[image: image1.png]‘Gampaign to Protect
Rural England





CAMPAIGN TO PROTECT RURAL ENGLAND

EAST MIDLANDS REGIONAL GROUP (CPRE EMRG)

Response to CLG Consultation: Eco-towns – Living a greener future

30 June 2008
Summary

1.
The Campaign to Protect Rural England’s East Midlands Regional Group (CPRE EMRG) has the following concerns about the way in which the eco-towns concept is being developed:

· Flawed consultation process – insufficient information on the proposals has been made available to enable the public to make a proper assessment of eco-town location, potential, infrastructure fit and deliverability. 

· How the eco-town process will fit in with the planning process – eco-towns cannot be properly tested by the Sustainability Appraisal, Local Development Framework and Regional Spatial Strategy when they are already supported in principle by government, and when there is a possibility that the proposed Planning Policy Statement will weight the process towards specific locations.
· Conflict with the regional plan and policy of urban concentration – free-standing settlements undermine the fundamental spatial strategy of urban concentration in the draft Regional Plan and other policies on environmental protection.
· Impact of eco-towns on existing planned development – the government’s housing targets for the region and those in the draft Regional Plan are already higher than the region needs and can sustainably support, and are based on a flawed logic that increasing the supply of new homes is needed to bring general house prices down. The recent downturn in the housing market makes it likely that eco-towns will divert development away from existing planned developments in more challenging areas, such as urban regeneration schemes. 

· Affordable homes better provided directly - building eco-towns is not the best way to meet the region’s affordable housing targets; affordable homes need to be provided where the need is greatest. Central funds planned for eco-towns would be better directed towards increased funding for affordable homes. The housing market downturn could also reduce the level of affordable housing within eco-towns.
· Costs and resourcing issues – any funding for eco-towns should be additional and funds should not be diverted from existing planned growth;

· Need to address climate change – the zero carbon concept should apply to the development as a whole, the higher standards should be applied to all new developments, and more funding should be provided for reducing energy consumption in the existing housing stock.

· Alternative eco-town sites – existing planned development such as growth areas, New Growth Points, urban regeneration schemes and Sustainable Urban Extensions, should be recast as eco-quarters or eco-extensions and the general eco-town principles and guidance applied accordingly

2.
CPRE EMRG’s preliminary view on the three short-listed locations in the East Midlands suggest that transport is a potentially insurmountable issue for all three bids; there is concern about the impacts of the proposals on regeneration schemes in nearby urban and coastal centres; and whether the bids will result in balanced communities; and there is a need to address the issue of water resources and sustainable urban drainage in all three locations.
Introduction

3.
CPRE EMRG represents seven branches of CPRE (Derbyshire, Leicestershire, Lincolnshire, Northamptonshire, Nottinghamshire, Peak District and Rutland) in the region. The county branches are separate, independent charities with their own members though the Regional Group is constitutionally part of the national CPRE organisation. This is CPRE’s EMRG’s response to Communities and Local Government (CLG) consultation paper: Eco-towns – Living a greener future, which was published on the 3rd April 2008. This response complements the responses of our individual branches (Leicestershire, Lincolnshire and Nottinghamshire) on the individual locations at Pennbury, Manby/Strubby and Rushcliffe respectively. Copies or summaries of those responses are appended for ease of reference. This response also builds on CPRE EMRG’s earlier Briefing on Eco-Towns, which was sent to CLG on 27 February 2008, and which set out our concerns with the process and the then four proposals for the East Midlands.  This response and the earlier briefing have been developed as a result of consultation with, and full support of, the individual East Midlands CPRE branches.
The Consultation

4.
CLG’s consultation seeks views on 3 issues:

· The way in which the eco-towns concept is being developed and the different potential benefits that an eco-town could offer;

· How particular features such as greenspace or innovative approaches to housing can best be developed in an eco-town;

· Preliminary views on the 15 locations going forward for further assessment.

5.
This response addresses the first and third of these issues only. We consider the second issue can most usefully be addressed if and once the principle of eco-towns has been accepted for the East Midlands and once site specific details are available. 

