CAMPAIGN TO PROTECT RURAL ENGLAND

EAST MIDLANDS REGIONAL GROUP (EMRG)

Response to the Secretary of State’s Proposed Changes 
to the East Midlands Regional Plan
16 October 2008 
Core Strategy 
Regional Vision (pp12)
CPRE seeks clarification on the exact meaning of “developing sustainable, polycentric patterns of cities and towns”. It is not clear if this refers to retaining the existing pattern of the East Midlands of a number of cities and towns with no single large centre or whether it refers to a pattern of new satellite towns. This is based on the Panel’s recommendation which is also unclear. If the latter, while we welcome development focussed on regenerating and refilling the region’s major urban areas, CPRE would disagree with the Proposed Change. 
Paragraph 1.2.3 (pp13)

CPRE agrees with the Proposed Change, giving greater prominence to the issue of climate change mitigation/adaptation.
Policy 1: Regional core objectives (pp14-15)
CPRE agrees with the Proposed Change, in particular the wording changes to sub-sections (d), (f), (h), (i) and (j).  
Paragraph 1.4.1 (pp16)

CPRE agrees with the Proposed Changes and very much welcomes the inclusion of Town and Village Design Statements and Historic Landscape Characterisations as relevant materials in the promotion of better design. Landscape Character Assessments should also be added to the list.  However we would like something more robust to ensure their inclusion in the LDF process, ideally as Supplementary Planning Documents. CPRE’s local experience thus far is that they do not make a difference to the outcome of planning decisions.
Paragraphs 1.4.2-1.4.4 (pp16-17) 
CPRE agrees with the Proposed Changes in principle. However, the Merton-style policy outlined in paragraph 1.4.2 suggests that at least 10% of a development’s energy should be met from decentralised and renewable or low-carbon sources. Many planning authorities around the country are now increasing this proportion to 20%. For example the current London Plan [Available at: http://www.london.gov.uk/thelondonplan/thelondonplan.jsp] requires new developments to have energy supplied by Combined Cooling Heat and Power (CCHP) wherever feasible and to reduce their CO2 emissions by a further 20 per cent through onsite renewable energy generation. 
It is recommended that in view of the rapid advancements in technology, the rising cost of fossil fuels, and the urgent need to drive down greenhouse gas emissions, that the more challenging target of 20% is adopted for the East Midlands, and this proportion should be increased periodically. Ultimately all energy supplied to new developments should be renewable. 
Policy 2: Promoting Better Design (pp18)
CPRE agree with most of the Proposed Changes. However, we disagree with the third bullet point and consider that all large developments, not just urban extensions, should achieve the highest level of building sustainability. This would bring it into line with government policy on building design, which does not distinguish between urban extensions and new development generally.
Spatial Strategy

Old Policy 2: A Regional Approach to Selecting Land for Development (pp20)

CPRE disagrees with the Proposed Changes, deleting this key policy. By replacing this policy with a broader, non-sequential policy (new Policy 3) it removes clear guidance for local authorities for selecting and prioritising development land within Local Development Framework plans. The reason given is that this policy adds little to national policy.  However this is true of many of the policies within the Regional Plan and CPRE considers there is value in retaining a high level policy which condenses a number of key national policies on spatial planning into one clear statement of intent for the region. 
Policy 3: Concentrating Development in Urban Areas (pp23)
While the rationale for this policy in paragraphs 2.1.2 and 2.1.6 is welcome, CPRE largely disagrees with the Proposed Changes. While the new wording in this policy, referring to development needs in rural areas, is positive, CPRE considers that development in rural areas requires a separate policy rather than being subsumed into a policy on urban areas (see our comments on Policy 5 below). CPRE supports retention of the old Policy 5: Regional Priorities for Development in Rural Areas with the wording from the Proposed Changes.  
In relation to sub-section (d) we welcome the addition of “respecting the quality of tranquillity” but recommend that this should not be qualified by “where it is recognised in planning documents”.

New Growth Points/paragraph 2.2.12 (pp25)

The Plan needs to reference the additional NGP of Gainsborough.

Eco-towns/paragraph 2.2.13 (p25)
CPRE disagree with the Proposed Changes. We object to the naming of places for possible eco-towns in the Regional Plan. CPRE consider this is inappropriate since they were not discussed at any stage in the process, and there is still little public information on many of the schemes. As the text acknowledges this is ‘outwith’ the scope of the RSS and should not be referred to in the document. The Proposed Changes are also out of date, since Manby has been voted down by East Lindsey District Council and cannot even be considered as a candidate. CPRE maintain our opposition to the eco-town proposals for the East Midlands for the reasons set out in our earlier response to the eco-towns consultation.
Paragraph 2.3.3 (pp26)

CPRE agrees with the Proposed Changes. The new wording is an improvement in that the emphasis is on rural communities rather than development in rural areas.

Old Policy 5: Regional Priorities for Development in Rural Areas (pp27)
CPRE disagrees with the Proposed Changes. CPRE are disappointed that the Secretary of State has accepted the Panel’s recommendation that the old Policy 5 adds little beyond the provisions of PPS7 and has therefore deleted this policy. However, CPRE consider that it is essential to maintain a separate policy on rural areas in view of the importance of rural areas in the East Midlands. The East Midlands is the 3rd most rural region in England, nearly 30% of the population of the East Midlands (around 1.25 million people) are resident in rural settlements. The region also has the highest population growth rate for rural districts of any English region (EMDA, The Rural East Midlands in 2008).  

