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SCRUTINY REVIEW PANEL ON THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF AN ECO-TOWN

MEETING WITH CO-OPERATIVE GROUP/ENGLISH PARTNERSHIPS ON 29 SEPTEMBER 2008

The Panel met with the following representatives of the Co-operative Group and English Partnerships in order to gain a detailed understanding of their proposals for the scheme:
Mr. R. Jackson (Co-operative Group)

Ms. K. McGrath (English Partnerships)

Mr. G. Ramsbottom (Co-operative Group)

Ms. E. Watts (Co-operative Group)

The Panel NOTED the following points that arose from that meeting:

· The proposals within the Co-op’s ‘Masterplan’ document had been designed to match the Regional Economic Strategy and be compatible with the Regional Spatial Strategy;

· The Co-operative Group explained the way in which eco-towns will be dealt with through the planning process.  It was highlighted that the proposals were at an early stage in that process.  The level of information available is considerably more than would be available for a normal allocation of land in a strategic assessment process such as an RSS .  However, it was acknowledged that considerably more work would be required ahead of a planning application.

· The Co-operative Group confirmed their desire to work with the County Council to evolve and improve its plans further.  However, it had not yet been possible to arrange with the Council all of the meetings required 
· It could become necessary to consider whether covenants or planning conditions could be used to prevent future development on the open space around the land proposed for development at Pennbury. It was acknowledged that if the town grew larger then it could become unsustainable as it would become less able to support itself. However, it was felt to be important over the 25 year development period that the Co-op was able to engage with Local Authorities in order to  be able to adapt and evolve over time to meet the needs of the community;

· For the Eco Town to achieve it’s carbon ambitions it would require a high level of self-containment to reduce CO2 levels, for instance residents travelling on foot/by bicycle to in-town amenities;


· A key transport proposal was for a Bus Rapid Transit/potential future tram link from the proposed development to the City Centre. It was believed this serve the needs of residents and there was a willingness to work with Local Authorities on such a scheme in order to provide social-inclusion and well-being benefits;

· Nearly 100,000 houses were to be built in the sub-region up to 2026 and the Co-op felt confident that, as part of this process, the development of the Eco-Town would not cause significant issues in relation to transport. The Co-op were currently in discussions with Network Rail over the possibility of transporting much of the building materials via rail;

· The Co-op were looking to work with the East Midlands Development Agency (EMDA) and others in order to encourage start up businesses, including those from the European renewable energy market, and there would be a strategy for local procurement – the provision of guaranteed contracts would enable businesses to invest in the area and companies investing in the area would be directed towards using local labour. This would create a different employment mix from that which currently exists. It was clear that not all those living in Pennbury would work in Pennbury – the Co-op’s master plan required a 60% retention rate. Others would likely be working in the City or surrounding towns and transport infrastructure would be required to meet their needs;

· The Co-op were hopeful that the proposed development and its employment infrastructure would enable local skills established through the two universities to be built upon;

· The Co-op noted that previous developments established in the 1960s had focused primarily around car users. However, the proposed Eco-Town would have a focus on good housing and a good environment with car use minimised – for example by having only one car parking space for every two houses and providing an alternative to car use in the form of high quality public transport and convenient routes for walking and cycling;

· The Co-op was aiming to achieve 30% ‘affordable housing’ within the development. 75% of this would be for rent with the remainder as shared ownership. It was highlighted that very few developments elsewhere were meeting the 30% target, however the Co-op were treating this as non negotiable;


· The proposed development’s housing would be slightly skewed toward larger housing for young families to reflect demand;


· The Co-op felt that there were several ‘unique selling points’ for the Eco-Town:

· Its close proximity to the City meant that Pennbury could bring wider benefits to the surrounding areas;


· The Co-operative Group owned a substantial area of land around the site of the proposed development and this would mean that they could limit development in the surrounding area. The Eco-Town would have a very generous provision of open space and could also be integrated into the surrounding green space;


· The Co-operative brand and reputation was strong and able to carry through a project of its size;


· There was an opportunity to empower communities through the proposed governance arrangements;


· There was an opportunity to develop local farming in the area to create a sustainable local food supply;

· Pennbury would meet the highest possible environmental standards.


· 32% of the landholding was intended for the Eco-Town development, with the remaining 68% intended for the ‘Great Park’, countryside and farming;

· Adaptable accommodation was needed for retail employment. It was suggested that some of the retail business within the proposed development would be done online. Retail floor space figures were being re-examined;

· The Co-op believed Pennbury would be an attractive place where people would want to live and that it would be easier to develop than some of the housing sites already allocated.


MEETING WITH CO-OPERATIVE GROUP ON 11 NOVEMBER 2008

The Panel met with the following representatives of the Co-operative Group and English Partnerships in order to further discuss their proposals for the proposed Eco-town:
Mr. R. Jackson

Ms. E. Watts

The Panel received a presentation from the Co-op which covered the following topics:

· The Master Plan;

· The approach to Sustainability.


Arising from the presentation and discussion the following points were made:-

Food and Farming

The Co-op would look to retain commercial farming in the area surrounding the eco town and expand the type of foods grown. Within the town itself there would be community gardens and orchards. The Co-op were also looking to reopen Farm World as a Rural Interpretation Centre.

Energy

The aim would be to be minimise energy use through designing and building energy efficient homes. The energy requirements would be met by way of renewable energy, a CHP plant, wind turbines and an anaerobic digester. There was likely to be an energy surplus.

Environment

There were 5 key strands to the approach to the environment. There would be a focus on landscape heritage; protecting and enhancing wildlife and biodiversity, making the best of the existing cultural heritage, water and waste.

Water
The proposals envisaged:-

· Proposals to reduce water demand by 45%;

· Water efficiency measures built in to the design of homes;

· New surface drainage systems (sustainable drainage systems) which would reduce and regulate run off;

· Creating a wetland area east of Great Glen which would help to deal with existing flooding problems.