The way in which the eco-town concept is being developed

6.
CPRE EMRG has serious concerns about the way in which eco-towns have been developed, which were addressed in our earlier Briefing on Eco-Towns, as follows:

· Lack of transparency, accountability and democracy  - being mainly developer-led and outside the planning system, there is no direct public involvement until after the shortlist of ten schemes has been approved by CLG; 

· Cuts across the planning system - the eco-town bid process was outside the established planning system;

· Undermines the Regional Plan - the basic premise for eco-towns as free-standing settlements undermines the fundamental spatial strategy of urban concentration in the East Midlands Regional Plan, and specific proposals on greenfield sites undermine the policies of preference for development on previously developed land and environmental protection;

· Need for more stringent environmental standards – very stringent environmental standards for both construction and in use are required to ensure any proposal taken forward is sustainable. CPRE EMRG consider these standards should be applied to all new developments.

We stand by these points and in addition wish to expand on the following issues:

Flawed consultation process

7.
While the consultation document and location of the shortlisted proposals were released in early April, details of the three short-listed proposals in the East Midlands were not available until very late in the consultation. It was only at a very late stage in the consultation process that the Co-op Estates started to consult with local stakeholders on Pennbury,
 though a detailed layout of the site had still not been released before the end of the consultation period; the bid document and other briefing materials on Manby/Strubby
 were only available at the end of May, but which did not include a detailed layout of the site(s); and the location of the eco-town for Rushcliffe was released only two working days before the end of the consultation.
 Clearly this does not provide sufficient time to consider the proposals. Requests to extend the consultation period in view of the lack of details were turned down by CLG.
 

8.
We consider that the consultation process is seriously flawed and does not accord with the Government’s binding Code of Practice on Consultation which states that a consultation should be clear about what the proposals are and who may be affected.
 

9.
CPRE EMRG does not consider it possible for the public to properly assess the potential for an eco-town, its infrastructure fit and deliverability when so few details are available. While we appreciate that this stage of the consultation is on the broad locations rather than the details of the individual schemes, the suitability of the location clearly depends on what is being proposed. Therefore it is very difficult to assess the locations in the absence of any meaningful detail on the schemes themselves.

10.
The consultation document states that “it is important for local communities to have their say on individual schemes and community engagement is a vital part of the process for delivering eco-towns successfully.” However, the process so far does not engender confidence that communities will be properly consulted and engaged, with scant information coming forward and little attempt by the developers, until very late in the consultation process, to consult local residents. 

How the eco-town process will fit in with the planning system

11.
CPRE EMRG has earlier expressed concerns that the eco-town bid process is outside of, and circumvents, the established planning system, since none of the proposed eco-town sites emerged as preferred sites for development for additional housing at any stage of the planning process to date. 

12.
The consultation document sets out how the planning process will work in relation to the short-listed bids, which is reproduced here for ease of reference:

1. The shortlist of locations will be subject to a detailed Sustainability Appraisal (SA) which will provide greater detail on environmental sustainability and test them against reasonable alternatives (CPRE emphasis). The SA will be published for consultation.

2. A draft Planning Policy Statement (PPS) on Eco-towns will be published for consultation in July, which will set out the core principles and criteria for eco-towns as well as a refined list of potential locations (and may include potential locations that are not currently shortlisted).

3. Any eco-town scheme will be the subject of a planning application, most to be determined by the local planning authority. However the PPS and evidence that underpins it, will act as a material consideration in those decisions

13.
In the East Midlands we now expect a mini-review of the Regional Plan to commence immediately following the Secretary of State’s Final Changes, due in Autumn 2008. This is primarily to take account of any additional housing growth and eco-town bids, and takes place less than two years from when the original review commenced.
14.
While Ministers have given repeated assurances that the eco-town bids will be properly tested through the planning system, CPRE EMRG have a number concerns about the process. 

1. It is unclear how a Sustainability Appraisal can properly test an eco-town if it is already supported in principle by the government. 