It is important to maintain a separate rural development policy to ensure sufficient attention is given to the development needs of rural areas, which are quite distinct from the development needs of the Principal Urban Areas (PUAs), growth areas and Sub-Regional Centres.  Rural communities have distinct needs and issues including accessibility and affordability amongst others. The Commission for Rural Communities, State of the Countryside, 2007, report [available at: http://www.ruralcommunities.gov.uk/projects/stateofthecountryside2007/overview] also shows some particular, and widening, discrepancies between rural and urban areas such as level of service availability, or difference in age profiles, which would also warrant a dedicated policy for rural areas. Unless this distinctiveness is clearly recognised within the Regional Plan, there will be a tendency for local authorities to give rural communities lower priority than urban areas. 
Eastern Sub-area Priorities /para 2.4.12 (pp29)

CPRE agrees with the Proposed Changes, on the need to minimise conflicts between tourism and the biodiversity of the coast.  

Policy 4: Development in the Eastern Sub-area (pp30)
CPRE disagrees with part of the Proposed Changes.  We object in principle to the imposition of the Growth Point Programme and disagree with the addition “ensuring the agreed Growth Point Programme of Delivery at Lincoln and Grantham are achieved both in overall numbers of dwellings and in the agreed phasing of development”. This should be qualified by reference to adequate infrastructure and services. Gainsborough should also be referred to in the 2nd bullet point as a NGP.

Eastern Sub-area Priorities /para 2.4.14 – 2.4.17 (pp30-31) and new Policy 5 (pp31)
CPRE agrees with the Proposed Changes. CPRE supports the development of a coastal strategy for the three coastal districts of Lincolnshire. This is essential for the proper future planning and management of the coastal area.  It will enable a properly prepared determination to be made of the many key issues affecting this area, such as the levels and locations of new development, provision for environmental assets and appropriate measures for flood management.
Policy 7: Regeneration of the Northern Sub-area (pp34)
CPRE disagrees with first bullet of the Proposed Changes. We object in principle to the imposition of the Growth Point Programme for Newark which is undemocratic and has not come through the well-established planning process.  There was no opportunity, even during the EIP, to debate the Growth Point bid. Imposing Growth Points on local communities without the opportunity for discussion and proper examination undermines the whole strategic planning process.  CPRE disagrees with the addition “ensuring the agreed Growth Point Programme of Delivery at Newark is achieved both in overall numbers of dwellings and in the agreed phasing of development”. This should be qualified by reference to adequate infrastructure and services.

CPRE strongly supports the new 4th bullet point to improve the social infrastructure of the area.
Peak Sub-area Priorities/paragraph 2.4.28 (pp35) and Policy 8 (pp36)
CPRE agrees with the Proposed Changes. The South Pennines Integrated Transport Strategy is an important measure to reduce the serious traffic pressures in the Peak District National Park which are adversely affecting tranquillity, noise and air quality in the district. It is essential that access to the park by non-car modes is improved.
Policy 10: Managing Tourism and Visitors in the Peak Sub-area

(pp37)

CPRE agree with the Proposed Changes. We support the reference to improved public transport, walking and cycling links, and tourism opportunities to ease pressures on the park.

Paragraph 2.4.43 (pp40)

CPRE agrees with the Proposed Change. We welcome the addition of the text “...and help to reduce out-migration, particularly from Leicester and Nottingham”.
Policy 12: Development in the Three Cities Sub-Area (pp42)

CPRE disagrees with part of the Proposed Changes.  We object in principle to the imposition of the Growth Point Programme and disagree with the addition “ensuring the agreed Growth Point Programme of Delivery for the 3 Cities and 3 Counties is achieved both in overall numbers of dwellings and in the agreed phasing of development”. This should be qualified by reference to adequate infrastructure and services. We welcome the addition of:  “a balance in the provision of jobs and homes within urban areas to reduce the need to travel” and “... to reduce car use, especially commuting.”
Topic Based Priorities

Regional Priorities for Housing 
Paragraph 3.1.2 (pp43)

CPRE agrees with the Proposed Changes that housing provision should be in the most sustainable locations.

Paragraph 3.1.5 (pp44)
CPRE agrees with the Proposed Changes that future reviews of housing provision will need to pay particular attention to the implications for the road network, water resources and sewage treatment capacity, targets to reduce CO2 emissions and flood risk.

Coastal Lincolnshire HMA (pp44-45)

CPRE agrees with the Proposed Changes that housing provision in coastal Lincolnshire will be limited to existing commitments until a coastal strategy has been agreed.

Policy 13: Regional Housing Provision
CPRE strongly disagrees with the Proposed Changes in Policy 13 for the following reasons:

· The increased housing figures are unjustified and potentially damaging as demonstrated by evidence from the various Sustainability Appraisals;

· The housing figures are minima which could lead to levels of housing which have not been thoroughly tested via a Sustainability Appraisal and result in severe environmental damage;
· It is extremely doubtful that the housing targets are deliverable, as required by PPS3;
· There are high levels of uncertainty regarding any projections 20 years into the future which make the housing targets potentially misleading and damaging.

These reasons are expanded on below, together with CPRE’s recommendations for change.

Housing figures environmentally damaging

CPRE strongly opposes the increased housing figures in Policy 13. We believe these to be unjustified and potentially damaging. Although only a 3% increase overall on the draft Plan housing provision figures, the latter already represented a substantial increase in many areas over current targets. In addition, the proposed targets in certain areas, including Lincoln, Oadby & Wigston and Nottingham Core HMA, are a significant increase over the draft Plan (67%, 64% and 19% respectively).  