These measures would reduce the impact of the development.

On the issue of water treatment and sewage facilities the options were to develop a scheme to deal only with the impact of the eco town or to join with Severn Trent to address the needs of the eco town and the surrounding area. At this stage it was too early to confirm which option would be pursued.

Waste

The Panel was reminded that Biffa were the possible waste partner in putting forward the proposals. Whilst initial discussions had been held with them again, it was too early to give a definitive view as to whether the waste treatment facility that would be developed would cater for the eco town alone or the wider area. Whilst the aim was to reduce waste and have nil waste to export this would ultimately be dependant on the final solution agreed. A biomass plant could require the importation of materials to burn. The Co-operative Group were keen to engage with the waste authority but these meetings had not yet taken place.  The County Council as the Waste Disposal Authority would be involved in the discussions as it was important to ensure a tie in with the overall waste strategy for the County.

The Panel also discussed in detail ‘Transport Issues’ and the questions,  responses and points raised in the discussion are summarised below:-

· 
What road widening and junction improvements will be needed to accommodate the bus rapid transport system into the City?

Copies of 1:500 plans of the proposed BRT and Tram Improvement Plans were now available and would be provided to officers. 

There would need to be a number of improvements to junctions but at this stage it was not envisaged that London Road would need to be widened. The bus lanes would be shared lanes within the existing carriageway.

· 
How could a tram system be accommodated on the route proposed? Have any assurances been given by the Government about possible public sector funding towards a tram?

The transport modelling suggests that the tram could be accommodated with minimal additional land take required. If the proposals proceed, the Co-op were proposing to make available up to £5million for sub regional transport feasibility study that could include a tram. If this demonstrated that an alternative more optimal solution was available offering wider benefits to the region, then funding proposed for the bus rapid transit would be diverted into provision of a tram – this would be in the region of £40million. The majority of the funding for a tram would need to be sought from Central government.

· 
The original plans showed the completion of the outer ring road. If it was deemed to be necessary then, why has it now been dropped? Without it, there is a concern that other surrounding roads in the area will suffer from congestion/rat running?
The Eastern District Distributor Road was identified as an option in the initial stages. However, following further modelling and after receiving objections from the first stage consultation it was not pursued as it did not deliver the benefits needed.

· 
A lot of movement will be to places other than the City Centre. What measures are proposed to deal with this?

The proposed BRT system would help to mitigate the impact of Pennbury but the Co-op would be willing to enter into discussions with the City and County to develop solutions for the wider region.

Bus services would be provided to key destinations around the city – the General Hospital and Evington, Fosse Park and Oadby and Wigston. 

The Co-op would also look favourably at subsidising some bus orbital routes.

· 
Where will the A6 park and ride site be located? Does the Co-op own the land in question? Why was the A47 park and ride abandoned?

The proposed preferred site would be adjacent to the racecourse and golf course. The land is owned by the racecourse. No agreement has been reached on the Co-op acquiring the required land.

The modelling undertaken showed there to be marginal benefits for a park and ride on the A47 but the Co-op would look to work with the City Council to make improvements to the A47.

· 
Where any land is needed but not in the ownership of the Co-op, does the Co-op expect one of the local authorities to exercise their compulsory purchase powers to acquire land?

· 
It is too early in the process to give a definitive answer to the question.

· 
Promoting walking, cycling and public transport and restricting car usage are important components of Pennbury and very commendable in many ways. What evidence is there that 15,000 households are prepared to adopt this life style and manage with a much reduced use of their cars?

· 
The 2001 census showed that 38.2% of households in the City do not have a car. The corresponding figure for the County was 16%. Given this the challenge facing the Co-op was to move the figure to 50% and the proposed transport solutions would encourage greater usage of public transport. This coupled with the commitment to provide jobs locally would enable the Co-op to go a considerable way to achieving this ambition.
· 
With car parking, half the houses would have a space, the other half would not. On the issue of enforcement of parking restrictions this would depend on whether the roads were adopted or not – controlling parking may be easier if the roads are not adopted. The Panel was advised that although the proposal was for 1 car per two households (ie 7500 car parking spaces) the total number of spaces within the whole development would be just over 10000 as there would be some provided for business use which could potentially be shared by residents.. The service charges for homes with parking spaces would be significantly higher thus making homes without parking attractive.
· 
How will construction traffic be managed to minimise disruption to those in the immediate vicinity of the proposed development? Is there an approximate measure of the scale of construction traffic? Have any assurances been received from Network Rail that a rail fright siding can be provide near Great Glen? Experience elsewhere in the County has shown there is insufficient capacity on the MML to allow for this. Would not some materials such as sand and gravel be sourced locally and logically transported by road?

· 
The Co-op has considerable experience as a mineral and building materials extraction company and has systems in place to ensure lorry movements are properly managed using GPS systems. It is intended to apply similar techniques to the movements of building materials into the development. Discussions are currently being held with Network Rail on the issue of a railhead but no agreements have yet been made. These discussions are taking place within the context of improving the signalling of the line and the possibility of a siding. Members of the Panel commented that their understanding was that there was no spare capacity even allowing for resignalling.
· 
The Panel was also advised that the Co-op was in discussion with a number of European companies specialising in new sustainable building technologies and emda about the possibility locating in the east midlands. Given Pennbury’s central location in the region, the links with local universities, the size of the proposed development and potential market of the other developments identified in the RSS as required in the area, the Co-op was hopeful of attracting such companies to the area. This would provide significant local employment.
· 
How does the Co-op intend to secure the commitment and cooperation of the diverse range of bodies required to deliver its transport strategy?


The Co-op have indicated throughout the process its willingness to engage with all parties in finding appropriate transport solutions.
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SCRUTINY REVIEW PANEL ON THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF AN ECO-TOWN

MEETING WITH ANDREW GRANGER OF ANDREW GRANGER ESTATE AGENTS ON 29 SEPTEMBER 2008

The Panel met Andrew Granger of Andrew Granger Estate Agents in order to receive evidence on the demand for ‘eco housing’ within the context of the current market climate. 

