Home Builders Federation Representations to EM RSS 2006


Policy: 1 Regional Core Objectives
Reason for objection:  The Policy will not be achievable.  Many of the objectives listed within the policy are not followed through by other policies and proposals in the Plan.  The policy also lacks an objective relating to high quality homes. 

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: xii,v

1. HBF objects to Policy One, which outlines the core objectives for the Region.  The Policy is unsound because these core objectives are not delivered though the policies within the RSS.

2. The objectives themselves are sound in many respects, they seek to create a more sustainable Region.  The Policy however will not be achievable and monitored with any success with the current policy framework proposed though the RSS itself.

3. Taking each objective in turn: 

a)To reduce social exclusion – through the regeneration of disadvantaged areas.

The HBF considers that the distribution of housing in the RSS does not mirror the areas where regeneration of disadvantaged areas is required. The Government’s 2000 Index of Local Deprivation shows that 22.8% of Derby’s population lives in the 10% most deprived wards in England.  By 2004, the Index of Deprivation for the East Midlands Region showed Derby was 5th out of 40, with 1st being the most deprived. The RSS however plans to reduce growth in Derby by 16.9% against the DCLG trend. 

Para 8.15 of the Regional AMR comments that ‘five out of the seven districts covered in the Northern sub area (as defined in RPG8)  are in the top 25% most deprived local authorities in England, suggesting that there is a strong case for the regeneration of these areas. '  and further (Para 8.16) ‘there is still an urgent requirement to continue regeneration measures in the Sub area to improve the socio-economic conditions in the area.’ In addition, Coastal Lincolnshire HMA sees the largest decrease in housing provision against DCLG trend, and yet East Lindsey and Boston are 11th and 12th in the 1-40 ranking of deprivation on the 2004 index.

4. b) To protect and enhance environmental quality through measures including the enhancement of the urban fringe.  

The Nottingham Derby Green Belt Review however failed to properly assess the Green Belt (see representations to Policy 2, Part Two) and thus opportunities to enhance the urban fringe area, where development could be accommodated on rolled back Green Belt have been missed.  Instead, areas that fail the PPG2 criteria continue to be promoted as Green Belt land, weakening the overall Regional case for this important policy tool.

5. c) To improve the health of the Region’s residents 

By not providing for enough housing and distributing it in the most appropriate way (see reps to Policy 14, Part Two) the RSS will continue to allow for communities to live in overcrowded homes, forced to commute to their places of work etc.

6. d) To improve economic prosperity 

Through the improvement of access to labour markets.  The HBF does not consider that the RSS promotes growth that will support the RES.  In particular the areas of South Derbyshire, the northern sub region and South Lincolnshire all have potential to grow in economic terms but the housing numbers are not sufficient to support that potential.  This matter is explored more fully in representations to Policy 14 and to those representations for the sub regions affected.

7. e) To improve the accessibility to jobs, homes and services.  

The HBF does not consider that the patterns of development will reduce the need to travel.  Many opportunities still exist for ‘hopping’ the Green Belt, especially in the Nottingham/ Derby area.  The need to properly examine the employment requirements of the Region and match the housing needs to them is fundamental.  The RSS appears to have determined housing numbers and distributed them first, and only now is considering the employment issues.

8. f) To protect and enhance the environment 

The integration of the housing and employment needs with the environment must be considered. 

9. g) To achieve a ‘step change ‘ increase in the level of the Region’s biodiversity – a laudable objective.

10. h) To reduce the causes of climate change 

The HBF is fully supportive of the need to reduce CO2.  The objectives however fail to recognise that the existing built environment contributes CO2 far in excess of new house building.  The distribution of development will also not discourage car use, as people drive between their places of work and the five principal urban areas that have been the subject of focussed housing development at the expense of other districts.

11.  i) To reduce the impact of climate change

New houses are already more water efficient and energy efficient.

12. j) To minimise adverse environmental impacts of new development and promote optimum social and economic benefits.  

The HBF strongly believes that the correct and most achievable approach to minimising the impacts of new development on the environment is through a national policy approach, rather than through a raft of different regional policies and localised efforts.  The industry is responding to these challenges through developing new building techniques, however new development does not continue to have adverse impacts on the environment in the same way that existing development does.

13. The Policy lacks objectives relating to the need for achieving a mixed community through the contribution of high quality homes (para 12 PPS3.)  This is another change that should be made to the policy.    
Policy 2 Sequential Approach

Reason for objection:  The policy should be consistent with Para 37 of PPS3 Housing.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iii

1. This policy advocates a sequential approach to locating housing development within Local Development Frameworks.  Much of the policy simply repeats the advice in the now replaced, PPG3 Housing.  The former PPG3 Para 30 and 31 advocated a sequential approach to identifying land suitable for housing and then the criteria to be used in deciding which sites to allocate at a local level, namely –availability of previously developed land, accessibility, capacity of infrastructure, and constraints.  

2. Para 37 of PPS3 outlines that the RSS should identify broad strategic locations for new housing development and set out the criteria for selecting those locations, taking into account; current and future levels of need and demand for housing, availability of suitable land, locations that have good public transport accessibility, and where energy supply can be drawn from systems based on renewable and low carbon forms of supply, or where there is potential for this to be realised.  Criteria should also take account of programmes to support the growth areas, areas of high and low demand, infrastructure and the need to create and maintain sustainable communities in both rural and urban areas. The HBF recommends that the Policy be redrafted to reflect this advice in Para 37 of PPS3, whilst not repeating it, which again, is unnecessary. 

Policy 3 Promoting Better Design

Reason for objection: The policy replicates national guidance in many aspects and is unduly prescriptive.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: ii, iii, vii 

1. Firstly within the supporting text, there is reference to a Sustainable Construction and Design Guide (2006) to help improve design and construction standards, the Federation would like to highlight that the industry was not consulted during the preparation of this document and therefore consider that it is unreasonable to expect the industry to deliver its objectives.

2. Secondly, the first bullet point refers to the use of design led approaches that take account of the local natural and historic character to improve development.  The HBF consider that this policy approach may stifle innovative design within the East Midlands and therefore may compromise the industry’s ability to achieve zero carbon homes. 

3. The HBF recognises that new houses have their part to play in ensuring sustainable development. However, if the Regional Assembly is dedicated to lowering carbon and reducing the amount of resources consumed, it would be best advised to focus its efforts on the existing dwelling stock and its occupants rather than placing such rigid restrictions on the construction of new ones.  Particularly as the new homes built in one year in this country equates for less than 1% of our existing stock.  A recent study identified that new homes are four to six times more efficient than their Victorian and Edwardian counterparts.

4. Furthermore, the HBF consider that such energy efficiency/ renewable energy policies are not suitable for the planning arena.  Planning Officers are not sufficiently educated and trained to determine if a renewable energy proposal is fit for purpose for the development, monitor the effectiveness of such installation and HBF therefore consider that it is inappropriate to include such policies.  

5. Targets for energy efficiency and renewable energy generation should be implemented on a national basis either through building regulations or the Code for Sustainable Homes to ensure policies are consistent, comparable and compatible.  It is important that changes to standards or requirements in construction need to be made with detailed consideration so that the cost of achieving the requirement does not outweigh the benefit obtained by the change.

6. The requirement for all new development to comply with a BREEAM building assessment of at least ‘Very Good’ goes beyond national requirements for house building.  The HBF considers that targets for energy efficiency in new housing are inappropriately included in the RSS as PPS1 paragraph 30 requires it not to ‘replicate, cut across or detrimentally affect … legislation, such as those set out in Building Regulations’; paragraph 1.8 of PPS12 has similar guidance; new Part L of the Building Regulations cover this point and there is a Code for Sustainable Homes.
7. The Lifetime Homes standard is included within the Code for Sustainable Homes and therefore should not be repeated in regional planning policy.  The policy is also contradictory, for if a development is required to meet the ‘lifetime homes standard’, its ability to achieve a high density may be compromised.  In addition rather than specifically seeking Lifetime Homes, the Strategy should seek a mix of homes that meets the needs and demands of the whole community, including those of older people. Older people may require a scheme within a community of other older people, and one that provides extra care or specialist housing rather than living in a Lifetime Home that has been provided amongst other Lifetime Homes, but occupied by a randomly mixed community, where young people and families might be occupying those Lifetime Homes and yet leading very different and potentially conflicting lifestyles. Lifetime Homes, insofar as they have a role in meeting the accommodation needs of the majority of older people, is predominantly a “bricks and mortar” solution.  All of the research confirms that sheltered or retirement housing is not just about “bricks and mortar” – it is a “lifestyle” where a combination of management and care services, together with the companionship of other elderly people, provide benefits of independence and wellbeing.  

8. The Federation objects to the specification for carbon neutrality in urban extensions. It is unfair to expect developers to meet this requirement with immediate effect.  Such policies should be set out within a long-term framework.  The framework should set out key milestones, which allow for lead in times for the development industry to gear up to the requirement.  

9. The Chancellor Gordon Brown, who recently pledged “to ensure that within 10 years every new home will be a zero carbon home”, also supports this viewpoint.  The RSS should also recognise that this is an ambitious target and should be implemented over a long-term framework that will allow the industry to change, adapt and innovate. The HBF is supportive of a national framework for achieving zero carbon homes over a long term period, to be agreed with Government, but fears that individual regional and localised efforts in the mean time will undermine that.

10. It is considered that the sixth bullet point, which specifies that ‘new development should be improved by increased densities for new housing in line with national guidance’, is simply unnecessary as it repeats national policy guidance.  PPS11 states that the RSS ‘should have regard to national policies it should not simply repeat them’.  This bullet point should be removed accordingly.

11. Finally, the policy states that new development should be improved by locating and designing access from new development to local facilities, by cycle or by public transport.  However, the Federation considers that a development may not need to locate near to existing facilities if, for example, the development is providing facilities to meet needs arising from the development through a Section 106 Agreement.

Policy 4 Concentrating development in urban areas

Reason for objection: The HBF firstly questions the necessity of this policy, which advocates the concentration of development.  Policy 2 already seeks to address this point.  In respect of the policy content - the HBF accepts the principle of concentrating development in a hierarchy of settlements, and appreciates that this is a sustainable approach to distribution.  The policy however does contain a number of conflicting elements both within it, and with other policies in the RSS.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness:  v

1. The HBF would question the need for this policy, which seeks to concentrate development in the five PUAs, and then other suitable locations, when the Plan already has a policy (Policy 2) within it that outlines the priority order for the location of development and the criteria for assessing the suitability of sites.