The draft Regional Plan housing figures were already shown, through the Sustainability Appraisal, to put pressure on the road transport network, sewage capacity, flooding, and water resources, loss of agricultural land and open space. These impacts will be exacerbated by the Proposed Changes. Higher figures risk causing irrevocable harm to the region’s environment and quality of life and therefore cannot be considered sustainable by any measure.    

Some of the potential impacts resulting from the increased housing figures are described as follows: (Environ UK Ltd, Proposed Changes to the East Midlands Regional Plan, Sustainablilty Appraisal Report. Report for Government office of the East Midlands, July 2008. Available at: http://goem-consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal)
“However, increased development will inevitably lead to increased pressure on biodiversity in the region.” (pp120)

“To the northeast of the region, the licensed surface or groundwater abstractions exceed the sustainable limit, potentially affecting rivers and wetlands.” (pp140)

“Environment Agency analysis of the capacity in current sewage treatment works shows that a number could struggle to accommodate a significant increase in population.” (151)
“The region will need significant investment in environmental infrastructure, for example SUDS (Sustainable Drainage Systems) if the already stretched water resources are going to cope with the pressure for housing in the Milton Keynes/South Midlands Growth Area.” (pp131)

“The level of development set out in the Plan and the locations of this development may not be sustainable in the long term. Locating development in areas of flood risk is likely to lead to cumulative significant negative effects on reducing the risk of flooding, and is likely to exacerbate it.” pp159)

We have considerable concerns about the overall levels of development being allocated for each HMA area and the impact it will have on the landscape, appearance and resilience of our region’s countryside and rural villages.  
CPRE recommends that there is a reduction of housing numbers to a level that can be sustainably accommodated without lasting damage to the region’s environment and character.
Minima housing figures

We note with concern that housing figures are minima (with the exception of Coastal Lincolnshire which are maxima), and that at the forthcoming mini-review the region will be required to test yet higher figures again in the form of the NHPAU recommended ranges and provision for a possible eco-town.  

It is essential that any housing targets are considered maxima rather than minima, as the latter make a mockery of the Sustainability Appraisal process.  This could lead to local planning authorities permitting a level of housing within its district which has not been thorough tested via a Sustainability Appraisal and as a consequence could result in severe and unforeseen environmental consequences. 

CPRE recommend that the second footnote in Policy 13, referring to the figures as minima, be deleted.

Uncertainty over deliverability 

Government planning policy requires development plans and policies (RSSs and LDFs) to be ‘deliverable’ and based on sound evidence. It is extremely doubtful that existing housing targets are ‘deliverable’ – higher targets even less so. PPS3 defines as deliverable sites which are ‘suitable, available and achievable (capable of being developed within five years). It is unfair and inconsistent with this policy (PPS3) to set RSS targets for local planning authorities who must adopt them, but have no prospect of achieving them. The evidence base for the draft East Midlands RSS was drawn up under completely different market conditions, conditions which have changed to the extent that key aspects of the evidence base, must now be considered fundamentally unsound. 

We note that the regional housing trajectory shows an expected steep increase in house building rates in the 2006-11 phase, due substantially to the step change in delivery proposed by New Growth Points. However, in view of the current housing market crisis, which make achieving the existing housing figures, let alone any increase, improbable, these figures should be reviewed as a matter of urgency. Particular attention should be given as to how the region’s housing needs, rather than demand, will be met in future. 

Within the region there are already 94,000 outstanding planning permissions, equivalent to several years’ supply of land for housing. Adopting an undeliverable target will blight some areas, which developers will abandon completely, and lead to unnecessary greenfield development. Such an approach would put at risk the basis of the RSS strategy which is to achieve urban concentration. In place of the target, we recommend that the RSS adopt a ‘plan, monitor and manage approach’ to ensure this strategy is not put at risk.   

As a matter of urgency CPRE suggest that revised forecasts are made in the light of more realistic assumptions about economic performance and deliverability. We recommend that the housing numbers in Policy 13 be reduced in line with more realistic assumptions about what can be delivered.  

Uncertainty over housing projections

Household projections are subject to a many uncertainties and become more uncertain the longer the period they are used to forecast: any forecast of household numbers that extends to 2026 will have an extremely wide band of uncertainty. Assumptions about economic growth profoundly affect the resulting projections, suggesting the need for some revision in the light of current conditions. Other assumptions on underlying the projections need to be examined since these can be subject to change and error. 

CPRE commissioned an analysis of the validity and reliability of the 2004 household projections for the East Midlands. S. Custance Baker. 2008. An Assessment of House Building Projections for the East Midlands Region. Procon Computer Modelling. May 2008. [Available at: http://www.cpreeastmidlands.org.uk/uploads/DOCS/37-SCB_report_revised.doc] While this analysis was conducted on CLG’s 2004 rather than the revised 2004 household projections the principles remain the same. This analysis considered the scope, reliability and variability of government’s published data and statistics used to estimate household projections (namely international migration statistics, inter-regional migration statistics, birth and death rates, housing occupancy history and projections and housing vacancy estimates). Government’s best estimates of the key data above were modelled using a proprietary statistical model to provide a prediction of the total number of dwellings required within the forecast period and the uncertainty in this total. Sensitivity analyses were conducted to assess the sensitivity of the modelled forecast to changes in the different input assumptions.