Prior to discussing the proposed Eco-Town development Mr. Granger wished Members to note that he was a Board member of the Leicester Regeneration Company and President of the Leicestershire Chamber of Commerce, both of which had interests in the proposed development. He therefore asked that his comments be taken in that context.

The Panel NOTED the following points that arose from that meeting:

•
There would likely be buyers for all of the various types of housing in the proposed development but it may take time for the market to become established. The number of potential buyers would likely be increased by growing fuel and heating costs in the wider economy and the energy saving features that would be an integral part of housing at Pennbury;
•
The proposed car parking restrictions could make it more difficult to sell houses at Pennbury but this would be countered if the public transport in the area was of a good enough standard. Some people may use cycles but there was little evidence to suggest that people in this country would be willing to do this all year round;

•
It had proved increasingly difficult to sell apartments in the City that had few or no car parking spaces;

•
Businesses in the proposed development area would find it difficult to function without adequate car parking. There was evidence that some employers in the City Centre were moving away from their City Centre premises due to a lack of parking spaces;

•
The covenants that the Co-op were proposing to place on properties limiting one car every two homes would be difficult to enforce and would likely result in a number of cars being parked on the street;
•
It was likely that some housing sites already allocated for development elsewhere would be put on hold because of the proposed development for 15,000 units at Pennbury. A number of regeneration projects had relied on an element of housing to cross subsidise other developments – there was a real concern that Pennbury would undermine such an approach. There was currently some uncertainty with LDFs and Pennbury could affect the balance of development elsewhere in the County with a consequent loss of Section 106 monies;
•
Buyers were always attracted to new developments and even buyers at the ‘bottom rung of the housing ladder’ would be attracted to the proposed Eco-Town. The pleasant environment and cost saving eco measures would all be attractive. Locations such as those to the south of the City were always marketable;

•
If the proposed development went ahead there would be an increased need for a southern relief road;

•
Despite the Co-op’s indication that their ownership of the land surrounding the proposed development was a positive factor and would help to limit development in the surrounding area, it was felt that most developers would be keen to build around the proposed Eco-Town following the infrastructure already being in place. The Co-op would probably attract such interest in its non developed land in future years and could sell that land for development in the future. Strong planning policies did not always work and decisions for further development can often be won on appeal;

•
The proposed development needed to be looked at on a strategic regional basis and not in isolation from other parts of the City and County with a view to all developments looking to deliver high eco standards;

•
In terms of demand for companies relocating jobs to Pennbury, manufacturing jobs could be limited because of the proximity to houses. High tech jobs would also be more appropriately located in the LRC areas where there was a need for both housing and jobs or potentially near the three universities. Graduate retention was an issue which the LRC was seeking to address. 
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SCRUTINY REVIEW PANEL ON THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF AN ECO-TOWN

MEETING WITH PAUL TAME OF THE NATIONAL FARMERS’ UNION -  29 SEPTEMBER 2008

The Panel met Paul Tame of the National Farmers’ Union (NFU) to receive advise on the grade of farming land that would be lost to the proposed development and the possible effects on the production of food. 

Prior to discussing these issues Mr. Tame wished Members to note that the Co-operative Group was the NFU’s largest member and that he had requested information from Co-operative Farms in order to inform his response prior to meeting with the Panel. He therefore asked that his comments be taken in that context.
The Panel NOTED the following points that arose from that meeting:

· The view that Pennbury would take away vital farmland was not supported for the following reasons: 

· The proposed development represented just 0.23% of the County’s total farmed area and would have little effect in comparison to threats such as flooding;

· The farm land at the proposed development site was at grade 3 of an average quality. For example, wheat yields were slightly above average. Yields for beans (for animal feed) and rape were average. The loss of this farmland would not be a major problem. Scope for intensification was limited – it could be done with a number of glass houses but this could create environmental/planning problems. The land could be improved but this would be expensive;

· Part of the proposed development site was old concrete runways or contaminated land due to its current and past use as an airfield;

· The Co-operative group owned over 50,000 hectares of farmland across the County, and the relatively small loss of farm land to the proposed development would not be detrimental to their business;

· ‘Set aside’ was abolished for crops grown across Europe in 2008. This would mean that 8% more arable farmland would be available next year.

· In respect of the Co-op proposal to locally source as much produce from within the Eco town boundaries as possible, this was seen as a positive step as increasingly, farmers were embracing the need for locally grown produce sue to rising consumer demand.  
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SCRUTINY REVIEW PANEL ON THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF AN ECO-TOWN

MEETING WITH JOHN NICHOLLS OF THE LEICESTER REGENERATION COMPANY (LRC) -  29 SEPTEMBER 2008

The Panel met with John Nicholls of the Leicester Regeneration Company (LRC) the effects the proposed development could have on the regeneration of the Leicester City Centre. 
Prior to discussing these issues Mr. Nicholls wished Members to note that English Partnerships, who were working on the proposed development with the Co-op, and owned part of the proposed land for Pennbury, were one of the LRC’s public partners and contributed one third of its revenue budget. He therefore asked that his comments be taken in that context.

The Panel NOTED the following points that arose from that meeting:

 Competition with in-City housing projects

· There was a threat of ‘City flight’ by developers who might wish to move away from high cost in-City sites, to more attractive green field sites. A similar threat existed from young and affluent house-buyers who were needed in the City as part of the regeneration, but could feel drawn toward an ‘eco’ development;


· It was not yet known whether the 15,000 units proposed for the development would fall within or would be additional to the housing allocation in the Regional Spatial Strategy, which was due to be revised in the coming months. If they fell within the allocation, there could be a limited effect on the regeneration, as some potential home-buyers could be attracted to Pennbury. If they were additional to the allocation, this would be further competition for in-City sites and could have a very damaging effect;


· The likely timing of the proposed development could be compared to and therefore compete with the LRC’s city projects. If expected building rates were not being met the attractions of Pennbury could lead to part of the market being top-sliced to the detriment of the LRC.