2. The policy makes no reference  -with the exception of Para d) which refers to 'other settlements and rural areas’, to meeting housing needs, nor to the role of Housing Market Assessments in considering where development should be concentrated.  PPS3 is clear that housing need and demand are fundamental in paragraph 33 of the recent Government Statement.

3. The HBF accepts that the five Principal Urban Areas are acceptable locations for receiving significant levels of growth - albeit this is not defined in this policy.  The differences between the ‘significant’ are also questionable.  In Policy 14, where housing numbers are distributed, Nottingham Core HMA experiences a growth of 13.6% above the DCLG trend in the Household Projection 2003, whereas Derby HMA experiences a 16.9% decrease.  The terms ‘significant’ is not realised and neither is the supposed growth it would appear.

4. The HBF welcomes the identification of growth towns in part B of the Policy, however the list is not inclusive of all growth points announced by Government in October 2006.  Newark and Grantham are not listed in b) as growth towns, alongside Corby, Kettering and Wellingborough albeit they are identified in the supporting text at Para 2.3.11.

Policy 5 Regional Priorities for development in Rural Areas 

Reason for objection: The Policy will not be achievable due to the limited housing provision and distribution in Policy 14.
Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: v

1. In principle, this policy provides laudable priorities for development within rural areas.  However, the Federation considers that the housing provision (identified in Policy 14) is insufficient to deliver the objectives outlined within this policy.

2. The Federation would like to highlight recent work undertaken by the Affordable Rural Homes Commission (July 2006) which identified that ‘planning policy should focus on the needs of rural areas, not just the residue after urban needs have been satisfied’.
3. Limiting the provision of housing in rural areas has many potential negative and unsustainable outcomes.  For example:

· market housing is the predominant delivery vehicle for affordable housing, particularly in rural areas.  Therefore, without a significant proportion of market housing, affordability will inevitably worsen further;
· the economic potential of rural areas may be constrained due to a lack of available labour, which could lead to economic decline within the area; and
· should the majority of housing provision be provided within the urban area, reverse commuting may take place in order to drive and maintain the rural economy.

Policy 6 Development in Eastern Sub Area

Reason for objection: The level of housing in this sub area is not consistent with the potential recognised in the Annual Monitoring Report 2006 or the level of housing sought via objections raised to Policy 14. The housing provision allocated to this sub area in Policy 14 will not enable the objective of the Eastern Sub Area as listed in Policy 6, to be achieved.
Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: v

1. The sub areas within the RSS have changed from those defined in RPG8, and hence comparing sub areas proposed with those in previous Guidance is somewhat problematic.  However, the Regional Annual Monitoring Report does help build a picture of the development and issues experienced in this part of the region in recent years. 

2. In the former RPG the Lincolnshire Policy Area covered Lincoln and parts of West Lindsey and North Kesteven, whereas the Eastern Sub Are now covers Lincoln, West Lindsey, North Kesteven, and Rutland.  

3. Para 8.13 of the 2006 AMR for the Region comments: ‘ the level of housing completions in 04/05 has been largely maintained with an increase in the rate of completions in Lincoln City.  However, the proportion of Lincolnshire is only a quarter, and has not risen much in 2004/5; this reflects the level of outstanding commitments elsewhere in Lincolnshire. The target in the Lincolnshire Structure Plan is to increase this proportion to 30%. This will be reviewed in drafting the Sub-Regional Strategy.’
4. The potential for this area to increase it housing proportion within the County of Lincolnshire is recognised in the AMR.  Lincolnshire however, as the table below illustrates averaged some 2771 dwellings per annum between 2001-05.  The housing allocations within the RSS however allow for just 2770 dwellings per annum in central and coastal Lincolnshire over the Plan Period.  Therefore, the ‘increase in housing’ that the Annual Monitoring Report refers to has not been followed through by the RSS.
	Housing Completions in Lincoln Policy Area
	 
	 
	 

	 
	Built 01-04 
	Built 04-05 
	Built 01-05
	Annual Build Rate

	City of Lincoln
	754
	372
	1126
	281.5

	Part North Kesteven 
	1114
	247
	1361
	340.25

	Part West Lindsey
	907
	372
	1279
	319.75

	Total Policy Area
	2775
	963
	3738
	934.5

	Lincolnshire 
	11086
	3723
	14809
	2771.5

	% in policy area from whole county
	25
	25.9
	25.2
	 

	 
	
	
	
	 

	Source: Regional AMR 2006
	 
	 
	 
	 


5. 
The housing provision allocated to this sub area in Policy 14 will not enable the objective of the Eastern Sub Area as listed in Policy 6, to be achieved.

6. 
Continuing the same rate of development, also does not respond to the 2003 Household Projections – a matter addressed more fully in the HBF response to policy 14.  Essentially the potential of the sub area has not been fully reflected in the housing provision allocated.  The supporting text to the Policy refers to the potential of Lincoln – indeed it is identified as one of the government’s growth points announced in October 2006.  The City University is expanding, and the text also refers (Para 2.5.10) to exploiting the links in the north of the sub area, to adjacent regions and the airport near Doncaster.  The HBF fails to see how these objectives can be achieved if housing provision is kept to existing levels in RPG8 and further, defies the DCLG trend outlined in the 2003 Household Projections.

7.
The HBF seeks an increased housing requirement in the Eastern Sub Region to reflect those levels proposed in the HBF response to Policy 14, which in turn will help to achieve the objectives of this policy.

Policy: 7 Overcoming Peripherality in the Eastern Sub Area

Reason for objection: The investment priorities in Appendix 6 are not consistent with the objectives of this Policy. 

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: v

1. The HBF welcomes the recognition within the RSS Policy 7 of the need to improve the accessibility of the sub area, notably the central and eastern parts.  The timetable for investment priorities in Appendix 6 of the RSS however, only lists one of the projects as being committed.  This is unfortunate and may be one factor why the sub area has continually suffered from peripherality constraints.

2. The HBF would like to see a greater commitment to the projects listed in Appendix 6 that is to be read alongside this Policy.  The commitments should be prioritised and comment should also be provided regarding progress so far.  The HBF is conscious that this policy approach to overcoming peripherality has rolled forward form the previous RPG and therefore it is important to see what has been achieved to date, rather than simply carrying forward the same policy objectives without being clear which ones have been successful and which have not.

Policy: 8 Regeneration of the Northern Sub Area

Reason for objection: The insufficient housing numbers proposed in Policy 14 will not enable these objectives to be delivered.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: v

1. The objectives of policy 8 are laudable, but again the HBF questions whether they can be achieved through the policies and proposals, particularly within Part 2 of the Plan.

2. Para 8.15 of the Regional AMR 2006 comments that ‘five out of the seven districts covered in the Northern sub area (as defined in RPG8)  are in the top 25% most deprived local authorities in England, suggesting that there is a strong case for the regeneration of these areas. ‘  and further (Para 8.16) ‘there is still an urgent requirement to continue regeneration measures in the Sub Area to improve the socio-economic conditions in the area.’ 

3. Policy 8 calls for significantly strengthening the sub regional centres of Mansfeild-Ashfield, Chesterfield, Newark and Worksop by providing new jobs and housing in and around their urban areas.  The RSS proposes housing 16.2% above the DCLG trend, and slightly higher than recent completion rates for the Newark, Ashfield and Mansfield HMA, however for the other HMA in the sub region – encompassing NE Derbyshire, Chesterfield, Bolsover and Bassetlaw, the RSS plans to reduce housing provisions against the DCLG trend, by 10%.  Housing will play a key part in delivering the regeneration of the sub region and the HBF is concerned that reducing housing numbers against DCLG figures and / or current completions will not aid the sub region’s economic recovery.  For example, Chesterfield has seen annual completions of 433 dwellings (Appendix 2, RSS) compared to an RSS annual provision of 360 dwellings.  Similarly, the provision of housing in Bassetlaw is 36.8% below the DCLG trend (Appendix 2, RSS).  The absence of employment figures/ allocation requirements within the RSS will also compromise the delivery of these objectives.

4. With insufficient housing numbers within this sub area as a whole, the HBF does not consider that the sustainable relationship between Nottingham/ Derby and Sheffield/Doncaster/ Rotherham areas sought by the Policy will be achieved.  The population needing accommodation in the areas of Chesterfield, North East Derbyshire, Bolsover and Bassetlaw, as projected by DCLG trends in the 2003 Household Projections will be faced with finding homes elsewhere - especially in areas where housing is above trends e.g. Nottingham.  Thus the commuting between workplaces, family, friends and so forth will continue.  Not catering for housing needs, particularly in areas where regeneration is sought, will encourage ‘hopping’ of the Green Belt, to those areas where housing is being provided.  The effects will also be felt on the local labour supply needed within the sub region, and yet not able to be housed there.
Policy: 9 Development in the Peak Sub-area 

Reason for objection: Fails to address the needs of the sub area and is too focussed on the national park.
Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: v

1. This policy is entitled ‘Development in the Peak Sub Area’, however, it seems to mainly focus on the Peak District National Park and not the adjacent areas as stated in paragraph 2.5.21 of the RSS.  

2. This policy should recognise the wider area, particularly in respect of market housing.  The draft policy primarily focuses on conserving and enhancing the environment and meeting social and economic needs of the Peak’s existing communities.  The policy should also recognise that market housing can contribute to the viability and vitality of the sub area.  PPS3 identifies that there is a need to provide housing in rural areas, not only in market towns and local service centres but also in villages in order to enhance or maintain their sustainability.  

3. In addition, the East Midlands RSS fails to provide for the commuting population from the North West Region.  Parts of the High Peak area are as little as 20 minutes away from Manchester by train.  It is essential for the RSS to consider the accessibility of the Peak Sub-area with parts of the North West Region and the housing requirements that might stem from it.

4. PPS3 states that the planning system should deliver a sufficient quantity of housing taking into account both need and demand.  It also recognises that where need and demand is high, it will be necessary to identify and explore a range of options for distributing housing.   The Federation considers that the policy approach to restrain new housing is now not appropriate, as the housing allocation provided does not meet the above requirements.