Some of the key findings of the analysis were:

1. Some of the basic data on which household projections are based are extremely uncertain and problematic. The figures on international immigration, for example, are, at best, plus or minus 50%. This is an extremely wide bound of uncertainty, and any forecasts should reflect this, particularly in view of the current downturn in the economy and new visa restrictions.  The data on inter-regional migration are also highly variable, making it dangerous to pick a particular timescale to extrapolate from. For example the period 1998 to 2007 show a considerable falling trend, whereas the opposite is true for the period 1996-2002. Data on occupancy levels (i.e. number of people per dwelling) show some strange characteristics when projected forwards. There are problems with estimating the vacancy percentage because the definition is not consistent between local authorities, it is a highly variable quantity over small geographic regions and it is likely to be directly affected by short term changes in the housing market. 

2. Using Government’s best estimates of the key data, the model estimates a probability of 95% that the number of additional dwellings needed between 2006 and 2026 will be between 374,000 and 490,000 (or a mean of 432,000).  This is not inconsistent with the Government’s household projections of 442,000 (an increase from 1,848,000 in 2006 to 2,290,000 in 2026). CLG Statistical Release: Revised projections of households for the English regions to 2026. 28th February 2008. Table E.  However, this depends on the Government assumptions about future immigration trends, birth rates, occupancy rates etc being correct and reliable, which as shown above is unlikely.

3. The model was extremely sensitive to housing occupancy levels: a small change in numbers of people per dwelling can lead to very large differences (both higher and lower) in the predicted household number required.  It is assumed by CLG that occupancy will fall from 2.31 in 2006 to 2.1 in 2026. If this is incorrect then the impact on the number of additional houses required is considerable, ranging from 285,000 to 485,000 and nobody can be sure which of these figures represents what will happen.

While CPRE acknowledges the need to build more houses, particularly affordable houses, we think it is likely that we will need fewer new homes in total than the Government's figures. Our analysis shows that small changes in assumptions can lead to estimated figures as low as 285,000 or as high as 506,000 new homes between now and 2026. The point of this commissioned work is to demonstrate that projecting housing need 20 years into the future is at best, an inexact science, and at worst, an extremely misleading, and potentially damaging, policy guide.

There are many factors influencing demand for housing numbers and types, beyond simple demographics. Only one year ago at the Examination in Public (EiP) for the draft Regional Plan no-one was predicting a slowdown in the housing market or a recession.  A downturn in the economy has a knock-on downward effect on the number of international and inter-regional immigrants in the region. It is difficult enough to predict what the market will look like in 5 years time let alone 20 years time. An analysis of the performance of 50 years of national population projections, shows the huge inaccuracies inherent in population projections, and concludes that the more recent projections are not necessarily more accurate than older ones: 

“Demographic behaviour is inherently uncertain…Even if we understood perfectly the factors that have brought about past changes (which we clearly do not), our ability to predict the demographic future would inevitably remain limited. We do not even know, with complete certainty, the size and age structure of the current population at the time a projection is made and this article has shown that revisions to population estimates can make a non-trivial contribution to projection error. It is therefore important that users of population projections act with a knowledge of their likely limitations and that projection makers provide the information to enable them to do so. “

.C. Shaw, 2007. Fifty years of United Kingdom national population projections: how accurate have they been? Population Trends 128. May 2007. [Available at: http://www.gad.gov.uk/Documents/Population_Trends_128.pdf]
It is important to remember that projections are not forecasts or predictions. They are one of a number of factors that should be taken into account in planning, but they are not a proxy for the number of new homes that should be built.  CPRE believes that it is better to plan for the houses we actually need rather than the numbers we might need in the future.  CPRE recommends the 20 year targets are replaced with a ‘plan, monitor and manage’ approach.
CPRE also notes that inclusion of district figures within Policy 13 also cuts across the requirement for joint working between local planning authorities within the Sub-Regional Strategies.

Policy 14: Regional Priorities for Affordable Housing (pp54)

CPRE agrees with the Proposed Changes of setting out indicative targets for affordable housing for each HMA in terms of absolute numbers and leaving local planning authorities to set the final targets in their LDFs based on up to date Housing Market Areas Assessments. However this is absolutely dependent on the methodologies for the HMA Assessments being consistent and robust. Although we agree with the use of evidence from HMA Assessments to guide local planning authorities, there is need to ensure that those assessments provide consistent, robust evidence.  Currently this is not the case, and the review undertaken on behalf of EMRA identified that a range of data approaches was adopted in the various HMA Assessments in the East Midlands and that further work is needed, particularly on housing needs surveys.  Savills/ORS, 2008. Review of practice in development and use of sub-regional Strategic Housing Market assessments in the East Midlands. [available at: http://www.emra.gov.uk/files/shmaeastmidlands-jul08.pdf]
CPRE disagrees with the Proposed Change to delete the proportion of social rented versus intermediate housing for each HMA. The absence of specific targets, particularly in the currently weak housing market, may result in a higher proportion of more profitable intermediate housing at the expense of social rented housing.  CPRE strongly recommends the targets for social rented housing be reinstated.
CPRE recommends as a priority that further work is undertaken to ensure that the necessary affordable housing targets and breakdown of social rented/intermediate housing is robust and credible for each HMA.

It would also be useful in the text to refer to the Regional Housing Strategy which contains a number of recommendations for mechanisms to provide affordable homes but which does not have the same statutory force as the Regional Plan. 

Paragraph 3.1.14 (pp55)

CPRE welcomes the Proposed Change and the recognition of the need for sustainable rural communities. We would suggest the addition of “… if they choose to” at the end of the sentence setting out the prime objective.