· The target demographic for the Eco-Town was probably slightly different from that of the City Centre. The LRC hoped to attract a varied and younger demographic, while the Eco-Town would more likely be family orientated. The extent to which there might be competition needed to be explored.


Impact of employment in Pennbury
· Competition from the proposed development for growing office, retail and science jobs could risk diverting developer and end-user interest away from the City Centre, where investment has already been made and sites of this kind were being developed. Partner confidence could be undermined and delicate negotiations potentially jeopardised by the emergence of a rival site at Pennbury;


· The Co-op’s proposals for the office and retail sectors had been presented as self contained and market town in character but this did not seem to be indicative of their proposals for 2,860 jobs in finance and business services (requiring a space of 67,000 square metres) which would be 500 more jobs than the main phase of the city’s New Business Quarter (which would require only 50,000 square metres). The retail floor space proposals were bigger than Fosse Park which would appear to be disproportionate for local needs though it was noted that the figures were at this stage indicative and would be reviewed over the coming months. 
Infrastructure

The LRC required continued public funding support. If the proposed development were to require similar public funding there, was a possibility that the Government and English Partnerships would give it priority over the regeneration of the City Centre
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SCRUTINY REVIEW PANEL ON THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF AN ECO-TOWN

MEETING WITH JOHN DEAN, FORMER PRESIDENT OF THE ROYAL TOWN PLANNING INSTITUTE ON 2 OCTOBER 2008

The Panel met with John Dean, a former President of the Royal Town Planning Institute. Mr. Dean discussed the proposed development in relation to town planning policy.
The Panel NOTED the following points that arose from that meeting:

· The process the proposed development had gone through was not consistent with planning policy. The County Council had gone through the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) process and had identified suitable sites for housing development and the proposed site in Stoughton was not considered suitable. The RSS Panel had concurred with this view;


· The Department for Communities and Local Government were not involving the appropriate bodies in coming to a decision appropriateness of the location of Eco-Towns. The process did not allow for comparison with other sites at a local level;


· Substantial green wedge in the area would be lost to the proposed development;


· Ashton Green in the north-west of the City appeared to be a suitable alternative site for an Eco-Town that had long received approval for development;


· The proposed 15,000 dwellings at the 420 hectare site in Stoughton would result in very high densities and this may have an effect on the number of families who would wish to live in the area;


· Planning policy placed a priority on brown field regeneration, rather than in the case of the proposed site – green field development, which was the lowest priority. Due to its close proximity to the City, the Eco-Town could be viewed as an extension to the City, rather than a freestanding development;


· The proposed development would be able to attract new employment to the area, however there was a possibility that it would not be self-contained, resulting in vast levels of traffic movement, primarily to and from the City;


· There were examples of large scale employment that had been attracted to areas similar to ‘Pennbury’, however large scale employment often relied on good motorway access, which ‘Pennbury’ did not benefit from.
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SCRUTINY REVIEW PANEL ON THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF AN ECO-TOWN

MEETING WITH IAN DRUMMOND (ASSISTANT DIRECTOR FOR TRANSPORTATION) AND TEAM, LEICESTERSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL ON 2 OCTOBER 2008

The Panel met with Ian Drummond, Assistant Director for Transportation, who, alongside supporting colleagues, advised on the likely impact the proposed development could have arising from transport modelling work which had been carried out by the County Council. 

The Panel NOTED the following points that arose from that meeting:

· The transport modelling that had been conducted, whilst complex had not been able to be as comprehensive as officers would have liked due to the time restraints imposed by the Government led eco-town process. It was to be noted that the results garnered were from modelling undertaken over a period of three months - the time normally taken for modelling of a proposal of this size would be two years;

· The modelling undertaken had suggested the Co-op had an ability to deliver Pennbury without serious traffic impacts but only if it was to successfully deliver its whole transport strategy;

· Furthermore, there were a number of concerns as to whether the strategy was realistically achievable, including the following:

· The levels of car parking restraint (one space for every two houses) that the Co-op aspired to was unprecedented and was inconsistent with the nature of the population the Co-op sought to attract in order to maintain an independent living and working town;

· It was questionable as to the extent to which remote car parking solutions were practical and secure and how parking spaces would be allocated and enforced.

· While significant numbers of the population would want to travel for employment purposes into the city centre via the Bus Rapid Transit corridor link, the modelling suggested that large numbers would also need to travel to surrounding towns such as Oadby, Wigston, Market Harborough and Kibworth and to employment areas such as the Meridian and Hamilton. On current projections, both the BRT and those supplementary required services would not be self funding and would therefore require substantial long term subsidy;

· The provision of a tram system would be very expensive and of marginal benefit. Building a tram system would be difficult as buses would still have to run during the tram construction period;

· Creating an effective transport system would be difficult in the early days of the development because there would be few people living or working in Pennbury;

· There were also concerns as to the effects on local traffic flows as a result of goods and raw materials moving in and out of the site during its construction phase and beyond.

· The proposed ‘smarter choice’ measures were good but there were questions as to how effective they would be. If they did not work, residents and workers would be likely to seek alternative arrangements for travel and the positive eco effects of the transport strategy would be stymied;

· Pennbury’s ability to attract higher end employment opportunities would likely be restricted by the lack of car parking in the town;

· If manufacturing businesses were established then the movement of materials into Pennbury and finished goods from Pennbury could create transport problems.
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SCRUTINY REVIEW PANEL ON THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF AN ECO-TOWN

SITE VISIT TO LEICESTER AIRPORT AND MEETING WITH IVAN COURT AND JOHN AINSWORTH OF THE LEICESTERSHIRE AERO CLUB ON 9 OCTOBER 2008

The Panel went on a site visit to Leicester Airport to see the scale of the proposed development site and to discuss with Ivan Court (Manager) and John Ainsworth (Aviation Manager) of the Leicestershire Aero Club the possible effects the development could have on the future of the Airport and Club.