Policy 10 Development outside the Peak District National Park

Reason for objection: The policy is inconsistent with PPS3 and fails to recognise the wider housing needs of the sub area.
Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iii

1. As stated in response to Policy 9, PPS3 states that the planning system should deliver a sufficient quantity of housing taking into account need and demand, however, Policy 10 states that development outside the Peak District National Park should aim to meet local needs whilst reducing past levels of in migration.  It is considered that this policy approach is now inconsistent with national policy guidance and should therefore be redrafted to include demand.

2. As mentioned in our representation to Policy 9, the RSS should consider the demand that stems from the North West Region.  The document currently fails to recognise this.  The Peak Sub-area is within a short commuting distance by train from Manchester, it is therefore essential that the RSS provide dwellings for this commuting population.  

3. When examining current annual provision in the Peak HMA (326 dwellings per annum), it is apparent that current annual build rates (460 dwellings per annum) exceed the allocation by 27%.  In addition, DCLG trends suggest that the RSS should provide for 609 households, which 47% more that what the RSS has proposed.

4. In addition, if further market housing is not provided for, this could compromise the ability to retain and generate local employment in the Peak Sub-area due to the lack of available labour.  This may result in reverse commuting from the surrounding areas in order to fill the labour void.  This is both an undesirable and unsustainable outcome.

5. There is no recognition in the policy or text with regard to the need to undertake a Housing Market Assessment, which would identify the local needs within the Peak Sub-area and provide a robust and credible evidence base.  Furthermore, both the policy and supporting text do not refer to what modest growth exactly is.  The Federation requests further clarification as to the definition of ‘modest growth’.

Policy: 12 Development in the Southern Sub-area

Reason for objection: The HBF considers that the housing growth in this sub area will need to be revised to take account of recent Household Projections 2003 and therefore be based upon sound and credible evidence.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: vi

1. In principle, the HBF does not disagree with the quantum of growth within the Southern Sub-area which it considers has already been determined through the Milton Keynes South Midlands Strategy.  However, the distribution does not respond accurately to the DCLG 2003 Household Projections and therefore further work is required to account for the anticipated need and demand in the areas of lower provision.  

2. In terms of accommodating for housing pressures in London and the South East, the RSS should explicitly identify the additional growth anticipated as part of the Government’s Sustainable Communities Plan (2003).  Otherwise, the Federation is concerned that the indigenous growth may not be adequately accounted for.

3. The figures for Northampton are subject to a separate consultation.  The HBF is providing a separate response to the Northampton consultation.  

4. In conclusion, the Federation’s general concern is that, the level of growth required in order to achieve the spatial priorities has been found at the expense of the other districts in the Region.  The HBF consider that greater housing provision is required to fully account for all need and demand arising indigenously and artificially (via pursuing the growth agenda).

The Upper Nene Valley Gravel Pits has been proposed as a Special Protection Area. The Local Planning Authority concerned should ensure that a proactive approach is taken to providing an appropriate mitigating framework that will enable new residential development to proceed while taking account of the habitat requirements.  In particular, to ensure that Northampton's ability to deliver additional housing growth is not compromised.   

Policy: 13 Development in the Three Cities Sub Area

Reason for objection: The housing growth afforded to these areas via Policy 14 is not consistent with the aims of regeneration, in all cases.
Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: v

1. The Policy states that ‘development should support the continued growth and regeneration of Derby, Leicester and Nottingham’ in accordance with the policies and proposals in Part Two of the RSS.  Only Nottingham and Leicester in this sub region, have housing requirements in the RSS that are above DCLG trend.  Derby City and the districts with the Derby HMA are all below DCLG trend.  

2. Considering Appendix 2 of the RSS, the housing provision for Derby is not consistent with its potential.  The base information suggest that of a total provision in the Plan period of 17,500 for the City, all but 441 dwellings have been found either though completions, planned development or ‘further capacity.’  The definitions accompanying the Appendix are not clear on what ‘further capacity’ might comprise, however if land is already identifiable for the next twenty years, with the exception of 441 dwellings, the potential for higher levels of growth in the City must exist.

3. The expansion of Leicester and Nottingham in the RSS is significantly above DCLG trends using the 2003 Household Projections.  The HBF notes (using data in Appendix 2, RSS) that this is an active policy approach to increase the dwelling rate within these cities and reduce that rate, by comparable proportions in the districts surrounding those cities.  Leicester is proposed to accommodate 42.9% more dwellings than the DCLG trend suggests.  Its build rate must increase from 782 dwellings per annum to 1180; an increase of 50%.  Leicester is currently failing to meet its current annual provision of 950 dwellings per annum.  The Policy is not explicit in what mechanisms are in place to achieve this step change, and how Leicester might increase its build rate to meet the RSS target.

4. Similarly Nottingham is also proposed to increase some 55% above the DCLG Household Projections for the City.  Appendix 2 of the RSS identifies a ‘further capacity’ of 9,500 dwellings, in addition to the planned development of almost 1000 dwellings and annual completions of over 1000 dwellings too.  The HBF is concerned that rather large amounts of housing land are claimed to be held either as planned development or further capacity and would urgently seek the City to undertake a strategic housing land availability assessment in accordance with PPS3 to determine how much of that supply is available, suitable and achievable, as sought by PPS3 Para 54.

5. The RSS is potentially affording growth to Nottingham City and reducing the requirement in neighbouring districts in the Housing Market Area – for example Erewash, and Broxtowe, where growth is below the DCLG trends by 33% and 11% respectively.  It is accepted that these districts are already failing their existing housing targets, and that the RSS is actually increasing (albeit slightly) them beyond RPG8, however what is important is that housing needs are met where they arise, and that housing land is provided for those needs, not simply ‘shipped out;’ to the nearest neighbouring city.  A balance within the HMA must be struck.  The Housing Market Assessment for Nottingham Core is due for final release at the time of writing.  The HBF is concerned that the RSS has first been formed in advance of that work and secondly, that the evidence base in terms of housing land claimed to be in the pipeline, has not been justified against new guidance (PPS3).

6. The announcement of the Growth Points in October 2006 identifies the three cities as points for growth by 81,500 homes over the 2006-2026 periods.  DCLG does not disaggregate this figure as yet.  It is also not stated in the RSS that all of this growth has been accommodated for over and above indigenous growth that would have occurred if there were no growth points, for the three cities.   No figures are provided in the RSS to suggest what element of the housing provision in the cities is as a result of the growth point.  HBF is very supportive of growth points and the Government’s commitment to deliver more homes, however the RSS must be explicit that this growth is being met, the quantity and within what local planning authority areas.

Policy: 14 Housing Provision

Reason for objection: The Policy needs to increase dwelling requirements within the Region to reflect the most recent data on household projections, properly account for growth arising from Milton Keynes South Midlands and distribute the growth of all districts to reflect housing demands and needs.  A Regional target for the Plan Period is also sought.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: I, iii, iv, v, vi, ix, xii

1. The Housing Technical Paper

1.1 The EMRA ‘Housing Policy Justification Paper’ and ‘Technical Paper’ supports this policy.  The papers explain the housing requirements of each HMA, with comments on Local Authority circumstances.

1.2 HBF consideration of the Paper

1.3 The Housing Technical Paper explains in section 3, the elements of dwelling provision that the DCLG Household Projections do not allow for.  These include concealed families, vacant and temporary dwellings, second homes, shared dwellings and demolitions.  These factors are considered in Table 3 of this response along with any reasons for where the HBF has considered adjustments are required.

1.4 The Paper considers the effects certain population groups may have on the DCLG projections, for example students and migrant workers.  The HBF consider that whilst changes in these population groups may well affect the housing requirement in the Region, the data at present that might be used to influence any changes in the composition of these groups is not readily available.  The 2004 Sub National Population Projections will have had some opportunity to consider the impacts of projected changes in these groups, but this data has not been verified as yet or processed into other projections for example, households.  The HBF does not therefore suggest any technical adjustment to the figures associated with these groups, and used by EMRA in forming the Policy, when forming its view on the housing requirements in Policy 14.

1.5 HBF recognises that international and sub regional migration play a part in the housing requirements of the Region.  The EMRA Technical Paper comments on migration and makes note in Para 5.4 of that detailed figures on how dwelling provision affects migration are not available.  The HBF accepts this, but also suggests that comparing the 2004 Sub National Population Projections against those for 2003 is one useful indicator that shows change.  The trend for migration should ideally be considered over a period of five years or ten years, for longer-term trends. The change between 2003 and 2004 sub national population figures for the Region is however significant and the increase can only be indicative of the direction in which population is moving in the Region.  The change in EU member states, the accessibility of the Region to ports linked with EU countries and the diverse range of employment –  particularly in lower skilled jobs, agriculture, tourism, makes the East Midlands an attractive destination for in migrants seeking employment and residency.  This pattern will need to be carefully monitored against housing requirements over the Plan period.

2. Housing Policy Justification Paper

2.1 The paper explains that the strategy for distribution at a regional level was one of urban concentration and regeneration.  In addition, the starting point for considering the quantum of housing provision in the Region was the DCLG Household Projection.

2.2 HBF consideration of the Paper

2.3 The paper explains at Para 1.6 that ‘there are sources of information, which are not available or are only partially available at present.  Further work will be carried out within the Region which helps inform the debate at the Examination in Public (EIP) including: the results of Housing Market Assessments.’
2.4 Para 33 of PPS3 Housing states that ‘in determining local, sub regional and regional housing provision, Local Planning Authorities and Regional Planning Bodies, working together should take into account: evidence of current and future levels of need and demand for housing and affordability levels based upon local and sub regional evidence of need and demand, set out in Strategic Housing Market Assessments and other relevant market information.’

2.5 As part of the Chancellor of Exchequer’s Pre-Budget Statement on 5th December 2005, the ODPM has published a draft Planning Policy Statement 3 on Housing and Planning for consultation. Draft practice guidance on housing market assessments was subsequently also published on 9th December 2005. Both documents pre dated the preferred options stage for the RSS, and the consideration of housing numbers and distribution that formed the Assembly’s work in the early part of 2006.
2.6 Para 1.15 of Housing in the East Midlands - Profile Information for the Housing Market Areas of the East Midlands (March 2006) notes
‘The draft guidance indicates that the first formal step in housing market

Assessment should be a review of the current housing market and detailed advice is given on four themes:

- Socio–economic context;

- Current housing stock;

- Active housing market i.e. drivers of the housing market; and

· Bringing it all together i.e. the balance between supply and demand.