Policy 15: Regional Priorities for Affordable Rural Housing and paragraphs 3.1.12- 3.1.14 (pp55-56)
CPRE agrees with the Proposed Changes. CPRE welcomes the recognition of the challenges in providing affordable housing in rural areas and the particular problems the region’s rural areas are experiencing. CPRE particularly welcomes the new policy 15 and the wording which acknowledges the need for sustainable, well designed homes that respect the character and tranquillity of rural areas and facilitate access to jobs and services. We would like to see separate targets for rural affordable housing within LDFs. There is as much need for targets for rural affordable homes as for affordable homes generally and it is inconsistent to provide one but not the other as a policy.  Again further work to gather evidence to support such targets should be a priority.
Regional Target for Efficient Use of Land and Buildings for Housing, paragraph 3.1.20 (pp57) and Policy 17 (pp58)
CPRE does not agree with the Proposed Changes which removes the target of reducing vacancy rates to 3%. In 2005/06 there were over 59,000 vacant dwellings in the East Midlands. If more of these dwellings could be filled, this would help to reduce the number of new homes needed in a cost-effective and sustainable way. It is interesting to note that in a recent survey carried out for EMRA more than half of empty property owners who responded to the survey agreed that ‘local councils have a duty to reduce the number of empty properties in their area’. EMEPF, 2008, Empty Properties Survey 2008. May 2008. [Available at: http://www.emra.gov.uk/files/emepf_emptypropertiessurveymay2008.pdf]
We also believe that a target of 60% of additional dwellings to be built on brownfield land should also be a clear policy, rather than just being set out in the text. In light of this, CPRE considers that the deleted Policy 17 which sets out the targets for efficient use of land and buildings should remain as a policy in its own right.
Regional Priorities for Managing the Release of Land for Housing, paragraph 3.1.23 (pp58)

CPRE agrees with the Proposed Change to ensure that infrastructure should be in place to avoid damage to sites of international nature conservation significance but considers it does not go far enough. Infrastructure should be in place to avoid any adverse impact on the environment, not just sites of international nature conservation significance.

Regional Priorities for the Economy & Regeneration 
Policy 18: Regional Priorities for the Economy (pp60)

CPRE would recommend the inclusion of a reference to the need for ‘sustainable economic growth’ which would be in line with the aspirations of PSA7.

Policy 21: Strategic Distribution (pp65)
CPRE disagrees with the Proposed Changes. It is not clear why the specific locations are within HMAs.  Strategic distribution sites provide low levels of employment, siting them in HMAs is therefore not a relevant criterion. The policy should be criteria-based rather than area-based. The policy, as drafted, lists criteria, but we have reservations about some of them. Rail access (2nd bullet point) is not in itself enough to secure an increase in the proportion of freight moved by rail, as 80% of the movements can be by road even if there is rail access. A requirement for a thorough assessment of rail connectivity, deliverability of rail access and level of interest from the industry for each S&D proposal should therefore be included in Policy 21.
CPRE objects to the criterion in the 6th bullet point. 24 hour operation is likely to mean siting developments in open countryside, thus affecting leisure amenity and the lives of those living in the countryside.  

It is our view that the text of the last criterion should be changed to widen the sites given protection. As drafted, the text reads “the need to avoid locations near to sensitive nature conservation sites that have been designated as being of international importance, ....”  In addition to nature conservation sites of international importance, those of national, regional or simply local importance should also be protected. This is particularly important in the East Midlands because the region has very few international designations. This change would also bring the wording in line with Policy 26, as set out later in the document.

Regional Priorities for Natural & Cultural Resources
Para 3.3.6 (pp71)

CPRE welcomes the Proposed Change to this paragraph but feels that this is not reflected through the rest of the document. Nationally important sites should be protected but seem to be overlooked in various places through the text, for example Policy 21, Policy 32, Policy 39 and so on.
Policy 28: Regional Priorities for Environmental and Green Infrastructure (pp76)
CPRE agrees with the Proposed Changes. We welcome the addition of the need for green infrastructure plans within LDFs. 
Policy 30: Regional Priorities for Managing and Increasing Woodland Cover (pp79)
CPRE agrees with the Proposed Changes. We welcome the point that new woodland cover should respect local landscape character.

Policy 31: Priorities for the Management and Enhancement of the Region’s Landscape

CPRE agrees with the Proposed Changes. We welcome the recognition of the value of tranquillity and dark skies. CPRE has developed a national dataset and methodology on tranquillity which it would be pleased to share with local authorities to help them integrate tranquillity assessment into the planning process. The tranquillity maps for the East Midlands region and counties can be viewed at http://www.cpre.org.uk/campaigns/landscape/tranquillity  CPRE have used satellite data to create a series of light pollution maps including one for the East Midlands, viewable at:  http://www.cpre.org.uk/campaigns/landscape/light-pollution/light-pollution-in-your-area
Again it would be pleased to share the dataset and maps with local authorities.

CPRE has also produced a series of maps which show the countryside which is close enough to towns and cities and major infrastructure such as roads, airports and power stations to be significantly disturbed by visual and noise intrusion. Regional and county maps showing the resulting fragmentation of the undisturbed countryside from the early 1960s to 2007, can be viewed at: http://www.cpre.org.uk/campaigns/planning/intrusion/national-and-regional-intrusion-maps.
Paragraph 3.3.34 (pp83)

In line with our comments about paragraph 3.3.6 we do not believe that only internationally important sites should be considered. The impacts on SSSIs, for example, should be carefully considered.