The Panel NOTED the following points that arose from that meeting:

· The Club had been in existence for 50 years and was the oldest aero club in the country. There were 500 club members;

· Approximately 60% of the flights to and from the airport were for leisure/pleasure purposes with 40% for business purposes. There would be scope to develop the business side of the airport more and to involve the local community more in their activities;

· The Club had a 13 year leasehold agreement with the Co-operative Group;


· If the proposal for the Eco-Town were to go ahead there were possibilities for relocation of the airfield and discussions with the Co-op were ongoing in this respect;


· The relocation of a like-for-like airfield would take around five years to build and would cost in the region of £20 million;


· It was hoped that the Club would be able to relocate to a site in Leicestershire, although this was unlikely due to a lack of suitable and available sites.
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SCRUTINY REVIEW PANEL ON THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF AN ECO-TOWN

MEETING WITH DAVID SEVIOUR, FORMER CEO OF LEICESTER HOUSING ASSOCIATIONON 9 OCTOBER 2008

The Panel met with David Seviour, a former Chief Executive of Leicester Housing Association. Mr. Seviour discussed the proposed development in relation to the possible effects it might have on housing.

Prior to discussing the proposed Eco-Town development Mr. Seviour wished Members to note that he was a Board member of the Leicester Regeneration Company and had previously been a member of Regeneration East Midlands. He therefore asked that his comments be taken in that context.

The Panel NOTED the following points that arose from that meeting:

· It was difficult to define exactly what was meant by affordable housing and get a clear picture of the availability of such housing. The simple split was between social housing for rent and shared ownership housing;

· In the last 6 years there had been an underachievement of housing build in the City and current estimates were that only 50% of the social housing planned for had been provided;

· The proposed development, if delivered as promised, could play an important role in addressing social housing needs and particular social housing needs for families;


· Given the size of the proposed development it was difficult to envisage it as a self contained, self sustaining community. It could essentially be viewed as a Sustainable Urban Extension of the City and as such would need to develop rapid transport links into the City and to some extent to surrounding areas of Oadby and Wigston, Harborough and Thurmaston.  The links with the City would become more significant given recent investment in regeneration, employment and particularly the huge expansion in retail;

· Pennbury offered the potential of delivering significant numbers of social rented units. Recent history suggested that the planned increases in housing envisaged in the Regional Plan were likely to be under-delivered and the current economic climate had seen a number of developers applying for planning permissions but then banking the land.  As such, Pennbury should not adversely affect the building of socially rented accommodation in the City;


· The issues of nomination rights particularly for residents of Oadby and Wigston and Leicester City would need to be discussed with the relevant local authorities;


· The viability of Pennbury and the extent to which it could then deliver affordable housing would depend in part on land values and the Co-op’s expectations in terms of a commercial return.
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SCRUTINY REVIEW PANEL ON THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF AN ECO-TOWN

MEETING WITH MR. S. J. GALTON CC, LOCAL MEMBER FOR THE LAUNDE ELECTORAL DIVISION ON 9 OCTOBER 2008

The Panel met with Mr. S. J. Galton CC, local member for the Launde electoral division, who was present to discuss the effects that the Eco-Town might have locally if it were to be approved.
The Panel NOTED the following points that arose from that meeting:

· The Eco-Town proposals appeared to have disregarded some of the work that the County Council had completed in identifying appropriate sites for housing development;


· The proposed development site was viewed as being predominantly green field and there would likely be an adverse affect on the landscape of the local area;


· The Co-op’s proposals included provision for seven primary schools and two secondary schools. However there would likely remain an element of parental choice, as some new residents may choose to educate their children at existing schools elsewhere in the area;


· There could be an adverse affect on traffic congestion, schooling, the local landscape and people’s day-to-day lifestyles in the locality if the proposals were to be agreed;


· The effects of the development would likely not be felt as heavily in areas outside of Harborough, but there could be an increased level of out-commuting in the area and this could create significant transport pressures in the surrounding villages. Rat running though existing villages such as Thurnby or Houghton would be likely and could be difficult to stop.
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SCRUTINY REVIEW PANEL ON THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF AN ECO-TOWN

MEETING WITH DAVID BRAZIER, LEICESTER SHELTER HOUSING AID AND RESEARCH PROJECT ON 9 OCTOBER 2008

The Panel met with David Brazier of the Leicester Shelter Housing Aid and Research Project. Mr. Brazier discussed the proposed development in relation to the possible effects it might have on local housing.

The Panel NOTED the following points that arose from that meeting:

· The proposals envisaged that 30% of the 15,000 homes built would be ‘affordable’. The understanding was that of this approximately 75% would be rental properties, this was to be welcomed;

· There would be issues regarding ‘nomination rights’. A Government directive or an agreement amongst local authorities would be required which would allow Harborough, Oadby and Wigston and Leicester City Council to have nomination rights.  (Note: under the current legislative framework nomination rights would vest with Harborough District Council. However, most people on the waiting list in Harborough wanted a house in Market Harborough or Lutterworth);


· If the proposed development went ahead as envisaged it was likely that it would be the more mobile on housing lists who would move to Pennbury. This would necessitate good transport links with the City and neighbouring authorities to ensure such people were able to keep contact with their families and seek employment. There would still be a need for appropriate employment opportunities at Pennbury;


· A lack of availability of appropriate development land meant that SUEs to existing market towns, which were usually more affordable, were not always a possibility. An advantage of the Pennbury scheme was that the land was owned by the Co-op and English Partnerships and there was therefore a greater probability that the development and the affordable housing commitments would be delivered together with associated facilities;


· The proposals offered the prospect of improving the stock and availability of affordable housing, particularly social rented accommodation, for those in need.
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SCRUTINY REVIEW PANEL ON THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF AN ECO-TOWN

MEETING WITH MATTHEW FOSTER AND ANDREW MARSH OF SEVERN TRENT WATER ON 17 OCTOBER 2008

The Panel met with Matthew Foster (Commercial Development Manager) and Andrew Marsh (Public Affairs Manager) of Severn Trent Water in order to ascertain the likely effects the proposed development would have on water supplies and sewerage treatment.