Our report adheres to the principles of the first of the four-step model in the draft guidance. But it does not fully meet the requirements re the level of detail for each sub-region/ housing market area. Regional stakeholders will, therefore, need to consider whether they wish to commission further work so that the baseline study meets draft good practice.’

2.7 The HBF considers that the above extract clearly points the EMRA in the direction of undertaking further detailed work to inform the sub regional and local level.  HBF accepts that this work is ongoing, but is concerned that the RSS has ploughed ahead and determined a regional housing figure and distribution without having that robust and credible evidence base in place to inform local distribution.

2.8 The Justification Paper comments on the justification for the policy approach and housing allocation to each Local Planning Authority, by Housing Market Area.

2.9 The HBF has considered these comments and formed views on them at HMA level, which are to read in conjunction with the HBF’s proposed revisions to the regional housing provisions - the outcomes from the Chelmer research detailed below.

3. The Regional Housing Provision and Distribution 

3.1 The Housing Provision within Policy 14 is identified as annual average rates, by Local Authority Area.   Those Authorities are grouped within their HMAs.

3.2 The absence of a Regional Target – a total quantum of housing, for the Plan Period is a weakness in the Policy.  The delivery of even 20,418 homes, as Policy 14 suggests is already a challenge.  The following two tables (Table 1 and 2) demonstrate that the Region is already falling short of meeting its target of 20,418 dwellings per annum for the period 2001-2026.

3.3 Appendix 2 within the RSS details completions since 2001-2005, which total some 55,493 (shown below in Table 1), just 13,873 per annum.  Thus the Region is already falling way behind in its average annual dwellings, which should have totalled 81,672 for the 2001-2005 period. When the Plan is monitored and reviewed, this shortfall must not be lost sight of, particularly if new base dates are set.

Table 1: Current progress towards meeting the RSS Policy 14

	
	Total Dwellings


	Dwellings p.a

	RSS requirement (Policy 14) 2001-2026
	510,450


	20,418

	Completions 2001-2005 (RSS, Appendix 2)


	55,493
	13,873

	Remaining requirement 2005-2016
	454,957
	21,665




Table 2: Planning to meet the requirement?

	
	Total Dwellings 2001-2006


	Total Dwellings Per Annum



	Planned development

(RSS, Appendix 2)
	121,163


	24,232 p.a

	Requirement (Policy 14)


	102,090
	20,418

	Balance


	19,073


	N/A




3.4 The ‘Planned Development’ figures obtained within Appendix 2 of the RSS suggest that 121,163 dwellings are with permission or allocated in Local Plans.  The HBF questions this data in the first instance, not least because the evidence of sites/ dwellings will not have been verified as being available, suitable and achievable.  However, in the absence of any detailed information to substitute these figures with, the HBF suggests that even as they stand, the planned development for the Region is just 121,163 dwellings.  Over the five years that supply is likely to extend (based upon planning permissions lasting three years minimum to five years maximum, and the end date of Local Plans and their allocations being 2011), an average of 24,232 dwellings per annum is available (Table 2, above).  Therefore, whilst this planned development may address the 20,418 dwellings in the RSS at present, (subject of course to those all coming forward in that time frame) the ‘excess’ of those five years over and above the RSS target (i.e. the excess of 19,073) is still not enough to address the shortfall since 2001 which calls for completions totalling 81,672.  

3.5 As Table 1 suggests, the performance to date against Policy 14 (i.e. completions since 2001) must be taken into account and deducted from the Total Plan Requirement. Table 1 clearly shows that for the rest of the Plan Period, the annual dwellings requirement must be increased.  Meeting Policy 14 as it currently stands would suggest an annual dwelling requirement of 21,665.  The HBF turns to examine the robustness of the actual figures in Policy 14 later in this statement, and suggests what the actual proposed dwelling requirement should be for Policy 14. The dwelling provision finally arrived at by the HBF is detailed in Table 7.

3.6 To conclude this section, the Plan must present a Regional Total Housing Requirement for the 25 year period of the Plan, and contain details within the Policy to ensure that where annual averages are not being met, they are monitored and mechanisms are in place to ensure that requirement is met in addition to later years requirements.

4. The Annual Requirement and Distribution

4.1 Policy 14 provides for 20,418 dwellings per annum against an existing RSS provision of 15,877 dwellings per annum.

4.2 The existing RSS however is significantly under providing within the Region and is based upon statistics that are now dated and do not reflect the Government step change in housing provision.  The revision of the RSS has at least commenced in the right place, by considering the 2003 Household Projections.  However, the HBF is firstly concerned with the factors, which have been applied to those Projections to form the dwelling numbers.  Secondly, the HBF is concerned with the approach taken in the RSS to distributing those across the Region, most significantly the effect that including the two HMA’s at West Northamptonshire and North Northamptonshire within the same approach as the  ‘rest of the region’ has on the dwelling distribution.

4.3 The first issue, the factors used in applying the 2003 Household Projections to form dwellings requirements in the RSS is covered in the housing technical paper produced by EMRA and commented upon above.  The HBF considered that it would commission the use of the Chelmer model similar to the approach taken by the Regional Assembly.  The HBF considered that some of the factors used to form the technical assumptions should be adjusted.

5. HBF Commissioning of Chelmer

5.1 The HBF commissioned the use of the Chelmer model, also used by the East Midlands Regional Assembly, to run a number of queries relating to the 2003 Household Projections.  The HBF considers that the factors used by the Assembly, detailed on page 4 within their Housing Technical Paper should be adjusted.  These would then be run again through the Chelmer model to provide revised housing numbers and distributions.

5.2 The adjustments made by the HBF and the reasons for those decisions, are detailed in Table 3 Summary of Technical Adjustments to inform Chelmer.  With these exceptions, the HBF commissioned the Chelmer model to be run using the same factors as the EMRA did in forming the RSS.  This would enable a comparable outcome with Policy 14.

5.3 The HBF firstly requested a ‘Dwelling led’ run of the model.  The HBF needed to provide the model with a total regional dwelling figure and how it might be distributed amongst Housing Market Areas.  The HBF used the 2003 Household Projections and albeit crudely, derived a dwelling number from them, by allowing for vacancy of 3.7% (justified in Table 3 and in the HBFs response to Policy 17) and an allowance for any planned demolition – of which there were none.  The outcome would be viewed as a dwelling figure.  This dwelling figure when input into the Chelmer model provides an audit trail that breaks down the dwellings into components including population and migration patterns.  The HBF then used the output from the model and manually adjusted the figures, by reducing the concealed household elements by 50% (again this figure is justified in Table 3)

5.4 The second run commissioned by the HBF, was a population led run, informed by the ONS Sub National Population Projections.  The other elements used in the first run were maintained – i.e. a 3.7% vacancy and application of manually reducing the concealed households by 50%.  These 2003 Sub National Population Projection have been verified by ONS and used to inform the Household Projections for 2003. 

5.5 The final Chelmer run chosen by the HBF was a 2004 Sub National Population Projections based commission.  The HBF sought to use the most up to date nationally available statistics regarding current and future demographic trends – as advised in PPS3 Para 21.  The same factors used in the previous two runs were applied to the 2004 data.  The HBF considers this to be an important run, and one that suggests whether the trends of growth are set to continue in the Region and confirm the direction of travel.  The 2004 sub national population projections have not yet been formed into household data by ONS.

Table 3: Summary of Technical Adjustments to inform Chelmer

	Factor
	Adjustment
	Justification

	Concealed families
	To include a 50% reduction.  
	- Concealed households are the most vulnerable and poverty stricken household group.  Therefore, the strategy should aim to reduce this factor.

- Housing Needs Surveys take into account backlog.  Therefore in order to be consistent, the RSS should follow this approach. 

	Vacant dwellings 

(EMRA used Census vacancy data) 
	Keep vacancy at 3.7%.
	- Local Authority 2005 Housing returns identify lower vacancy rates.  This data may be less accurate, however, it provides a better guide to identifying a property’s availability.

In many cases, vacancies cannot be reduced through empty homes strategies and therefore must be accounted for:

- Second homes 

- Investment properties 

- New stock awaiting sale

- Stock changing hands

- Renovations

- Empty through family probate 

- Evictions

- CPOs etc.

	Shared dwellings
	No change
	

	Demolitions


	No change
	


Population Groups

	Factor
	Adjustment
	Justification

	Students


	No change
	

	Armed forces


	No change
	

	Gypsies & travellers
	No change
	

	BME groups


	No change
	

	Refugees, Asylum Seekers & Migrants 
	
	Government has admitted it is reviewing its household projection figures due to immigration increases.

- compare 2003 and 2004 household projections as there is a discrepancy of approximately 3,000 migrants

	Non-household populations
	No change
	


6. Chelmer results following the HBF commissioning of the model

6.1 The outcomes of the Chelmer runs commissioned by the HBF have helped to provide the housing figures proposed in Table 4 below.  The Table presents, by Housing Market Area, the outcomes of Chelmer runs using the technical adjustments described in Table 3 to deviate from the EMRA’s Chelmer run.  These figures do not allow for the growth planned for resulting from the Milton Keynes South Midlands Strategy, which is dealt with later.

6.2 The first column identifies a ‘baseline’ dwelling led projection using 2003 Household Projections from ONS.  These figures have also been manually adjusted to allow for a 50% reduction in concealed households.  Therefore, the projected concealed households figure - an output of the Chelmer model has been reduced by 50% and the result then added onto the figures from the Chelmer run itself.

6.3 For example, the Dwelling Led 2003 based figure for Lincoln would be 7264 dwellings for the Plan Period.  The concealed households reduced by 50% for Lincoln would be 50 households, therefore these would be added onto the 7264 to give a total figure of 7314.  The HBF has considered it necessary to add onto the dwelling figures, an adjustment for tackling concealed households because they are seen as a vulnerable group which can be accommodated for in a significant way by providing more houses.

