	Not provided
	1.129
	4,904


(a) Onshore wind, biomass, hydro plus municipal solid waste (anaerobic digestion), sewage sludge, landfill gas, poultry litter, biomass electricity (not CHP)
(b) anerobic digestion, small scale wind, biomass CHP, large biomass boilers (district heating)

As the table shows, in the higher update scenario by 2031 site-scaled and building-scaled technologies combined have the potential to provide twice the renewable energy of large scale technologies across the region. While building-scale technologies are dependent on a number of factors
, these are highly influenced by government policy (eg feed in tariffs). For example the introduction of deemed feed in tariffs where 10 years of tariff is claimed up front increases the potential from 265 GWh/year to 3,776 GWH/y – nearly 80% of the maximum potential. The majority of these installations would be solar PV and air source heat pumps.  The report did not consider any scenarios based on increases in future prices of fossil fuels, either alone or combined with fiscal incentives.
Given the significant potential from both microgeneration and site-scale technologies, it is surprising that regional scale technologies figure so highly in the consultation and the HMA breakdowns. However this is partly a result of confusing terminology in both the report and consultation document. For example, what is referred to as regional scale renewables (wind/biomass) in the consultation document actually covers a number of site-scaled technologies which are independent of development. Nonetheless there is an unexplained gap between the carbon savings at HMA level (shown in the consultation document) and the analysis of generating potential as shown in the table above. For example it is not clear where building-scale renewables, that are independent of new development (i.e. micro-renewables on existing housing or developments) appear in the HMA carbon reduction potential figures. Given the significant potential for building and site-scaled technologies shown in Table 2 above, it is assumed that these will play a large part in delivering carbon savings in individual HMAs. This needs to be better explained. 
In terms of the appropriate mix of renewables, there needs to be a mixture of renewable and low carbon energy sources, though priority should be given to building and site-scaled renewables rather than large scale technologies since the former can match demand to supply more closely, are generally more appropriate to local conditions, does not detract from local landscape quality, and provides benefits to a wider section of society (e.g. existing householders and businesses benefit from reduced energy bills and cleaner energy sources). There also should not be too much reliance on any one generation technology as a basket of measures will be more resilient. 

The faster introduction some of the smaller/community scale technologies will require some improved form of pump priming (as is being done more successfully in Yorkshire & Humber, see www.fey.org.uk) by the region and also an improved plan-led regime for securing development consents.
The report also notes “By reducing annual emissions sooner rather than later, cumulative emissions can be minimised which will have a large impact on the atmospheric concentration of CO2.”  Unlike regional scale (and some site scale) renewables, microgeneration technologies can be deployed much faster.

2. What is the most appropriate strategy for carbon emissions reduction in each of the Region's 11 Housing Market Areas and why?

CPRE is concerned that EMRA appears to be adopting a very low level of ambition for carbon reduction through energy efficiency improvements. Reducing energy demand through energy efficiency and conservation measures are the most cost-effective way of achieving carbon reduction. The corollary of this is that the less that is done on reducing energy demand, the greater the gap in generating capacity that has to be met through renewable energy.  
Improving energy efficiency in the domestic, business and transport sectors should be the main priority for the region as this can save consumers and businesses money, make the region more competitive as well as creating jobs.  The Options paper suggests that energy efficiency savings in all buildings will need to deliver reductions in demand of between 17-25% by 2031. CPRE considers this an undemanding target for energy efficiency measures given the enormous opportunities for cost-effective investment in reducing building energy demand and the additional benefits this can bring to the region in terms of upskilling and job opportunities. No account seems to have been taken of likely future increases in oil prices, possible government policy measures and increased consumer awareness, all of which could and should result in much greater improvements in energy efficiency (as well as uptake of micro-renewables).

In paragraph 17.12 it is noted that “additional and potentially large savings could arise from the refurbishment of existing buildings but this will be considered through the implementation of other regional and local strategies (e.g. the Regional Housing Strategy). While it is not the role of the current regional plan to cover energy reduction from existing buildings (or transport), there needs to be a better mechanism to link the renewables targets with the overall housing, energy and transport strategies. Better coordination between the different strategies will provide the most optimal and cost-effective solution in terms of carbon reduction.
The consultation also fails to address transport carbon emissions which are dealt with briefly in the transport section. Yet, transport is the fastest growing sector in terms of carbon emissions. The link between transport and carbon reduction in the consultation document is extremely weak. “Energy efficient travel would maximise energy efficiency within the transport sector” but the regional transport challenges listed in 16.13 of the consultation document do not explicitly mention carbon reductions. CPRE recommends that reducing carbon emissions by the transport sector should be included in that list of challenges.
CPRE are not convinced that HMAs are the best type of sub-area definition to use in terms of setting targets and delivery of energy reductions/renewables. It would probably be more appropriate at a planning authority level but with serious consideration to possible adverse environmental impacts including ecology, landscape character, tranquillity and heritage.