The Panel NOTED the following points that arose from that meeting:

· Severn Trent had had a high level discussion with the Co-op’s consultants about water resources and treatment. Severn Trent was preparing a Water Resources Management Plan for the region but this was based on the emerging Regional Spatial Strategy proposals and took no account of a possible eco-town;


· The impact that the proposed development would have on water supplies in the area was likely to be minimal. There would likely be no requirement for new water treatment facilities, but there would need to be an extension to the capacity within the current infrastructure to deliver the necessary supply;


· There would be a priority placed on ensuring the current level of water supplied to other areas was not compromised by the proposed development;


· The Eco-Town’s proposals for harvesting rainwater would keep other water costs to a minimum. This system would not be maintained by Severn Trent, but if there were any issues in respect of this supply, Severn Trent would be responsible for ensuring that a suitable fallback system was in place. Management arrangements including the possibility of a ‘Pennbury Water Company’ would require detailed discussion;


· The Co-op would possibly be able to abstract their own water if they obtained a license and wished to be responsible for their supplies. It was added that there was currently a drive from the Environment Agency to limit the number of abstraction licenses issued;


· There was no sewerage provision at the proposed development site and there was little spare capacity in the surrounding areas;

· It was likely that the preferred option for additional sewerage capacity would be to build a new treatment plant specifically for Pennbury (there was already a small works at Little Stretton) or to build a major new works to the south of Leicester, which would serve the Eco-Town and replace existing facilities for Oadby, Wigston, Countesthorpe, Wistow, Great Glen and Little Stretton. Capital costs had not yet been assessed but would likely fall to the Co-op;


· Sewerage provision for the site would not be problematic assuming that the timescales were suitably managed, with provision for the first units on the development site being a priority;


· The lead time for building a new treatment plant would be roughly three to four years and this was viewed as an immediate issue that required imminent discussion with the Co-op.

[image: image13.png]S
H Leicestershire /\*
CountyCounCIl ou“




SCRUTINY REVIEW PANEL ON THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF AN ECO-TOWN

MEETING WITH STEVE DIBNAH OF LEICESTER SHIRE ECONOMIC PARTNERSHIP AND SIMON SMITH OF WARWICK BUSINESS MAMANAGEMENT LTD ON 14 NOVEMBER 2008

The Panel met with Steve Dibnah of Leicester Shire Economic Partnership and Simon Smith of Warwick Business Management Ltd.in order to be advised on the likely impact of the proposed development on the delivery of employment land and housing within the strategic policy framework.

The Panel NOTED the following points that arose from that meeting:

· The Employment Land Study looked at demand and supply for employment land and sought to identify convenient locations for employment land where it was wanted by the market. The Study drew together a number of employment studies carried out for individual districts. The intention was to provide a clear steer for inclusion in LDF work. A key principle of the Study was to make employment land more cost effective and sustainable as projections into the future were for a low carbon economy;

· Development ideally needed to be employment led. Residential development would follow. This was not the approach being proposed for Pennbury; 

· There was currently considerable movement between districts with people travelling to work. Pennbury proposed a high degree of self containment but there was a lack of evidence that this could be achieved;

· Previous employment land consultants had stated that the area of land south east of Leicester could become an employment area at some stage in the future but only if the required infrastructure was in place (i.e. the completion of a Southern Relief Road to link up the A6 to the M1). However, the costs of this would not make it feasible;

· The current Regional Plan allocated employment land at Sustainable Urban Extensions (SUEs) – the infrastructure was good in these areas, they were well placed to accommodate relocations from Leicester City and there had already been interest from the business market. It would also be possible to ensure that developments there met high eco standards. The Regional Plan did not see Pennbury as a good location for employment under current circumstances particularly because of its inadequate access;

· It was felt that potential employment sites should emerge via the established planning process and that they should come forward because they have attributes. Pennbury is being proposed largely because the Co-op own the land and they have aspirations to develop;

· Without Pennbury or additional housing growth demanded by Government, the Study predicted a modest increase of 24,000 jobs in Leicester and Leicestershire from 2007 – 2026; 

· The Co-op’s intention to generate 14,000 jobs at Pennbury, at a rate of 1 job per dwelling, was seen as a challenging target as an additional 36,000 residents would normally yield only approximately 7,000 jobs. The Co-op’s intention was to try to attract jobs which would not compete with employment schemes already in the pipeline – the following evidence suggests that this would be difficult;

· The Co-op’s proposals included a significant amount of working from home. However, recent trends had shown that predictions for more home working have not materialised as envisaged, partly because of the need for social networking and exchange of knowledge. It could therefore be difficult to deliver on this aspect of the Co-op’s plans.

· The Co-op had originally indicated a desire to attract jobs related to sustainable technologies. However, this was a sector currently being targeted by towns and cities across the country and indeed the world. Most eco-town proposals featured this as an objective. Locally, Loughborough already has an established reputation in this area (partly related to the University) with capacity to grow. As such, it would be more likely to attract these sorts of jobs than Pennbury. The science park proposals in the City could also potentially be more attractive to businesses of this type. Any proposed manufacturing at Pennbury related to sustainable technologies would be hampered by its lack of transport infrastructure.