2. It is unclear how wide the scope of alternative locations will be drawn in the SA and who will decide that scope. It is unclear whether it will be for alternative locations in the same district or the same county. If the scope is not sufficiently wide, it is unclear whether alternative locations can be considered during the RSS process. CPRE EMRG considers that the SA must allow for more sustainable alternatives, e.g. eco-quarters (within urban centres) or eco-extensions (extensions to urban areas), to be identified.
3. The consultation notes that the PPS will be location-specific. Given that the PPS is a material consideration in consideration of a planning application, CPRE EMRG are concerned that the proposed PPS will weight the planning process towards eco-towns before the local community has a chance to comment on the detailed proposals.  
4. It is unclear how a shortlisted eco-town will be fairly tested through the Local Development Framework (LDF) or Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) processes. There is concern that pressure will be placed on the East Midlands Regional Assembly (EMRA) and local planning authorities to ensure their RSS and LDF reviews incorporate eco-towns, giving unfair weight to the proposals. 
15.
We reiterate the calls
 from a coalition of environmental groups, including CPRE, for a public reassurance on the following:

1. As part of the sustainability appraisal shortlisted sites will be compared with more sustainable alternatives, such as redeveloping within or extensions to urban areas and re-use of existing buildings;

2. Following consultation and sustainability appraisal, any or all shortlisted locations may be rejected if they fall short of key tests including on transport;

3. The process will not override the powers of regional and local planning bodies to determine development locations through RSSs and LDFs;

4. Promoters of schemes must not assume that by being shortlisted and referred to the Challenge Panel, that this means sites are now more likely to gain planning permission;

5. The Government recognises the advantages of rail at the centre of new towns – which could mean moving railway lines, or siting eco-towns to make this possible.
16.
In addition it is essential that local authorities, through their LDF process, assess all options for accommodating housing needs in the most sustainable way, taking a sequential approach that recycles brownfield land and buildings within and around towns, that can promote reductions in car use, that can provide the best balance of housing, employment and services, and that can deliver the required infrastructure in a timely manner.
Conflict with the regional plan and urban concentration

17.
While this point has been raised by CPRE EMRG in our earlier submission it should be noted that this is also a concern of the East Midlands Regional Assembly (EMRA), as reflected in their draft response to the consultation, in which they state: 

It is not appropriate for eco-town locations to be imposed nationally and for their impacts to be planned for later at the regional and local levels.  The Government’s process for establishing eco-towns avoids the regional and local dimensions of spatial planning strategy and policy development.  It potentially imposes nationally decided, large scale new development on regions and localities with little regard to evidence, need, existing policy, and the concerns of stakeholders and communities.  In this regard the eco-towns process is contrary to sound, established, inclusive and effective statutory planning processes. 
 

18.
EMRA’s response also notes that the East Midlands has is already committed to accommodating significant growth across the region and 
there is currently no robust evidence that eco-towns are required to meet regional growth targets as the required growth can be accommodated within the strategy of urban concentration.

CPRE EMRG strongly supports this position.

Impact of eco-towns on existing planned development
19.
The National Housing and Planning Advisory Unit’s (NHPAU) has recently published its advice to the Housing Minister about the housing supply range to be tested by the Regional Planning Authorities.
 The NHPAU’s recommended supply figures suggest increases of 15-20% for the region and it is widely expected that the Proposed Changes will propose at least a 10% uplift in housing figures compared to the draft RSS. These ranges will be tested in the Partial Review of the RSS, currently planned for Autumn 2008.

20.
The Government has recently clarified that homes in eco-towns will count towards current targets, though it is not clear if this refers (in the East Midlands) to the targets already set in the draft RSS or the targets (expected to be higher) to be set by the Secretary of State in the forthcoming Proposed Changes. CPRE EMRG believes that the targets proposed by the NHPAU and the draft Regional Plan are higher than the region needs and can sustainably support, for the following reasons:

1. The government housing targets (from which the figures in the draft Regional Plan are broadly derived) are based on the discredited approach of ‘predict and provide’, by assuming that housing will be needed based on predicted household figures for 2026. Any forecast of household numbers that extends to 2026 has an extremely wide band of uncertainty. A statistical analysis of the housing projections for the East Midlands suggests, for example, that the international migration figures used to calculate housing projections are at best plus or minus 50%.
 Any forecasts should reflect this uncertainty, particularly in view of the effects of the recent economic downturn. The analysis also suggests that the final housing projections for 2026 are highly sensitive to small changes in factors such as occupancy rates.
 There are also problems with the figures on vacancies, since the definition is not consistent between different authorities; it is a highly variable quantity over small geographic regions and it likely be affected by short-term changes in the housing market.  In short, the need on which future regional housing targets are predicated is not proven and is based on highly uncertain figures. CPRE EMRG does not consider it sound planning practice to plan for housing supply 20 years hence based on a prediction which is, at best, an educated guess. Instead, the government and local authorities should be planning, monitoring and managing the supply of new homes, with annual adjustments accordingly.
2. The NHPAU figures are based on a premise that increasing housing supply is needed to address the problem of affordability of housing in general. This is based on flawed logic. The supply of new housing makes only a very small contribution to house price trends: typically new homes represent only 10% of the houses on the market at any time. Analysis by CPRE has shown that the rate of dwelling completions in four selected areas of England bore no relation to house prices or affordability.
 The rise in house prices over the last few years is due to an increase in demand rather than a shortfall in supply. Demand factors include low interest rates, the unattractiveness of alternative investments (such as stocks and shares) and a boom in ‘buy to let’ properties in recent years. The effect of the recent credit crunch on house prices clearly demonstrates that demand factors are a more important determinant of house prices than supply. 
21.
Given the recent downturn in the housing market and the improvement in affordability of market housing, the NHPAU assumptions and targets need to be rethought. It is also not clear what effect the eco-towns, in view of the recent housing downturn, will have on planned existing development in the region, particularly in areas considered more challenging for development such as regeneration sites within urban areas or areas with high levels of deprivation. If eco-towns go ahead as planned for the region it is likely this will divert development away from locations in more urgent need of (re)development.

Affordable homes better provided directly

22.
While CPRE EMRG does do not accept that there is a chronic undersupply of market homes, i.e. those bought and sold on the open market, in the East Midlands, we believe there is a very real need for more affordable homes (social rented homes and intermediate homes for key workers etc) in certain locations. However, CPRE EMRG considers that building eco-towns is not the best way to meet the affordable housing targets for the East Midlands. Since 2001 levels of overall housing provision in the region have exceeded targets. However levels of affordable housing have been significantly below target suggesting that higher levels of housebuilding generally are not guaranteed to provide more affordable housing.
 Affordable homes also need to be provided where the need is greatest, rather than where development is most profitable, such as inner or edge of city locations as well as existing rural communities. Some of the central government funds planned for eco-towns would be better directed towards increased funding for affordable homes; since current funding levels for the East Midlands will only deliver one third of the social rented units required.

23.
The current economic downturn also raises concerns that the resources available for eco-towns will be reduced and that this will result in a reduction in the proportion of affordable homes provided, since the state of the market clearly affects the level of affordable housing. Lack of resources could also result in a reduction in the environmental and design standards, or substantial diversion of public resources from other planned development and infrastructure.

Costs and resourcing issues

24.
A key issue on eco-towns is the issue of where the funding for eco-towns will come from. EMRA’s draft response states:

Eco-towns are likely to require significant resources to pump-prime the infrastructure required to deliver significant numbers of new homes.  If these resources are not fully covered by increases in development value they will need to be made available from public funds.  It should be a basic principle that if eco-towns are additional to existing planned levels of growth the resources required to deliver required development infrastructure should also be additional.  It will not be appropriate for existing funds for existing planned growth related infrastructure to be diverted to eco-towns. 

25.
Any consultation on the detailed proposals should provide a detailed business plan showing transparent and robust cost estimates for infrastructure, where the funding will come from and whether public funding is needed to enable the public to properly assess the viability and funding sources of any proposal. CPRE EMRG supports the Regional Assembly’s position that existing public funds for existing planned growth should not be used for eco-town development.

Need to address climate change

26.
Eco-towns are intended to be a combined response to three challenges, including climate change. CPRE EMRG supports the zero-carbon objectives, the plans for innovative technologies and the TCPA guidance produced in support of the eco-towns proposals. However, we consider that the zero-carbon concept should apply to the development as a whole, including transport as well as buildings. Climate change targets will not be met unless transport-related emissions are addressed by securing major reductions in car use and transportation of goods by motorised transport. Secondly, as our previous submission stated, we consider these higher standards should apply to all development as a matter of course – not just eco-towns.  As the Regional Assembly states in their draft submission, the planning and design principles should be incorporated into all new development in the region. 