6.4 This approach was followed by the Local Government Association in the production of the current RPG8,  (detailed in the background Paper 4 for the RPG8 Review in April 2000).  Para 9.2 of that paper suggests that 50% of concealed families identified, would be accommodated through additional housing provision.  

6.5 The actual figures used for concealed households, and other technical details use din this representation are found in Appendix A attached to this statement.   The Appendix data is in a raw format and is detailed to Housing Market Area level.  Advice on applying the concealed household figures was verbally obtained from the University at Anglia that ran the Chelmer model on the addition of concealed households for each period from 2001 through to 2021.  The concealed households projected for the period commencing 2026 would need to be provided for in the next RSS and therefore it would not be appropriate to plan to provide for those 2026 households now.

6.6 The HBF has produced Table 4, which presents its suggested dwelling requirement (prior to factoring in the growth to be accounted to the Milton Keynes South Midlands Area) by HMA area for the Plan Period.  The Table presents two columns, which show the outputs based upon Household Projections 2003, Dwellings Led and then another set based upon Population Projection Led (2003 based).  The range of 531,682 dwellings through to 533,488 dwellings is the final total.  This suggests an annual dwelling requirement of between 21,267 and 21,340.

6.7 Table 4 also includes a 2004 Population Led run, which is useful for comparison and for supporting the direction of travel that the Region is taking.  The 2004 run (shown in the third column of Table 4) equates to 560,586 / 22,423 per annum.  The Region’s dwelling requirement is increasing and the RSS must plan for this.  Therefore the range of 21,267 to 21, 340 is a bare minimum if trends in overall growth are to continue.

Table 4: HBF Proposed Dwellings without Growth Requirements

	 
	Dwelling led (dwelling control supplied by HBF based on ONS 2003 HH Projections)
	Population Projection Led (2003 based)
	Population Projection Led (2004 based)
	EM RSS Dwellings Policy 14 (2001-2026)

	Central Lincolnshire
	47785
	48012
	48881
	45750

	Coastal Lincolnshire
	38506
	39623
	40128
	23500

	Peterborough Partial
	39371
	40286
	40993
	33750

	Newark/ Ashfield/ Mansfield
	34613
	35255
	40399
	36625

	Northern (Sheffield/ Rotherham)
	40799
	39793
	41528
	34250

	Peak Dales & Park
	17392
	16924
	17761
	10500

	Derby
	59624
	58296
	55535
	44250

	Leicester & Leicestershire
	105256
	105219
	111572
	94500

	Nottingham Core 
	58676
	57877
	67544
	59250

	Corby/ Kettering/ Wellingborough
	47120
	44836
	46627
	66075

	Northampton
	44348
	45562
	49620
	62125

	Total
	533488
	531682
	560586
	510575


6.8 Accounting for the Growth associated with MKSM

6.9 The dwelling calculations provided by the HBF so far (Table 4) have not accounted for the growth implications of the approved Milton Keynes South Midlands Strategy.  MKSM as part of the Government’s Sustainable Communities Plan will contribute towards the 200,000 additional homes per annum in England and Wales.  

6.10 The HBF’s work so far has been based upon the Household Projections 2003 and Population Projections 2003 and 2004.  These are trend based.  The planned growth of the two HMAs in this Region at South Northants and West Northants as a result of MKSM will not have been reflected in those DCLG trends to date.  Therefore the next step is to determine how much these HMAs are expected to grow by as a result of MKSM and factor that into the figures already proposed in the previous table (Table 4).

6.11 The following method was used.  The RSS Policy 14 has planned for the growth in these HMAs.  Therefore the HBF uses these figures to account for dwelling growth at these HMAs inclusive of the growth area agenda.

6.12 The following tables, 5 and 6, show how this growth is ascertained.  

Table 5: Calculating the likely growth element of MKSM [Dwelling led (dwelling control supplied by HBF based on ONS 2003 HH Projections)]

	
	EM RSS Dwellings Policy 14 (2001-2026)
	Dwelling led (dwelling control supplied by HBF based on ONS 2003 HH Projections)
	Additional Growth Extrapolated
	Population Projection Led (2003 based) + Additional Growth

	Corby/ Kettering/ Wellingborough HMA


	66,075
	47,120
	18,955
	66,075

	Northampton HMA


	62,125
	44,348
	17,777
	62,125

	MKSM Total Dwellings


	128,200
	91,468
	36,732
	128,200


Table 6: Calculating the likely growth element of MKSM [Population Projection Led (2003 based)]
	
	EM RSS Dwellings Policy 14 (2001-2026)
	Population Projection Led (2003 based)
	Additional Growth Extrapolated
	Population Projection Led (2003 based) + Additional Growth

	Corby/ Kettering/ Wellingborough HMA


	66,075
	44,836
	21,239
	66,075

	Northampton HMA


	62,125
	45,562
	16,563
	62,125

	MKSM Total Dwellings


	128,200
	90,398
	37,802
	128,200


6.13 The 2003 Populations Projections (Table 6) are policy neutral – they show what is projected to happen if trends continue – i.e. no growth resulting from MKSM.  Thus these have been taken in their raw format, processed through the Chelmer model to be formed into dwellings, with vacancy at 3.7% applied and had concealed households reduced by 50% added to them to give a ‘crude’ dwelling figures for the 2001-2026 period.  The Policy 14 figures from the RSS have taken account for the growth planned in the two southern HMAs.  Thus, the difference between the two columns can be seen as the element of growth.  The same approach was taken for ascertaining the growth elements between 2003 Dwelling Led figures and Policy 14 figures, in Table 5.

6.14 The growth elements for the two HMAs (shown in red font) are then added onto the dwelling runs for 2003 Dwelling Led and 2003 Population Led columns in Table 4, to give final figures that reflect Total Dwelling requirements, with vacancy at 3.7% applied, concealed household being reduced by 50%, and taking account of the growth from MKSM.  The two growth elements are only added onto the HMAs to which they relate – i.e. West Northants and South Northants.

6.15 As identified in the above tables, the indigenous growth arising within the MKSM area is increasing and is therefore decreasing the proportion of growth set aside for overspill from the South East.  The HBF therefore suggests that the MKSM figures be reviewed, and in the mean time factors affecting the figures, such as 2003 ONS Household Projections, should be taken into consideration.

7. Growth Points Initiative

7.1 As acknowledged in paragraph 2.3.11 of the RSS, the Government has designated a number of settlements within the East Midlands as 'New Growth Points'.  These include:
-         '3 Cities and 3 Counties' Derby, Leicester and Nottingham; Total number of home proposed by Growth Point 2006-2016, 81,500 dwellings
-         Grantham; 6,300 homes
-         Lincoln 16,500 homes; and
-         Newark on Trent 6,000 homes.
 

7.2 Some of this proposed growth will have been accounted for as indigenous growth in these areas, in any case, however the extra growth due to their new 'growth point status' will now need to be clarified and added to HBFs data so far. The HBF concludes that the additional growth that is likely to arise in these settlements of Nottingham, Derby, Leicester, Grantham, Lincoln and Newark, is not included within the figures below (Table 7) and will need to be considered by the Panel.  Unfortunately, DCLG at the time of writing has provided little data with regard to the likely impact this initiative will have in each of the areas I.e how much of the 81,500 growth point homes in Derby, Nottingham and Leicester need to be factored into housing figures as 'growth' related and what the division between those cities should be.  
7.3 The figures set out in Table 7 below demonstrate conclusively that the overall regional dwelling provision in the draft Regional Plan of 510575 (2001 - 2026) significantly under provides and requires upwards revision if the housing requirements of the region are to be met. It will be appreciated that the figures set out in Table 7 are a trend based/'unplanned' statistical exercise.  The trends are reflected in the distribution across HMAs and the HBF recognises that as a result of applying the strategy, these trends will not necessarily continue.  The Spatial Strategy should be applied to the distribution and as a result, the Panel is asked to consider that the Spatial Strategy will need to inform the distribution of increased housing growth in the Region and will seek to adjust those trends (set out in Table 7) where evidenced.  Included within this approach, the Panel will need to take account of the provisionally designated growth points.  Thus, the urban renaissance of the three cities for example and their growth point status has not have been picked up in the trends based statistical analysis and distribution undertaken by HBF(and shown in Table 7) and therefore the application of the Spatial Strategy to increase figures in these areas for example, above the trends suggested by HBF in Table 7 will be imperative.

8. Conclusion

8.1 The following Table (Table 7) presents the output of the Chelmer run undertaken by HBF and adjusted to accommodate vacancy, concealed households (50% reduction) and growth associated with MKSM.  It is a trends based table.  The first column suggests a Dwelling Led run, the second, a Population Led run and then for comparison, the figures from Policy 14.  The growth elements from the previous tables have been added to the HMAs at South Northants and West Northants HMAs in the columns for Dwelling Led and Population Led Projections.  The growth points however have not had the element of growth apportioned to them, and added into the first three columns produced by HBF in the Table below.  As paragraphs 7.1-7.3 explain, the elements of growth (i.e how much will be above indigenous growth) associated with these growth points is not yet detailed in the public arena and will not have been factored in by the HBF which has looked at trend based data. (i.e pre growth point)   Therefore the figures in Table 7 will need to increase to account for the growth points in the HMAs where they are located.  The footnotes to the table illustrate the total housing requirement associated with the growth points.  It is anticipated that more information regarding the actual amounts of housing related to ‘growth point elements’ will be publicly available for the EIP.