Any strategy for carbon emissions at a sub-regional level must include measures to address travel demand. Paragraph 16.15 (transport) states that the outcomes and challenges for transport will be applied to each HMA. There also needs to be particular focus on rural areas which often get overlooked. 
3. How can heat from electricity generation be used to meet local local heating requirements and how can this be delivered most effectively?

Combined Heat and Power (CHP), which produces electricity more efficiently than central power generation while simultaneously capturing heat, is obviously most effective for large institutional buildings – hospitals, universities, prisons, etc. However, can also be used for small communities, particularly where there is an on-site or nearby all-year heating need (eg sheltered housing, hotels, fire stations, leisure centres etc).
Delivery of CHP depends largely on meaningful financial incentives, which in turn depend on the outcome of the decision on feed-in tariffs (FiTs) which guarantee a fair payment for electricity produced by on-site CHP and sold back to the Grid. The Government has undertaken to deliver FiTs from April 2010. These have proved a great market stimulator in other countries, notably Germany. There is still a lack of detail on the tariff rates that will be applied to fossil fuel CHPs.
Aggregates Apportionment 
1. In the absence of revised national guidance on regional apportionment figures for the period up to 2021, should minerals planning authorities 'roll forward' the current regional apportionment from 2016 to 2021 to provide a basis for Local Development Framework preparation, as has already happened in some areas? If not, what other methodology should be used and why?

With the publication of the National and regional guidelines for aggregates provision in England 2005-2020, this question becomes something of a non-sequitur. There seems to be little point in debating (now) the value of rolling forward guideline apportionments from 2020 to 2021, just to dot the ‘i’s on the Regional Plan. No doubt new national and regional guidelines and another review will intervene before we even distantly approach 2020.

2. In any future sub-regional apportionment based on revised national figures up to 2021, should the region continue to plan for a progressive reduction in aggregates and other land won minerals from the Peak District National Park and the Lincolnshire Wolds AONB as set out in Policy 37 of the Regional Plan?

Yes – this policy should be continued and, if anything, should be given greater weight as the thrust of the policy is consonant with the national objectives for mineral planning (‘to protect.. nationally designated areas of landscape value… from minerals development… other than in exceptional circumstances…’, see paragraph 9, bullet 6 of MPS1) and in particular MPS1 advice on supply (para.15) ‘provide for the maintenance of landbanks, i.e. appropriate levels of permitted reserves, for non-energy minerals as far as practicable from outside National Parks…’ (emphasis added). We wish to see Regional Plan policy encourage more active steps by the relevant mineral authorities to assist in hastening the shift in reduction in land-won minerals extracted from the Peak District NP and Lincolnshire Wolds AONB. This will only occur if concerted action takes place at the regional level, principally by tasking the EM RAWP with scoping options to enable this policy to be met, followed by action by the relevant MPAs. 

3. In any future sub-regional apportionment based on revised national figures up to 2021, should levels of past production continue to be the primary basis for determining provision outside the Peak District National Park and the Lincolnshire Wolds

There is currently a fundamental disconnect between the econometric model used to calculate the national and regional guidelines (where aggregate need is based on predictions of national economic activity, particularly in the construction sector) and the sub-regional apportionment method based on past levels of extraction and sales. Some commentators (see Richard Bate’s article in Mineral Planning issue 118, August 2008) suggest demand based forecasting is more accurate and we would concur with this view. However changes to the demand forecasts are a national matter for CLG and the RAWPs NCG. Our concern is more that the guidelines are still in essence a crude ‘predict and provide’ method unless there is stringent re-assessment of the environmental impacts of where current and future extraction is located. SEA at both a regional level and MPA level should be playing a fundamental role in planning and regulating the correct amount of minerals needed by society from the best locations. Thus to crudely predict future sub-regional apportionments on the basis of historic production is unsatisfactory, to say the least. If nothing else, the progressive reduction in minerals won from the NP should be factored in (see above). It is, of course understood, that there will be a lag in the effect of pursuing such a policy properly (given the longevity of some planning permissions, especially for large aggregate sites), but this is not a reason to not give Policy 37 full effect nor not move fully to a ‘plan, monitor and manage’ model.
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