27.
Perhaps more importantly as far as climate change is concerned, CPRE EMRG considers that significantly more resources should be directed towards reducing energy consumption in the existing housing stock in the region. This would be a quicker and much more cost-effective way of addressing climate change. This policy would also yield actual cuts in greenhouse gas emissions, whereas at best, eco-towns will slow down the growth of emissions, and at worst, increase emissions. This is particularly the case in relation to the greenhouse gas emissions associated with transport, since all three proposals in the region are likely to promote car dependency.

Alternative eco-town sites

28.
Given that the government has confirmed that eco-towns will count towards current housing targets, if the government wishes to promote exemplar development in the region it should apply the general eco-town principles and guidance to locations and sites for which the principle of development is already well established in the Regional Plan, i.e. the existing planned development in growth areas, New Growth Points, urban regeneration schemes and Sustainable Urban Extensions.  Given that many of the eco-towns in the prospectus are not free-standing settlements but urban neighbourhoods, the most sound planning approach would be to recast the planned sites identified by the established regional planning process as eco-quarters or eco-extensions and apply the higher design standards and guidance accordingly.
Preliminary views on the locations going forward

29.
The East Midlands local branches’ responses to the specific locations in the East Midlands are appended. However, some issues that are common to all three bids are highlighted here. While East Lindsey District Council voted to withdraw the plans for the eco-town at Manby or Strubby at their meeting on 25 June, after protests from residents, our comments on the proposal are included for reference. The proposals for Newton eco-town in Rushcliffe were also released too late to allow time for any detailed consideration. Therefore the comments on Rushcliffe below relate to the district in general rather than the specific proposal for Newton. 
Transport issues

30.
Transport is a potentially insurmountable issue for all three of the proposed eco-towns for the East Midlands. 

Pennbury: Despite provision of some public transport facilities, there is high risk of greatly increased road traffic in the area with steep rises on the already congested A6 and A47 routes into Leicester, and dangerous levels of road use on completely unsuited minor roads nearer to the development. In the government assessments of the initial bids, Pennbury was given a transport rating of C/D (C; significant issues that need to be resolved by bidders; D: insurmountable issues) by the Highways Agency on the basis that there is no decent public transport access and it would need £500 million spent on transport.

Rushcliffe. Beyond West Bridgford, Rushcliffe is a very rural area in which the existing road network is already at or above capacity. It is difficult to see how a new settlement could be built without major road building and a subsequent increase in the use of cars for commuting to Leicester and Nottingham. 
Manby and Strubby are in an extremely inaccessible location in what is generally regarded as the least accessible part of the East Midlands Region. They are served only by local roads of very modest standard, devoid of rail services, at a substantial distance from any substantive employment and service centre.
31.
Overall, CPRE EMERG consider the proposed eco-towns at the three shortlisted locations will promote car dependency because:

• Most are remote from larger conurbations, and none would easily allow for integration into existing public transport networks

• They are badly located with respect to rail

32.
We reiterate the calls made in a joint letter to CLG
 by a coalition of six environmental groups to test whether the three locations would remain viable if the crude oil price reaches $200 a barrel, which some analyses suggest it might, and whether there are other locations which might perform better under such circumstances. 

The need for balanced communities
33.
CPRE EMRG is concerned about the impacts of eco-towns on growth points/Sustainable Urban Extensions and regeneration schemes in urban centres. As noted earlier, given the current economic outlook it is highly likely that eco-towns will divert funding away from the areas where it is most needed. The eco-town locations are not in areas of high deprivation where additional funding, affordable housing and employment are badly needed.