Table 7: HBF Proposed Dwelling Requirement for Policy 14

	 
	Dwelling led (dwelling control supplied by HBF based on ONS 2003 HH Projections)
	Population Projection Led (2003 based)
	Population Projection Led (2004 based)
	EM RSS Dwellings Policy 14 (2001-2026)

	Central Lincolnshire1 
	47785
	48012
	48881
	45750

	Coastal Lincolnshire
	38506
	39623
	40128
	23500

	Peterborough Partial2 
	39371
	40286
	40993
	33750

	Newark/ Ashfield/ Mansfield3 
	34613
	35255
	40399
	36625

	Northern (Sheffield/ Rotherham)
	40799
	39793
	41528
	34250

	Peak Dales & Park
	17392
	16924
	17761
	10500

	Derby4 
	59624
	58296
	55535
	44250

	Leicester & Leicestershire5 
	105256
	105219
	111572
	94500

	Nottingham Core6 
	58676
	57877
	67544
	59250

	Corby/ Kettering/ Wellingborough
	66075
	66075
	66075
	66075

	Northampton
	62125
	62125
	62125
	62125

	Total
	570221
	569484
	592539
	510575


1 Lincoln Growth Point (proposes 16,500 dwellings) 

2 Grantham Growth Point (proposes 6,300 dwellings)

3 Newark on Trent Growth Point (proposes 6,000 dwellings)

4 Derby ‘3 Cities & 3 Counties’ (proposes proportion of 81,500 dwellings)

5 Leicester ‘3 Cities & 3 Counties’ (proposes proportion of 81,500 dwellings)

6 Nottingham ‘3 Cities & 3 Counties’ (proposes proportion of 81,500 dwellings)
8.2 Against Policy 14’s requirement for 20,418 dwellings per annum, for 2001-2026, the HBF concludes that between 22,779 and 22,808 dwellings per annum are required as a minimum.  The policy should be rewritten to reflect the total housing requirement in Table 7 and include a Regional Dwelling figure for the Plan period of between 569,484 and 570,221, but be informed by a distribution based on the application of the Spatial Strategy that recognises housing needs and demands arising in the Housing Market Areas plus the additional dwellings required to fulfil the ‘Growth Point’ initiatives.

Policy: 15 Affordable Housing

Reason for objection:  The policy is apportioning the appropriate targets of affordable housing to the overall housing requirement in the Plan.  The targets are inappropriately divided into tenure splits.  The Policy fails to address affordability.
Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iii,v, vi, ix

1. The HBF objects to this policy for a number of reasons. The evidence base for the policy is questionable and ongoing.  The policy itself fails PPS3 by specifying tenures at HMA level within a Regional Policy context and also does not address affordability, instead, opting for addressing ‘affordable housing’ instead.

Evidence Base

2. The Plan is informed by ‘An Approach to Affordable Housing’ August 2006, a study by The Cambridge Centre for Housing and Planning Research.  The study reviewed five different methodologies for estimating housing needs and comments that (Para 11)

‘All five methods also use house prices and incomes data in order to estimate the intermediate market (some use such data to estimate the social rented sector as well) which again is not very robust at sub regional level.’ [our underlining]
3. The chosen method by the Study is the Holmans method.  The Study suggests that (Para 18)

‘the approach therefore implicitly assumes that recent trends will remain stable into the future and it takes no account of policy changes that might occur in, or are planned for, the future.’ 

4. The HBF has used the Household Projections 2003 in a similar way, but has taken account of policy implications arising from the growth associated with Milton Keynes South Midlands and it’s policy of providing houses to reduce concealed households.  The RSS however has taken trends based information and then applied a policy approach to distribute development, and thus it is not quite clear how their policy approach to distribution is then married to this Study which assumes recent trends will remain stable.  The EMRA have used this trends based study to underpin the affordable housing policy in terms of affordable housing requirements, and yet opted for a policy approach to distribution, rather than a trends one.  The HBF does not consider these to be comparable approaches.

5. The Study presents the considered level of affordable housing required in Table 8.3.  The Table suggests actual numbers of affordable dwellings required and the target percentages for each HMA.  The target percentages however are calculated from a larger overall housing requirement (Para 35, point 2) suggests that 23,872 dwellings per annum would be the quantum from which the targets are achieved.  Derby HMA for example has an affordable housing requirement detailed in Table 8.3 of the Study, of 578 affordable homes per annum.  As a percentage of 23,872 this is 24%, as the Table suggests.

6. The other HMAs are calculated in the same way, taking their target from the 23,872 quantum.  The RSS Policy 15 however takes a slightly different approach.  The actual numbers of affordable houses sought in each HMA is continued through, however the actual quantum of housing per annum in the RSS is only 20,418 in Policy 14. Hence, seeking 578 affordable homes in Derby HMA from a 20418 requirement equates to 33% affordable housing.  The HBF does not consider it to be a justifiable approach to simply reduce the quantum of housing in the Region per annum and yet maintain the affordable housing requirement.  It is simply suggesting that affordable housing needs cannot possibly be reduced, but the needs of those requiring market housing can be.  The Study itself also provides comment on this, stating (Para 37)

‘Providing for less market housing overall, however, not only fuels market demand, but constrains the developer contribution (overall) to affordable housing provision, because there will be few market units to provide cross subsidy.’

7. The RSS chooses to ignore this point and opts for an increased slice of affordable housing, from an ever-decreasing overall housing ‘cake’. 

Targets for Tenure

8. The RSS presents affordable housing targets at HMA level.  The HBF does not necessarily agree with this approach, considering it dangerous to advocate targets that local authorities can latch onto and then fail to undertake their own detailed local housing market assessments to provide a more reliable data source.  PPS3 however has advocated that RSS can indeed set out

 ‘the regional approach to addressing affordable housing needs, including the affordable housing target for the region and each housing market area,’ (Para 28, PPS3).

9. Whilst the RSS does provide HMA targets overall, it goes beyond PPS3 and seeks a tenure split between social renting and intermediate.  The HBF considers that this is contrary to PPS3 and the RSS is straying into Local Planning Authority territory.  Para 29 (PPS3) clearly states that it is for Local Authorities in their Local Development Document to
 ‘set an overall (i.e. plan wide) target for the amount of affordable housing to be provided’ and ‘set separate targets for social rented and intermediate affordable housing.’

10. RRS is attempting to be and indeed pre determine local policy and targets by taking the approach that it has done.  The tenure splits in Policy 15 must be removed and the responsibility for that target split be handed back to Local Authorities.

The approach to addressing affordable housing needs

11. The HBF is not convinced that the policy properly fulfils the requirements of PPS3 Para 28.  The policy simply lists targets for HMAs in respect of social rented and intermediate housing.  The paragraph clearly states that the approach should include the target, but not simply be just a target.  What other aspects to the Region’s approach are there?  The Policy is absent in detail.

12. The Policy and the Study underpinning it are absent in their consideration of low cost homes for sale, an element of intermediate affordable housing defined in Annex B (PPS3).  The Government is clear in its strategic housing policy objectives (Para 9 of PPS3) that they are seeking to

 ‘widen opportunities for home ownership and ensure high quality housing for those who cannot afford market housing, in particular those who are vulnerable or in need.’  

13. The approach of the policy should be clear on the role of low cost homes for sale and their contribution to affordable housing requirements.  The industry has continued to respond to affordability issues, introducing a range of products via the Government’s £60,000 house competition and designing homes that are more affordable to maintain through reduced energy use.  The HBF seeks the same innovation and responsiveness from the RSS.

14.  The Policy refers also to Local Development Frameworks having regards to and including policies seeking a provision of a mix of dwellings.  It is vital that the housing demands and needs of the community are met and not prescribed through a housing mix that is not evidence based.  The needs of the whole community, including affordable needs must be addressed.  Housing for older people for example, where specialist housing or sheltered schemes may be required, or housing for those needing ongoing support or learning, are all areas of housing need that the RSS should be aware of, and not simply focus upon affordable housing as one form of housing provision that meets needs not met by the market.

Thresholds and their effect on the targets

15. PPS3 states (Para 29) that
 ‘Local planning Authorities should…set out a range of circumstance in which affordable housing will be required. The national indicative minimum site size threshold is 15 dwellings.’

16. Therefore it is considered that not all development within Local Authorities will be on sites above 15 dwellings. Thus seeking percentages, (already higher than they should be, considering that the overall annual requirement is reduced from the 23,872 referred to in the regional affordable housing study) from an annual housing requirement of just 20418, that will not be solely delivered on sites of 15 or more dwellings, is further constraining the ability of the market to deliver affordable housing.  Affordable housing that is sought through the policy must reflect the reduced quantum of the overall housing requirement  (i.e. there is less housing overall from which affordable housing can be viability sought) and secondly, of those reduced numbers, only a portion of them will be on sites above the threshold.  Percentages of affordable housing in Policy 15 must be reduced to reflect that.

The issue of Affordability

17. Finally, the Policy fails to address the issue of affordability, and simply concentrates on affordable housing.  PPS3 is clear; 

‘the terms ‘affordability’ and ‘affordable housing’ have different meanings.  ‘Affordability’ is a measure of whether housing may be afforded by certain group of households.  ‘Affordable housing’ refers to particular products outside of the main housing market.’ (Annex B, Page 26 PPS3)

18. One of the Governments key housing objectives (Para 9 PPS3) is

 ‘to improve affordability across the housing market, including by increasing the supply of housing.’  The PPS goes on to say (Para 33) that

‘In determining the local, such regional and regional level of housing provision, Local Planning Authorities and regional Planning Bodies, working together, should take into account:

-evidence of current and future levels of need and demand for housing and affordability levels’…
and  ‘the Government’s overall ambitions for affordability across the housing market, including the need to improve affordability and increasing housing supply.’

19. Policy 15 as drafted fails to address affordability.  It is not based upon clear evidence of affordability levels and does not set out mechanisms to improve affordability.  Increasing supply of housing is suggested in the PPS, and yet the RSS provides for less housing than the HBFs evidence suggest there should be, in its response to Policy 14.

Policy: 17 Efficient Use of Land

Reason for objection: The policy fails to recognise that Previously Developed Land is a finite resource.  The Policy is also unrealistic to assume that vacancy rates will fall to 3% based upon the implementation of Empty Property Strategies.
Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: viii

1. This policy identifies that policies and sites should contribute to achieve a regional target of 60% for additional dwellings on previously developed land.  The Federation considers that the RSS must backed up by necessary technical work to assess capacity or availability and most importantly, the deliverability of such land within the timescales within the RSS.  Such work is best undertaken at a local level.  In order to be a proactive target rather than a backward looking monitoring statistic both the regional assembly and local authorities should be undertaking robust land availability assessments in partnership with the private sector and other stakeholders to ensure that the targets are achievable and realistic.  This approach is recognised as good practice within PPS3.