Policy 32: A Regional Approach to Water Resources and Water Quality (pp84)
CPRE agrees with all but the last bullet of the Proposed Changes. CPRE recommends that the wording of the last bullet should be changed so that improvements to sewage treatment capacity ‘must’ rather than ‘should’ be in place to meet needs of development. Corby should also be added to the long list of areas for investigation for improvements
The Sustainability Appraisal of the Proposed Changes notes that “There is still a risk that the levels of development proposed will cause issues with water supply and sewage treatment”. “Only the water companies and the Environment Agency can calculate whether housing provision figures can be accommodated in terms of water and sewerage capacity. Therefore it will be important to consider changes to the policy dependent on their responses to the consultation.” 
It is essential that the water companies’ and Environment Agency’s position on water and sewage treatment capacity are made publicly available to assess the potential environmental risk of increased development. 

A reference to nationally important designated sites should also be added.

Policy 35: A Regional Approach to Managing Flood Risk (pp87)

CPRE agrees with the Proposed Changes.

Policy 35A: Regional Priorities for Air Quality and paragraphs 3.3.43A-3.3.43D (pp88)
CPRE agrees with the Proposed Changes. A new policy to reduce air pollution is welcomed. 
Minerals Production in the East Midlands

Policy 36: Regional Priorities for Minerals (pp91)

CPRE agrees with the Proposed Changes.

Regional Priorities for Energy Reduction and Efficiency

Paragraph 3.3.69 (pp99)

CPRE agrees with the Proposed Changes which promote decentralised and renewable or low carbon energy sources for new developments. We also recommend that major refurbishments should also be covered by this requirement. We also welcome the recommendation to site new developments in areas where there is good accessibility by means other than the private car. 
However, it would be useful to have some targets or benchmarks for reducing energy. Paragraph 3.3.67 refers to the Home Energy Conservation Act 1995 which requires local authorities to reduce domestic energy consumption by 30% over 10-15 years. Under the Act local authorities should make a 30% improvement in energy efficiency in homes by 2010. In order to be on track to achieve this target, each authority should have achieved a 20% improvement by end of March 2006. According to the HECA returns for 2006 for the East Midlands, only 15 out of 40 local authorities were on target. In 2007 this has increased to 17 out of 40. Some, including Mansfield, Bassetlaw and Oadby and Wigston, have achieved less than 10% improvement in 10 years. [Source: Defra, HECA 1995. Tenth Progress Report. Data for 1 April 2005 to 31 March 2006. July 2007; and Eleventh Progress Report. Data for 1 April 2006 – 31 March 2007. July 2008] Clearly there is significant work to be done across the region to make homes more efficient and specific targets within the Regional Plan would be useful in this respect.
Paragraph 3.3.73 (pp100)

CPRE agrees with the Proposed Changes to site large-scale CHP developments in locations which avoid negative impacts on the landscape. 

Paragraph 3.3.75 (pp101)

CPRE agrees with the Proposed Changes, with the caveat that energy generation schemes should only be accepted when the proposals are for the right scheme in an appropriate location. We agree that there does need to be a shift in attitude however this does not mean that inappropriate renewable energy schemes should be approved.

Paragraph 3.3.77 (pp101)

CPRE agrees with the Proposed Changes and the need for local development documents to encourage more micro-generation schemes.

Policy 39: Regional Priorities for Low Carbon Energy Generation (pp104)

In establishing criteria for onshore wind energy, the effect on the integrity of nature conservation sites of national and local importance should also be considered.
Paragraph 3.3.94 (pp108) and Policy 41: Regional Priorities for Tourism (pp109)
CPRE agrees with the Proposed Changes. As well as provision of tourist facilities within walking and cycling distance, it would also be beneficial for tourist bodies to promote access to their facilities by means other than the private car. There are many examples of tourist facilities/events throughout the East Midlands that do not adequately promote alternatives to travel by car.

Regional Transport Strategy
Paragraph 3.4.6 (pp111)
CPRE welcomes the emphasis on providing alternatives to car-based travel but the penultimate sentence before the bullet points should be strengthened to say “However growth … alternative means of transport which are mainly independent of private car use”. The version in the Proposed Changes says instead “which are not wholly dependent on the private car”, suggesting that the main means of travel will continue to be the car. This would not allow the region to achieve the necessary CO2 reductions in the transport sector and would disadvantage those without access to a private car. 
Paragraph 3.4.7 (pp111)
CPRE welcomes the recognition here that research has demonstrated behavioural change measures are effective in achieving modal shift.  

Paragraph 3.4.9 (pp112)
CPRE welcomes the recognition that car parking levels are an important factor in influencing journey mode, but please refer to our comment on Policy 47. 
Policy 43: Sub-area Transport Objectives (pp115)
CPRE welcomes the Proposed Changes.

Policy 44: Regional Approach to Traffic Growth Reduction (pp118)
CPRE agrees with the Proposed Changes overall but disagrees with the weakening of the original road traffic reduction target. Implementation of the EU climate change and energy package will require absolute CO2 reductions in the non-traded sectors, of which surface transport is one, and regions will be expected to contribute to this. The carbon budgets to be set by the UK government in March 2009 will therefore have to include targets for surface transport. The Regional Plan should consequently be future-proofed by including a target to reduce road traffic.