· Pennbury had substantial proposals for office development but it was felt this should ideally be located in the City Centre where accessibility by public transport is best for the whole of the County.

· The Employment Study showed a need for more B2 (industrial) and B8 (warehousing) land. Poor transport infrastructure would mean that Pennbury would not be able to meet this demand. Employment land at the SUEs would be more able to meet this demand.

· The factors listed above indicated that Pennbury would not be able to attract the 14,000 jobs it hoped to attract. This meant that if the number of houses planned were built then a substantial number of residents would have to travel out of Pennbury for their work. This would have serious implications for the Co-op’s transport strategy; 

· If, however, the Government gave approval to Pennbury then a robust economic strategy would be required from the Co-op and the local authorities would need to work closely with them. If employment land was developed at Pennbury (and this could need Government financial support for it to work) then the Study suggested that this would lead to an over supply which could have adverse consequences for employment schemes already allocated for development. An obvious competitor for employment to Pennbury would be the 50 hectares of employment land allocated at the Charnwood South SUE. This could be undermined and with it the ability to create a mixed community at this SUE. Pennbury would be less likely to compete with the City’s New Business Quarter but there remained a possibility that it could be adversely affected if significant office development occurred at Pennbury. There could also be adverse implications for the City’s science park. Provision of any Government funding for Pennbury would also be likely to create competition for the limited Government growth point funding available to the sub-regions;

· Questions were raised as to the practical reality of a rail link for freight purposes being developed;

· The lack of an economic strategy for Pennbury remained a major problem.
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SCRUTINY REVIEW PANEL ON THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF AN ECO-TOWN

MEETING WITH JEREMY RICHARDSON OF THE SCOTT WILSON GROUP ON 8 DECEMBER 2008

The Panel met with Jeremy Richardson (Technical Director) of the Scott Wilson Group who delivered a presentation on the draft Planning Policy Statement.

The Panel NOTED the following points that arose from that meeting:

· The Co-op’s proposals would benefit from strengthening of the ‘affordable’ housing target;


· Though it would be challenging to achieve a change in the public’s attitude toward issues such as car use and energy consumption, the Government believed that to have the best chance of achieving these ambitious aims, ‘brand new’ settlements, such as the proposed development in Stoughton, were required;


· Some research on the ‘new towns’ established after the second world war informed the draft PPS (Planning Policy Statement);


· It was clear that some of the Co-op’s proposals, such as those for a tram route, would require significant Government funding. There was a need for the Co-op to demonstrate that their sustainable transport proposals were deliverable before the scheme could gain Government approval;


· There was some concern that the housing projections in the ‘Barker Review of Land Use’ report were now not applicable, as the ‘credit crunch’ appeared to have had a negative impact on housing need.  However, the Government had asserted that the credit crunch would be a short-term blip on housing need in the long-term and this assertion had not been questioned in the draft PPS;


· In assessing the location for the Pennbury site, Scott Wilson had carried out site visits, met with officers of the four authorities and consulted their RSS (Regional Spatial Strategy) and LDF documents. They had also held meetings with the Environment Agency;


· Despite the identification of sites within the RSS, the Government appeared to have made a preference for stand-alone sites, rather than sustainable urban extensions.
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SCRUTINY REVIEW PANEL ON THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF AN ECO-TOWN

COMMENTS SUBMITTED BY THE CAMPAIGN FOR THE PROTECTION OF RURAL ENGLAND (LEICESTERSHIRE BRANCH) ON 9 OCTOBER 2008

The proposed development patently cuts right across the established and

democratic planning process, being characterised by ‘policy push and

opportunistic pull’. Any claimed altruistic benefits are subsidiary to this and

financial gain would seem to be the primary driver.

The current scheme being offered resembles the original Sustainable Urban

Extension submitted to the RSS. However, it is a distinct entity in that it is not a SUE, neither is it properly a standalone community. The reasons for rejecting the SUE proposed for the RSS must surely apply to the present scheme? That is, the areas signalling a priority need for regeneration, as defined in the Government’s ‘English Indices of Deprivation’ (DCLG 2007) are diametrically opposite in location, being the western and northern parts of the City in the main. The proposal for a large development posing as an eco-town in countryside to the south east of the City hardly represents Smart Growth.

The principles of Smart Growth incorporate the preservation of open space,

farmland, natural beauty and most critically, taking advantage of existing

community assets and thus strengthening these communities. Providing new

facilities, services and maintenance of infrastructure in a standalone community will most likely incur costs (i.e. Council Tax) far in excess of those incurred by development taking the form of SUEs. Imposing unnecessary costs on voters will not be a popular move. Thus, the three Es of sustainable development - environment, equity and economy - should be uppermost in peoples’ minds.

Clearly, there is a gap between the long-term reality of this New Town project and the rhetoric expressed over the Summer months. If the Planning Bill becomes enacted to incorporate a Community Infrastructure Levy, only then will a clearer picture of what’s on offer emerge. To be swayed early on by promises of trams, educational academies and other amenities would be a very short-sighted move.

This brings us to deliverability and here the long view must be taken. The present economic woes are highly unlikely to be a ‘blip’, given that the consensus opinion of oil industry experts is that Global Peak Oil effects will start to hit around 2012. The cost of winning oil and its subsequent refining determines the cost of just about everything we need. The trend in costs will be onwards and upwards - i.e. sustained upward dynamic equilibrium with ups and downs on the way, as we have witnessed very recently. Long-term planning must by necessity bear in mind how growth will be affected by Peak Oil and the measures to be undertaken in order to control emissions as part of global ‘Convergence and Contraction’.

It is therefore not difficult to envisage a likely scenario whereby a standalone

community, originally planned for 12,000 to 15,000 new homes, grinds to a halt soon after the intial phase of construction and countryside devastation, leaving an incomplete development with a far from complete ‘vibrant, distinctive community with a strong sense of place’. This is a compelling reason to abandon the notion of a standalone development and concentrate on urban regeneration and SUEs as the realistic alternative.