2. The HBF consider that a proportional target for the development of previously developed land (PDL) to be inflexible.  There is a finite amount of PDL.  Should building rates exceed the planned rate/ or should the allocations be increased, depending on capacity and availability, it may be impossible to meet the target.  Therefore the target should go down in order to reflect the lower proportion of available PDL for development.      
3. The HBF consider that it is unrealistic to expect vacancy rates to fall to 3% through Empty Property Strategies.  There are many reasons for the higher vacancy rate within the region.  Many of which cannot be reduced through such strategies.  These consist of second homes, investment properties (particularly in the principle urban areas), new stock awaiting sale, stock changing hands, renovations, empty through family probate, compulsory purchase orders and so on.  

4. In addition, when examining Local Authority 2005 Housing Returns, they identify a much lower rate than what the Census figures show (used by EMRA in calculating housing provision).  Although the Local Authority data may be less accurate, it provides a better guide to identifying a property’s availability.  

5. The following table is an extract from the Regional Annual Monitoring Report 2006, and demonstrates that only Lincolnshire, Northamptonshire and Nottinghamshire had average vacancies in the private sector below 3%.  It is the private sector element of stock that is most difficult to reduce vacancy in, and amount for the larger proportion of all tenure groups.  
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6. Therefore, the HBF consider that it is unnecessary to pursue an approach to reduce vacancy. 

Policy: 20 Regional Priorities for Employment Land

Reason for objection: The policy fails to identify a quantum of  employment land for the Plan Period.  
Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness:

1. The policy fails to identify a quantum of  employment land for the Plan Period.  The HBF is concerned that the Plan has determined the housing requirements and distribution without consideration of jobs.  This has been an added difficulty for the HBF, which has not been able to draw upon employment land strategies within the RSS to match it’s own distribution of homes to jobs.  

2. The Policy suggests that stakeholders should work together to undertake and keep up to date Employment Land Reviews.  The HBF is concerned that the need for a regional strategy, allocation and distribution has been passed down to the local level where it will be approached in a disaggregated manner.  The result may well lead to those authorities that resist growth in housing for example, holding back on their approach to employment too, for fear of justifying a demand and need for housing.  The approach is unacceptable.

3. The policy calls for an ‘adequate’ supply of land for employment purposes to be ensured, but does not expand on what adequate may be, at either a local or regional level.

4. The EMRA have employed Roger Tym and Partners to undertake a study of employment land, however this has not been released until December 2006.  The opportunity for proper consideration by objectors to the plan has been limited.  The Study should have been prepared as part of the draft RSS and its findings influenced it.

5. The Study however is flawed in many respects.  It suggests low levels of job growth, which are not consistent with the Regional Economic Strategy.  One reason behind this is the decision by the Study/ RSS to consider Full Time Equivalents as equal to actual numbers of jobs, when they are clearly different.   Indeed, the East Midlands Development Agency has commissioned further research modelling from Experian.  They plan to submit research based upon the submission RSS, whereas their previous work considered the preferred options, and changes since need to be taken account of.  When this work is available, it will be a useful evidence base for objectors in forming their further written representations.

6. The approach by the Roger Tym Study has focussed on quantitative and not on qualitative research.  The main issue being that many tracts of employment land will be claimed as being available for development when they have indeed lay derelict for many years.  Constraints must be considered and sites properly assessed for viability in consultation with developers and industry.  This has not been done.

7. The economic potential of parts of the region is likely to be further constrained by the low level of proposed housing growth, notably in south Derbyshire and South Lincolnshire and the northern sub region  The potential for economic development should be explored and where recognised, harnessed and matched with housing growth to supply homes for the labour force that need them.

8. The sequential approach to housing distribution and development generally may be a factor that constrains the economic development of shire districts.  The Principal Urban Areas may well be the key to delivering large scale economic growth, however the wide opportunities, skill base, resources and expertise of industries in the shires needs recognition through the RSS.

9. The RSS has managed to include employment land data within the Sub Regional Strategy approach for Lincolnshire (albeit based upon a slightly dated Structure Plan), and the HBF considers that this inconsistency in approach towards other sub regions is not justified in the RSS.

10. In conclusion, the RSS must provide gross employment land figures for local authorities to work towards and the policy should then take account for losses to other uses to, to ensure that a consistent employment land supply is kept on target.

 Policy: 32 A Regional Approach to the Water Resources and Water Quality

Reason for objection: The Policy is unnecessary.
Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: vi
1. The HBF welcomes the opportunity to work with Local Authorities, Water Companies and the Environment Agency to overcome water related issues at an early stage to ensure sewage treatment capacity is to acceptable standards.

2. It is considered that the development industry has responded to the challenge of improving water efficiency.  For example, all new homes are now built with water meters, which have reduced water usage significantly.  The Federation believes that the regional assembly is best advised to focus its efforts on the existing dwelling stock and its occupants rather than placing such rigid restrictions on the construction of new ones, which are already regulated nationally and consider that a regional water efficiency policy is unnecessary.

3. In conclusion, the Water Directive and the emerging consultation document ‘Mandating Water Efficiency in New Buildings’ produced by DCLG provides targets for water efficiency and dicusses the issues in considerable detail on a national and therefore consistent basis.  The HBF consider that such a policy is unecessary.
Policy 38 Regional Priorities for Energy Reduction and Efficiency

Reason for objection: The policy simply repeats national policy and guidance and uses inappropriate targets for a regional policy document.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: ii, iii
1. The RSS advocates the creation of policies and proposals that contribute to a reduction in energy demand in new development and promotes operational ‘carbon neutrality’ wherever practical.  This policy approach is unrealistic.  At this point, the renewables industry is not geared up to providing the development industry with the products to deliver ‘zero carbon’ homes with immediate effect.  In addition, renewables have to be proven.  The HBF consider that renewable technologies are not sufficiently robust to deliver such a policy.

2. As stated in the HBF’s response to Policy 3, such policies, which pursue carbon neutrality, should be set out within a long-term framework.  The framework should set out key milestones, which allow for lead times for the development industry to gear up to the requirement.  

3. The Chancellor Gordon Brown, who recently pledged “to ensure that within 10 years every new home will be a zero carbon home”, also supports this viewpoint.  The RSS should also recognise that this is an ambitious target and should be implemented over a long-term framework that will allow the industry to change, adapt and innovate. 

4. Furthermore, the HBF consider that such energy efficiency/ renewable energy policies are not suitable for the planning arena.  

5. Firstly, targets for energy efficiency and renewable energy generation should be implemented on a national basis either through building regulations or the Code for Sustainable Homes.  Experience has shown that the established system of building control in England and Wales provides a reliable framework for the control of health, safety and energy efficiency / conservation matters within buildings.  With very few exceptions, national rules are applied consistently.  The Federation cannot see that there are likely to be any legitimate considerations relating to energy efficiency/ conservation, which would benefit from exposure to the planning system, or by the imposition of alternative requirement to those contained within the building regulations.

6. It is important that changes to standards or requirements in construction need to be made with detailed consideration so that the cost of achieving the requirement does not outweigh the benefit obtained by the change. 

7. Secondly, Planning Officers are not sufficiently educated to determine if a renewable energy is fit for purpose for the development, monitor the effectiveness of such installation and therefore consider that it is inappropriate to include such policies.  

8. Finally, the policy concludes by stating that Supplementary Planning Documents should be prepared where appropriate to explain how such policies will be implemented.  The Federation consider that energy efficiency/ renewable energy policies, which are of a prescriptive nature and have significant financial implications, should not be presented and considered simply as a Supplementary Planning Document.  Such policies could potentially have a considerable impact on developments and their viability and therefore should be examined independently as a Development Plan Document.

PART TWO

Policy: Three Cities SRS Policy 2 Sub regional priorities for Green Belt Review

Reason for objection:  The retention of the Green Belt is based upon a review that is not comprehensive and fails the purpose it was set in RSS8 (2005).  The addition of land south and south west of Long Eaton into the Green belt is not justified.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: vi

1. The HBF is concerned with a number of aspects of this policy. The principle of the Green Belt is to be retained, the Policy states, and the review of inner boundaries will be a matter for local planning authorities.  Finally, the HBF is concerned that additional Green Belt is proposed adjacent to Long Eaton.

2. The HBF understand that there has been a joint review of the Green Belt to inform this RSS, and that study was undertaken between Nottingham and Derby County Council’s.  Officers undertook the study, and the HBF along with CPRE were asked to comment on the methodology and attended a meeting with officers in May 2006 to discuss their key issues with that the review should address.  HBF were clear that the review should consider the purposes of the Green Belt as defined in PPG2 and test where these were and were not met in the area covered.  The HBF considers that the review has not done this, and it has simply looked at areas where development needs might need to be met outside of urban areas, and then looked at the Green Belt in those places as an option for roll back.

3. This approach is not consistent and continues the pattern of ad hoc green belt release that has occurred for over 20 years.

4. The Nottinghamshire Derby Green Belt and the issues around it are far from new.  The tightly drawn boundaries of the Green Belt in the Structure Plan 1980 were the first formalisation of the GB for the area, following earlier sketch plans that dated back to the 1950’s.  The underlying purpose quoted in that plan was ‘that without the support of the Green Belt, normal planning control powers would not be able to prevent further merging of the Nottingham conurbation with towns along the Erewash Valley, with Hucknall, and with the Mansfield –Ashfield area.  It was also necessary to contain the development pressures of the south and east of Nottingham.

5. The HBF would question whether this purpose is indeed met by a swathe of Green Belt that exists today between Nottingham and Derby, and further the Green Belt to the North and East of Nottingham, does not fulfil that original intention of separating Nottingham from Derby (which lies to the west).

6. The Green Belt has under gone many reviews, with approval of the Structure Plan in 1991 for example – but with policy 1/5 and 3/2 calling for a Green Belt Review.  Local Plans were asked to review and as appropriate re define their Green Belt to meet development needs until 2011. Policy 1/5 in particular was strong – outlining how Local Plans should review their Green Belt and calling for the purposes outlined in PPG 2 to be met, and for firm, readily recognisable and defensible boundaries.  It stated that land that exceeded the needs to meet the Structure Plan, could be released but saved from development until future Local Plan reviews.


7. These two policies should have been the key to addressing the Green Belt in the Region, but unfortunately the response of Local Plans to address the requirements of these policies was mixed.