The Sustainability Appraisal of the Proposed Changes confirms that the transport policies will undermine the climate change and other objectives in the RSS:

“There are positive aspects in relation to reducing the risks associated with climate change e.g. Policy on the design of development, but this is overshadowed by transport policies which are likely to have an indirect negative effect.”(pp76)

“However, a number of the sub-regional policies may actually increase travel by car, particularly policies 51 and 52, negatively affecting air quality in the region.” (pp159)

Regional Priorities for Implementation and Monitoring
Paragraph 3.5.2 (pp130-131)
CPRE agrees with the Proposed Change. However it is important that some explanation should be given regarding the 'style' of the Implementation Plan. CPRE strongly recommends that for each policy the Plan makes clear which delivery agency has primary accountability for delivery.  It should also be clear for each policy what is expected to be delivered by when through clear milestones, targets and timescales. The Annual Monitoring Report should also recommend specific rectifying actions from delivery agencies where the Plan policies and targets have not been met.

Paragraph 3.5.3 & 3.5.5 (pp131) 
CPRE welcomes the inclusion of transport in the Implementation Plan.  CPRE continues to stress the point that the separation of transport planning from housing planning is unsound planning practice with unsustainable consequences.
Policy 56: Regional Priorities for Implementation, Monitoring and Review (pp132)

Given the rapidly changing economic situation, climate change effects and peak oil effects, CPRE considers that a review every three years would be more appropriate.
Sub-Regional Strategies 

Three Cities Sub-Regional Strategy 

Paragraph 4.2.1 (pp136)

CPRE continue to object to the imposition of the Growth Point designation which is undemocratic and has not come through the well-established planning process.  There was no opportunity, even during the EIP, to debate the Growth Point bid. Imposing Growth Points on local communities without the opportunity for discussion and proper examination undermines the whole strategic planning process.
Paragraph 4.2.16 (pp141)

CPRE reiterates its criticism of the Green Belt Review which took too narrow a view of the purposes of Green Belt, emphasising the prevention of coalescence above all else and ignoring landscape quality and the feasibility of providing new defensible boundaries.  
Paragraph 4.2.17 (pp141)

CPRE objects to a level of growth which requires the evaluation of greenfield sites.  Whilst we support the relating of possible sites to “existing” infrastructure provision, we object to the inclusion here of “future infrastructure provision” because its inclusion results in a circular argument whereby new infrastructure is justified on the basis of housing which does not exist and housing is justified on the basis of infrastructure which does not exist: this is not a sustainable way to proceed. We welcome the inclusion of “and to the ease of access, particularly by public transport, to places of work and other facilities and services”.
The vast majority of the sites under consideration for urban extension are within the Green Belt. 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, and that there is not insufficient land for housing within the city boundaries once windfall sites have been taken into account.   

SRS2: Sub-Regional Priorities for Green Belt Areas (pp143)
CPRE agrees with the Proposed Changes. We welcome the Secretary of State’s decision not to support the Panel’s recommendation to delete 3 sides of Nottingham’s Green Belt. We also welcome the additional bullet which refers to the principles and purposes of including land in Green Belt set out in PPG2, and recognises that the purpose of Green Belt is wider than just preventing coalescence, and includes safeguarding the countryside from encroachment, preventing the outward sprawl of the built-up area, and assisting urban regeneration by encouraging the re-use of urban land. 
Paragraph 4.2.22 (pp145)

The deletion of the original paragraph 5.4 seems to leave the RSS without text relating the proposed housing figures to the DCLG Trend Projection. The Proposed Changes housing provision still relates to the 2004-based household projections.
Paragraph 4.2.23 (pp145)

CPRE agree with the Proposed Change. “In the Nottingham area sustainably located urban extensions will need to be considered following ....” is an improvement on the original “...much of the growth delivery will be accommodated by way of a significant urban extension..”  as it is less prescriptive and provides more flexibility.

Old SRS Policy 3: Sub area Priorities for Green Wedges (pp144)
CPRE disagrees with the deletion of this policy. Green wedges are an important planning designation which have been widely incorporated into LDFs. Given the importance placed in the plan in green infrastructure, and the policy of urban concentration, it would seem that urban green spaces such as green wedges should be given higher, not lower priority in the plan. For example, the ‘Leicester Model’ has been previously promoted as an example of good practice by the government. See ODPM, 2001. Strategic gaps and green wedge policies in structure plans. Available at: http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/158139
Paragraph 4.2.26 - Derby HMA; Sub-Regional housing Priorities (pp145-146)
CPRE disagrees with the Proposed Changes which allow for additional provision in South Derbyshire above the levels set out in Policy 13 to meet the needs of East Staffordshire.  This is largely due to the substantial increase in housing provision in Burton-upon-Trent resulting from its New Growth Point bid. It is not sound planning practice to plan for significantly increased housing levels without any evidence that there is sufficient land available within the district to sustainably accommodate it. Using land in South Derbyshire to meet East Staffordshire’s housing needs simply transfers the problem from one district to another, since South Derbyshire then has to find alternative sites to meet its housing requirements. There is currently no precedent for one region’s/local authority’s housing targets to be met by another region/housing authority and we are unclear what mechanism would be used to achieve this. 
Paragraph 4.2.29 - Leicester and Leicestershire HMA (pp146)
CPRE agrees with the Proposed Changes which recognise the difficulties of urban extensions in Harborough or Oadby and Wigston due to transport infrastructure constraints. 
Nottingham Core HMA and Hucknall (pp146)
Paragraph 4.2.30 (pp147)

CPRE disagrees with the Proposed Change. We object to the last sentence which begins “Local Development Documents should also examine the case...”.  The specific mention of Cotgrave and Stanton seems inappropriate for an RSS (and it is not necessarily clear which “Stanton” is intended), and we object most strongly to the text: “...and consider whether a case could be made for an eco-town within the area”.  It is not clear whether “the area” refers just to Rushcliffe or to Rushcliffe and Broxtowe (depending on which Stanton is meant), and there has been no public information whatever about any such proposal.  It is not appropriate or consistent for the Regional Plan to identify or recommend any particular area for an eco-town.