Peak Oil effects are already making their presence felt on supermarket shelves. The UK imports around 40% of its food requirement and obviously this situation cannot endure. Therefore Food Security will become a much bigger issue sooner than most people realise. To be profligate with agricultural land resources, as the developer proposes with the eco-town project, is extremely foolhardy. With Contraction and Convergence there will be a greater requirement for renewable energy resources and a considerable amount of the country’s land will be given over to non-food cultivation (e.g. OSR, Miscanthus and short-rotation willow/poplar hybrids). This is another compelling argument to opt for SUEs and concentrate on developing the urban fringe adjacent to areas of deprivation. We owe it to our successors not to ignore the predictable Big Picture that the future presents. Productive agricultural land will become very precious and our children and their children will not thank us for squandering this finite resource. These issues aren’t going to go away - they cannot be ignored. This particular eco-town

proposal is a real LULU - a locally unwanted land use. 

Transport is an issue frought with what were originally seen as insurmountable difficulties by DCLG. Where are the economic drivers for such a huge development on the wrong side of town? The most likely outcome is that a new standalone settlement to the south-east of Leicester will induce private journeys across the City to the main north-south trunk and motorway routes. A new distributor road is unlikely to cope with peak flows and resulting delays will add costs to businesses. Economic growth typically derives from urban concentration. What this development proposes in terms of spatial distribution, employment and travel behaviour makes little, if any, sense. An important concept here is the Employment Self-containment Ratio. The applicant has produced documentation:

www.leicester.gov.uk/EasySite/lib/serveDocument.asp?doc=111725&pgid=106838 

This paper is full of estimates and therefore remains little more than a wish-list. It acknowledges high levels of employment containment in established urban centres elsewhere in the county. However, an intuitive estimate, given the likely economic constraints over the coming decade or longer, is that the proposed development would in all probability become a dormitory town with little else to offer. That is, the Employment Self-containment Ratio would be probably 25% or less - should the eco-town ever be realised.

Given that the Secretary of State's Proposed RSS Changes give support to economic activity in association with East Midlands Airport, what types of employment opportunities are likely to be created? The most probable outcome would be more B8 Class use, resulting in storage, warehousing and distribution ‘shed rash’, scarring the landscape. Quality of employment is therefore likely be low. A knowledge-based home working community evolving in this proposed standalone settlement seems to be a very high expectation.

There are many other issues about this proposal for a new town/eco-town with which CPRE has concerns. The reader is therefore directed to our CPRE Branch response to the DCLG consultation which commenced in April. This document can be found at:

http://www.cpreleics.org/local-campaigns.shtml 

More recently, attempts have been made to validate the case for eco-towns based on affordability issues as an addition to meeting a perceived need for three million new homes over the next two decades or so. If all of the eco-towns (as originally shortlisted) were to be developed, they would only meet 3% of this need. Affordability is a problem requiring intervention from central government. Deliverability of affordable homes in the East Midlands has been lower than desired, presumably as a result of many plot sizes being below the threshold requirement. 

There are many questions to be answered. For example, the financial viability of the proposed scheme. There is currently no development value for the land in question as it is outside planned growth. Will this mean extensive development of retail outlets on the site? If so, this could be an attractor for custom beyond the eco-town.

In 2007 there were 14,208 empty homes in Leicestershire, almost 50% of which were privately owned properties vacant for more than six months. It would appear that the Empty Dwelling Management Order, introduced as part of the 2004 Housing Act and brought into effect on April 6th 2006, isn't working. Why not? In 2005/6 there were 94,000 outstanding planning permissions in the East Midlands. This is the equivalent of six years' housing supply in the Region. Again, how can delivery of these permissions be speeded up? 

Until these questions are adequately addressed it is patently wrong to exploit the countryside as a political stop-gap. In conclusion, the reader is referred to a National CPRE document, ‘The Proximity Principle’:

http://www.cpre.org.uk/campaigns/housing-and-urban-policy/sustainable-Communities/sustainablecommunities-campaign-update 

...particularly the summary box on page 5.
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SCRUTINY REVIEW PANEL ON THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT OF AN ECO-TOWN

COMMENTS SUBMITTED BY THE ENVIRONMENT AGENCY ON 18 SEPTEMBER 2008

Flood Risk - The Environment Agency will be seeking the sustainable long term management of surface water run-off to minimise flood risk on surrounding land, property and local watercourses including the Sence, Thurnby Brook and Washbrook. The EA will be looking in particular for the innovative use of Sustainable Drainage Systems with secure long term management plans.
Water Quality - The capacity of the existing sewer network and water treatment facilities will need investigating.  If there is a shortfall then investment in new infrastructure will need securing prior to development.  The quality of surface water will need to be appropriately managed to ensure no detriment to receiving watercourses, waterbodies or groundwater.
Water Resources - The development will be expected to maximise the use of water harvesting and recycling to minimise the impact on existing water supply mechanisms. In addition the EA would expect to see extensive use of water use minimisation techniques in community, commercial and domestic buildings.  The East Midlands is currently identified to have a supply/demand deficit under the East Midlands Water Resource Zone.
Waste - The development should have a robust waste management plan in place prior to occupation that demonstrates the waste hierarchy of reduce, re-use, recycle.  Waste to energy systems should also be considered where appropriate techniques are available.
Land Quality - There are a number of sites within the proposed development area that will require investigation as to likely contamination.  Such sites include the airfield for contaminants from existing and previous uses.
BioDiversity - Opportunities to maximise BioDiversity on the site should be sought given that the location has been identified as within an area of poor BioDiversity.  The linking of Green Infrastructure, Sustainable Drainage systems, private gardens, surrounding agriculture and woodland will establish a robust and sustainable resource.
Climate Change - The development should be robust and take account of climate change impacts over the long term establishment and use of the Eco Town.
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