34.
The consultation stresses the potential for eco-towns to harness the employment potential of local areas. However, it is unlikely that any of the three locations will be able to provide a largely self-sufficient community in terms of employment. Even if sufficient jobs could be created in the three locations, it is unrealistic to expect that these jobs would be evenly matched by residents. It is more likely that there will be high levels of in and out commuting by car, adding to the levels of car congestion. 
Water supply/flooding issues

35.
The issue of Sustainable Urban Drainage (SUDS) and water resources is of critical importance throughout the East Midlands. Pennbury is in an area of flood risk. There are also questions over sewage treatment and water supply at Manby. While Manby and Strubby are proposed as an opportunity to relocate people away from flood risk areas such as Mablethorpe, this would appear to be premature in view of the fact that the Environment Agency has just started work on an overall Coastal Strategy for the whole of coastal Lincolnshire. The Nottingham HMA has constraints with its water supply. It is therefore likely a water cycle study would be needed for all three proposals. This is another area of uncertainty where the costs of supplying additional water/sewage/drainage infrastructure could divert resources from urban centres and other areas of need.

Appendix 1:
CPRE Leicestershire Branch response to the eco-town consultation

Submitted 27 June 2008
(Summary only, Full response can be found in pdf format at http://www.cpreleics.org/ )

Our response to ‘Eco-Towns - Living a Greener Future’ is under the following headings and concentrates principally on the Co-Op/English Partnerships proposal for an ecotown development dubbed ‘Pennbury’, the location for which being in open countryside to the south-east of the City of Leicester:-

Locational need - The importance of regeneration in areas of deprivation

Planning process - Our concerns regarding undemocratic procedures

Brownfield or Greenfield? - Leicester airport is not a brownfield site

Peak Oil effects - The likelihood of a protracted economic recession

Predict and Provide or Plan-led? - How accurate are predicted demographic projections?

Alternative housing capacity - Damage limitation using other resources

Water supply and drainage - Overwhelming practical difficulties

Agricultural Land Classification - Food security and resource protection

Landscape character - Protection of quintessential ‘Shires’ of Midland England

Transport - Huge costs to engineer an impossible situation

Other infrastructure - Council Tax implications for the whole County

Affordable housing - guarantees for delivery not working

The eco-town consultation process - apparent irregularities
Appendix 2: 
CPRE Lincolnshire Branch response to the eco-town consultation
Submitted 11 June 2008
The Lincolnshire Branch of CPRE supports and fully endorses the views contained in the response from CPRE East Midlands Region in their letter relating to the Eco – towns consultation.

The Lincolnshire Branch has the following concerns relating to the suggestion of an Eco – town at Manby or Strubby.

1. It is unclear at present whether Manby and Strubby are to be seen as alternatives to each other or whether Strubby is meant to supplement Manby.  In any event, neither location is considered suitable for the level of development being suggested.

2. Both proposals are in relatively inaccessible locations both regionally and locally.  The roads, which serve them, are of a modest standard and are divorced from the national road network.  It seems unlikely that substantial investment in infrastructure will come forward to sustain these locations.  

3. There is no rail service serving either location, the nearest rail routes being those at Grimsby/Cleethorpes, Lincoln and the Skegness branch.

4. The suggestion of a new eco-town runs counter to the policy set out in the Regional Spatial Strategy of concentration on urban areas and not allowing substantial new development in remote rural areas.

5. There are significant concerns, which will be difficult to overcome concerning provision of a new water supply and in terms of provision for new sewage capacity.

6. The Government Office for the East Midlands, the Regional Assembly and the Environment Agency has agreed to carry out a wide-ranging study of the Lincolnshire Coast in order to produce a strategy for it.  This is scheduled for completion by 2010.  It seems premature at the very least to be considering a new eco-town based on a planned retreat from the coast until the results of this are known or substantive work is completed.  In addition, there seems to be a current lack of detailed evidence of the actual implications of potential sea level rises.

7. If as is suggested new locations are required for development as a result of sea level rises then a number of issues arise: what will happen to Mapplethorpe, Sutton and Skegness.  Will they be allowed to run down or will needed investment be curtailed/diverted elsewhere to the eco-town?  They all exist as seaside resorts and have large populations of retired people, neither of which roles Manby/Strubby can fulfil.  

8. Given the levels of new development advocated for Lincolnshire as a whole within RSS supplemented by a number of Growth Points such as Lincoln, Grantham (and Newark just over the Nottinghamshire border) with new bids for Gainsborough and Boston, the branch cannot see the justification for yet more development, mainly housing, much of which must take place on green field as well as brown field land.