Paragraph 4.2.31 (pp 147)

CPRE disagrees with the Proposed Change. The text here is an improvement on the previous version at 5.13 as it is less specific, but we still object strongly to the inclusion of “The south of Nottingham has been identified as an appropriate location for significant growth...” See also our criticism of the Green Belt Review in response to paragraph 4.2.16. We believe that the decision on where is most appropriate for necessary growth should be left to the joint studies to determine.
Policy Three Cities SRS 3 (pp151-152)

CPRE disagrees with the Proposed Changes.  We object to the housing numbers as being far higher than is necessary and unlikely to be deliverable. This amount of development can in no way be regarded as sustainable.  Whilst CPRE support the principle of urban concentration, we feel that the Policy is too prescriptive in giving an absolute figure for the number of houses to be built in or adjoining the PUA.  We consider that a more phased approach is required based on plan, monitor and manage, with a regular assessment cycle.
Northern Sub-Regional Strategy
Paragraph 4.3.27 (pp164)

CPRE disagrees with the Proposed Changes and the failure to support the Panel’s recommendation to reduce the amount of housing in Bassetlaw.  The Panel supported a reduction to reduce the trend to counter-urbanisation in Sheffield and Rotherham, and despite the designation of Worksop as a sub-regional centre the district is largely rural with small towns, and with little reusable land.  CPRE considers that increasing the housing provision will undermine many of the other plan policies and objectives, including urban concentration, reduction in commuting and reuse of previously developed land.

Lincoln Policy Area Sub-Regional Strategy 
LPA Spatial Diagram (pp171)

CPRE welcomes the removal of the diagram as too detailed for inclusion in the RSS.

Old LPA SRS Policy 4 and deleted paragraphs 5.1-5.7 (pp179-181)

In broad terms, CPRE supports the changes deleting specific sites.  In addition, however, whilst the principle of urban concentration is supported we strongly object to the very high number of dwellings (21850) now being advocated in Lincoln because the majority, as is made clear in the amended text, will inevitably have to be provided in the rural districts adjoining the city.  
New LPA SRS 4 (pp183) and paragraphs 4.4.22-4.4.27 (pp181-182)

CPRE disagrees strongly with the Proposed Changes. CPRE is very concerned about the levels of development being promulgated both in Central Lincolnshire HMA and in the Peterborough Partial HMA.  Looking at the global figures for these areas from the initial draft RSS through to the EIP report and the Proposed Changes the following emerges:

Central Lincolnshire HMA 2006 – 2026 figures

Draft RSS          39514 

EIP report          40720

SoS changes     49650

Peterborough Partial HMA 2006 – 2026 figures

Draft RSS          27881

EIP report          22995

SoS changes     31500

In both cases the increases are very significant. For example, the housing provision for Lincoln has increased by 67% compared to the draft Regional Plan, a substantial increase.

We are not convinced by the statement which says at 4.4.22: “The overall level of development in the Lincoln PUA equates to about 32% of the Eastern Sub-Area total which is considered to be consistent with delivering the significant strengthening role of the Lincoln PUA in a sustainable manner.  It is an ambitious strategy compared to past building rates (808 per annum between 1976 and 2005) but it is considered to be both consistent with the wider development framework of the Regional Plan and achievable on the ground.” CPRE would question how sustainable this level of development is and where is the evidence to suggest it is right or achievable in the Plan period?
The proposed housing provision of 874 dpa between 2001-26 is also over 3 times the current annual build rate of 288 dpa. This is clearly unsustainable and unrealistic. The Sustainability Appraisal for the Proposed Changes states that this will increase the risk of effects on Lincoln’s cultural heritage. It is unclear why such a high level of housing for Lincoln is necessary or desirable.

There is very little scope for further brownfield development in Lincolnshire as many of the sites identified previously have been or are being developed. Consequently, the level of new development being promoted will have significant impacts on many green field sites throughout the county and not only at the urban edge.  Additionally, we do not believe that Lincolnshire infrastructure can cope with the rate of development being promulgated which is optimistic in the extreme based on past build rates and current economic difficulties.
Despite the changes in the document removing specific site allocations, it is quite obvious that the SoS confirms their broad locations in the text of the Changes.  In particular, paragraph 4.4.26 confirms the south-eastern quadrant as a prime area for development and for further development in the longer term.  CPRE continues to object to this on the grounds that:

•
The area is wrong for such a high number of dwellings being located on the hillside adjoining the city.

•
Land take will remove good quality agricultural land.

•
There will be coalescence of the three settlements of Bracebridge Heath, Canwick and Lincoln.

•
The transportation issues will be virtually impossible to resolve even if the Eastern By-Pass is constructed because only two principal roads enter the city to serve this quarter: both are significant hills (1:10) and both have no real scope for further improvements.

Appendices
Old Appendix 1
CPRE agree with the replacement of the Implementation Framework with a free-standing Implementation Plan

Appendix 1: Regional Housing Provision

Please see our comments on Policy 13. 