8. RSS8 in 2005 (policy 14) stated that a Green Belt review would be undertaken.  Interestingly, Para 3.5.35 of that RSS states ‘unlike recent reviews which have concentrated on minor boundary amendments the review should consider the general scope of the Green Belt in the light of national policy…’

9. The HBF considers that it is clear from the RSS8 2005 that the review should be comprehensive and yet the HBF considers that the review has held back on areas due to a perception that growth levels would be low and land should only be looked at being released from the Green Belt where capacity was short in urban areas.  Para 141 of the Green Belt review document states:

10. ‘The majority of the councils in the Nottingham-Derby green belt area have supported levels of development that are at or below trend. These levels can be accommodated within their administrative areas on brownfield and windfall sites without the need for significant green belt or green wedge release in the RSS period.’(Green Belt Review August 2006)
11. Further, the 19 page assessment of areas within the review document is rather general and does not really test boundaries, but rather takes a broad brush approach and scores general areas, rather than boundaries, against the five purposes of Green Belt (Para 1.5 PPG2).  The result of this approach leads to the areas South of Long Eaton scoring 11 ‘point’ which qualities as ‘medium’ whereas 10 would have qualified it as ‘Low’ and from that scoring and short commentary justification, the area is being promoted through the RSS as new Green Belt land.
12. The Joint Structure Plan was the most recent policy document calling for Green Belt Review by Local Planning Authorities in order to meet the needs of the County through to 2021.  It fails to recognise longer-term land requirements, which is an unfortunate loss for strategic planning.  Still though, the JSP contains the call for review, and that process should have regard to sustainable development, sequential approach to development, the principles and purpose of the Green Belt and in particular maintain openness and coalescence and the retention of existing or definition of new defensible boundaries.

13. With three calls for review, and with only some authorities acting upon these policies to date, the county ineffectively some 20 years behind a review that will direct the longer term strategic planning of the county.  Policy SRS1 in this draft RSS simply continues this drawn out process.

14. The policy hands over the responsibility of reviewing the inner boundaries of the Green Belt to local authorities.  The HBF fails to see how the same history will not repeat itself and that some Local Planning Authorities will choose not to bring forward documents speedily to review their boundaries, preferring to wait for a review of the RSS and potentially a change in policy approach.

15. Finally, the Policy states that the Districts of South Derbyshire and North West Leicestershire should consider detailed boundaries for the extension of the green belt to the south and south west of Long Eaton.  The HBF considers that this approach is not properly justified in the RSS or evidence base supporting it.  PPG2  (Para 2.14) states

‘New Green Belts

Proposals for new Green Belts should be considered through the Regional/Strategic Guidance or Structure Plan process in the first instance. If a local planning authority proposes to establish a new Green Belt, it should demonstrate why normal planning and development control policies would not be adequate, and whether any major changes in circumstances have made the adoption of this exceptional measure necessary. It should also show what the consequences of the proposal would be for sustainable development.’
16. The point made by the PPG2 is very relevant here.  The HBF is not clear what purpose additional Green Belt in the Long Eaton area would serve.  The local planning policies should be adequate and supported by national planning policy, to resist development in this location where it is not required to meet development needs and where it is not sustainable.  Further, Policies in the draft RSS, for example Policy 2 and 4 are also focused on sequential approaches to development and the importance of urban concentration.  The addition of this land to the Green Belt is not justified and no exceptional circumstances are detailed in the RSS why this should be the case.

Policy: Three Cities SRS Policy 3 Sub area priorities for Green Wedges

Reason for objection:  The policy is not appropriate for a regional level policy document and is not base upon a robust evidence base.,
Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: vi, iii
1. The HBF objects to the policy considering it to be unnecessary, and questions its role in Regional Guidance.

2. Green Wedges are a form of local countryside designation.  Government advice concerning the countryside is found in PPS7 Sustainable Development in Rural Areas.

3. Firstly the Policy SRS 3 seeks to maintain the existing green wedges in the Region, but suggest reviews by Local Authorities to modify their boundaries as appropriate to reflect objectives listed a-c in the Policy.

4. This approach makes no reference for the review to be based upon a sound assessment of landscape character, as suggested by PPS7.

‘Local landscape designations

24. The Government recognises and accepts that there are areas of landscape outside nationally designated areas that are particularly highly valued locally. The Government believes that carefully drafted, criteria-based policies in LDDs, utilising tools such as landscape character assessment, should provide sufficient protection for these areas, without the need for rigid local designations that may unduly restrict acceptable, sustainable development and the economic activity that underpins the vitality of rural areas.’

5. The SRS Policy does not refer local authorities to preparing an assessment, or developing criteria based policies.  Instead, the RSS simply uses a blanket designation of Green Wedges and is contrary in its approach to PPS7.

6. Secondly the HBF considers that the Green Wedge policy is more about protection than about facilitating appropriate development.  PPS7 states
‘14. The policies in this section apply to the largely undeveloped countryside that separates cities, towns and villages. Whilst much of the land use activity in the countryside is outside the scope of the planning system, planning has an important role in supporting and facilitating development and land uses which enable those who earn a living from, and help to maintain and manage the countryside, to continue to do so. RSS should recognise the environmental, economic and social value of the countryside that is of national, regional or, where appropriate, sub-regional significance. Policies in RSS and LDDs should seek to maintain and enhance these values, so enabling the  countryside to remain an important natural resource, contribute to national and regional prosperity and be enjoyed by all.’

7. Guidance is clear that the values of the countryside – environmental, economic and social, should be recognised in RSS, maintained and enhance.  The approach however of Policy SRS3 is based on ‘protection’ and ‘prevention’.  The only reference made to sustaining and enhancing the countryside is in relation to strategic landscape and wildlife links.
8. The HBF considers that the RSS should positively facilitate sustainable development in the countryside and not seek to restrict development through a countryside wedge policy.  The HBF considers that existing development control policies at a local level, used together with national policy advice for example PPS3 and the presumption of previously developed land, sustaining urban areas and so forth, is a comprehensive enough framework from which to control development in the countryside.
9. PPS7 (Para 25) states 
‘Local landscape designations should only be maintained or, exceptionally, extended where it can be clearly shown that criteria-based planning policies cannot provide the necessary protection. LDDs should state what it is that requires extra protection, and why.  When reviewing their local area-wide development plans and LDDs, planning authorities should rigorously consider the justification for retaining existing local landscape designations. They should ensure that such designations are based on a formal and robust assessment of the qualities of the landscape concerned.

10. The government is also clear that the role of such designations is at a local level. With no reference to strategic designations being appropriate in an RSS.  The HBF considers that this policy should be removed from the RSS and that Green Wedge policies in place at a local level should be subject to assessment and scrutiny regarding their role and purpose.
Policy:  Three Cities SRS Policy 4 Housing Provision

Reason for objection:  The level of detail within the policy is inappropriate for a Regional policy Document and is not based upon robust evidence.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iii, vi
1. The HBF considers that this policy is too detailed for an RSS.  The Policy directs growth within each HMA to the Principal Urban Areas and then elsewhere.  The HBF suggests that the approach is not based upon firm and robust evidence.

2. PPS 3 outlines the role of RSS in overall housing provision and location.  Para 34 states 

3. ‘Regional Spatial Strategies should set out the level of overall housing provision for the region…this should be distributed amongst constituent housing market and local planning authority area.’

4. Policy 14 of the RSS already does this, albeit only setting out the level of housing for a year and not an overall figure.

5. PPS3 goes on to state, 

6. ‘the Regional Spatial Strategy should identify broad strategic locations for new housing developments.’

7. It does not encourage RSS to determine the quantum of housing to any given location within HMAs or LPA areas.  The amount of housing for example that should be located within he Derby PUA, Derby City or the surrounding districts should be a matter for local Housing Market Assessment and Local Authorities to determine.
Policy Three Cities SRS Policy 5

Reason for objection: Policy does not provide an adequate framework for employment land in the Three Cities Sub-Region.
Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: vi

1. The HBF consider that this policy neglects to provide sufficient criteria when reviewing employment land.  This policy should also include references to the assessment of sites based on qualitative data, which examines the suitability and deliverability of sites for employment.  Should any of the sites not perform well, the Local Planning Authority should seek to use this land more efficiently and reallocate these sites for other, more suitable uses such as housing.

2. The HBF is concerned that without such a qualitative assessment, the Local Planning Authorities with continue to roll forward and safeguard previous allocations, some of which have been reserved for employment uses for decades, however due to suitability and deliverability issues, these have not been developed. 

3. Furthermore, the lack of a quantum figure for employment land does not provide Local Planning Authorities with an adequate framework for reviewing and allocating land for employment.  The HBF acknowledges that it is not a statutory requirement to include employment land figures within the RSS, however, the HBF consider it is necessary to provide these figures to ensure the housing and employment growth is inextricably linked in order to provide sustainable communities.

Policy: Northern SRS Policy 2

Reason for objection: Policy does not provide an adequate framework for employment regeneration priorities in the Northern Sub-Region.
Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: vi
4. The HBF consider that this policy neglects to provide sufficient criteria when reviewing employment land.  This policy should also include references to the assessment of sites based on qualitative data, which examines the suitability and deliverability of sites for employment.  Should any of the sites not perform well, the Local Planning Authority should seek to use this land more efficiently and reallocate these sites for other, more suitable uses such as housing.

5. The HBF is concerned that without such a qualitative assessment, the Local Planning Authorities with continue to roll forward and safeguard previous allocations, some of which have been reserved for employment uses for decades, however due to suitability and deliverability issues, these have not been developed. 

6. Furthermore, the lack of a quantum figure for employment land does not provide Local Planning Authorities with an adequate framework for reviewing and allocating land for employment.  The HBF acknowledges that it is not a statutory requirement to include employment land figures within the RSS, however, the HBF consider it is necessary to provide these figures to ensure the housing and employment growth is inextricably linked in order to provide sustainable communities.

Policy: LPA SRS Policies 1-13

Reason for objection: The detail of policies is unnecessary.
Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: i

1. The HBF consider that there are too many policies within the sub-regional strategy for Lincoln and are unnecessarily included within the RSS.  When comparing the level of detail between sub-regional strategies, Lincoln has by far a more detailed policy approach.  For example, policies 8, 9, 10 and 12 are issues of a local nature.  Much of this would be best placed within the Local Planning Authority’s Core Strategy.  