9. The branch questions where the new investment in employment and business will come from given the relative isolation of East Lindsey.  The branch is also concerned that the proposals will dilute the economic bases of Louth and Alford, which are pleasant market towns important to the rural way of life in this part of the county.  This will be the case if inducements are offered to develop in the new eco-town, for example defraying infrastructure costs etc.

10. The question must also be asked about what will happen to the character and rural appearance of the small villages of Grimoldby and Manby, which will be swallowed up by the new settlement.

11. How also will Louth and Manby co-exist successfully when the separation between them is only a few miles?  CPRE is most concerned that the market town atmosphere of Louth is not diminished by a rival town located so close to it.

12. East Lindsey District Council seems to consider the eco-town will offer substantial benefits through significant amounts of social housing.  CPRE is unconvinced that the levels of growth advocated in one place is the right solution given the dispersed nature of the area and the need for some development on a smaller scale to meet social needs in many villages.

Appendix 3:
CPRE Nottinghamshire Branch response to the eco-town consultation
Submitted 19 June 2008
In Eco-towns – Living a greener future, the potential benefits of an eco-town in Rushcliffe are given as:

•
in an area of high housing pressure it would significantly improve total supply and affordable housing. 

•
if adopted an eco-town scheme could provide a substantial boost to supply and concentrate the extra development needed rather than spreading additional pressures across a lot of smaller settlements.

•
if on a brownfield location it could have significant regeneration and land restoration benefits and it would be big enough to attract investment in jobs.

Our response to each of these potential benefits would be:

•
the need for more affordable housing in Rushcliffe would be far more effectively met by investing money directly in affordable housing within existing settlements

•
the established strategy for Rushcliffe, as for the rest of the Three Cities Sub-Area of the East Midlands, is to concentrate development in and around the existing urban areas: there is no policy of developing a lot of smaller settlements

•
the only brownfield site which has been mentioned is RAF Newton which is in Green Belt and its use to accommodate even a small eco-town would necessitate the development of far more greenfield than brownfield land.

The Nottinghamshire Branch of CPRE has already responded (January 2008) in some depth to the original proposal for an ecotown at New Kingston.  Since that proposal has not been short-listed, the comments which referred specifically to that site are no longer relevant.  However, much of our concern was directed at the process by which ecotowns are being promoted and all of those comments still stand.

Whilst the proposal for Kingston was not short-listed, Rushcliffe is on the list as a location within which a suitable site might be found.  However, no particular justification is given for concentrating a search within the Borough, and it has nowhere been demonstrated that a new free-standing settlement would in fact be the best way of meeting the need for new homes within Rushcliffe.

A new settlement does not fit in with the established strategy of urban concentration promoted through the RSS, nor with the most recent draft revised Local Plan.  The Inspector of the Local Plan in his report of Feb 2006 supported the Borough Council’s sequential approach and, whilst searching for alternatives to the major site proposed in the Draft Plan, did not suggest a new free-standing settlement as a sustainable alternative.

The Panel examining the draft RSS suggested (November 2007) that the best way forward for deciding where new housing required within the Nottingham Housing Market Area should be located was through joint working by the relevant planning authorities.  That work is now being done and should be allowed to inform the detailed preparation of the LDFs of each of the authorities, including Rushcliffe.

Whilst CPRE of course supports and has been calling for much higher standards of design, such standards should apply to all new development, whether in eco-towns or not.  Sustainability is as much dependent on location as on design of buildings and it seems perverse to try to fit an eco-town into Rushcliffe when the established strategies arrived at through the thorough and inclusive procedures of the planning system have supported concentration of new development in and around existing urban areas.

Of course it would be easier to build an eco-friendly settlement from scratch – the real challenge is to redevelop existing settlements in a better way.  To use new sites is to continue our totally unsustainable use of land.

Given that there is at the moment no site specific proposal for an eco-town in Rushcliffe, it is unreasonable for us to be expected to respond in any meaningful way to this consultation.  However, since RAF Newton is the only site which has been mentioned as a possibility we have taken this opportunity of adding the comments below, but reserve the right to make more specific comments if and when a proposal is put forward.

When the site at RAF Newton was previously proposed for a development of 3,000 houses in the year 2000 the area designated included large areas of greenfield land as well as the previously developed areas of the disused airfield.  Given that an ecotown would start at 6,000 houses it is obvious that the brownfield element of the site would be small in comparison with the farmland taken.

The land is very good quality agricultural land (Grade 2) and is successfully farmed.

The site is in the Green Belt in very open countryside, a long way from any major settlement, and visible for some distance in several directions.  Its development would therefore have a major effect on the existing open character of the landscape.

If the site were developed there are no obvious boundaries to development to prevent its eventual coalescence with Shelford and Saxondale, and eventually Bingham, Radcliffe and East Bridgford.

When previously promoted it was made perfectly clear that the development of RAF Newton depended on the improvement of the A46 and A52.  If its development at this stage were used to justify or indeed contribute to the improvement of the major road network then all its credentials as an eco-town would be lost since it would be adding to the numbers of drivers commuting to Nottingham and Leicester, as well as encouraging more of the residents of existing settlements such as Bingham to do the same.

Many of the existing buildings at RAF Newton are suitable for business uses and it seems to CPRE more sensible to allow their reuse for employment than to develop the area for large numbers of houses.
� Co-operative Estates. An Eco-town for Leicetershire website. Available at: http://www.ecotownforleicestershire.coop/consultation.html


� East Lindsey District Council’s Eco-Town Bid; Briefing Note on East Lindsey District Council’s Proposal for an Eco-Town; East Lindsey’s Eco-Town Proposal (presentation). Available at http://www.e-lindsey.gov.uk/News/ecotowns2-03042008.cfm 


� At former RAF Newton/Bingham. Newton eco-town website. Available at: http://www.newtonecotown.com/


� Correspondence A. Joyce, Consultation Coordinator, CLG and G. Stocks, CPRE Leicestershire, 16 May 2008. 


� Cabinet Office, 2004. Code of Practice on Consultation. Available at: http://www.berr.gov.uk/bre/consultation%20guidance/page44457.html


� Campaign for Better Transport, CPRE, Carfree UK, Friends of the Earth, SusTrans, CTC: Open letter to Caroline Flint, CLG, 16 May 2008. Available at: http://www.cpre.org.uk/campaigns/housing-and-urban-policy/housing-supply/housing-supply-what-cpre-is-doing


� East Midlands Regional Assembly (EMRA) Housing Planning and Transport Joint Board. Draft EMRA response to the Government’s “Eco-towns: Living a greener future” consultation paper. Discussed at the meeting on 5 June 2008. Available at: http://www.emra.gov.uk/what-we-do/housing-planning-transport/housing-planning-transport-joint-board


� Ibid.


� The NHPAU recommend an average figure of between 23,400 and 24,600 new homes per year up to 2026. This compares to the suggested target of 20,418 houses per year in the draft Regional Plan. National Housing Planning and Advice Unit (NHPAU), 2008. Meeting the housing requirements of an aspiring and growing nation. 26 June 2008. Available at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.communities.gov.uk/nhpau/keypublications/meetinghousingrequirements/" ��http://www.communities.gov.uk/nhpau/keypublications/meetinghousingrequirements/� 


� Dr S. F. Custance Baker, Procon Modelling Ltd, 2008. An Assessment of House Building Projections for the East Midlands Region. A report for the Campaign to Protect Rural England (East Midlands). May 2008.


� ibid


� CPRE, Planning for Housing Affordability, 2007. Report for CPRE, July 2007. Available at www.cpre.org.uk


� In 2006-07 the number of new houses in the East Midlands was 22,025, exceeding the housing targets. By contrast the number of new affordable houses was only 2,513, some 4,026 short of the target.


� The East Midlands regional allocation from the Regional Housing Pot 2008-11 (which is provided to the regional assembly by central government to fund affordable housing, local authority decent homes and private sector decent homes and regeneration) was £437 million. The regional housing pot will deliver an average of 1,800 affordable social rented homes.


� See footnote 7.


� Minutes of meeting of East Midlands and West Midlands Eco Town/Growth Point Review meeting, 19 December 2008, obtained by Edward Garnier, MP under Access to Information Act.


� See footnote 6.
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