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Friday 21 September 2007 

REGIONAL ASSEMBLY MUST NOT CAVE IN ON HOUSING 

            West Midlands CPRE (1) have warned the Regional Assembly not to cave in to the Government on housing as the Assembly yet again proposes to increase house building numbers. A critical meeting of its Regional Planning Partnership on Monday, 24 September is set to decide whether to adopt the Government’s high housing projections and build in the Green Belt and on sensitive countryside. (2)

            CPRE say the omens are not good. In January the Assembly was advocating allocating 300,000 new homes in the region by 2026. In July that had risen to 340,000 homes and new papers have pushed the figures up to 365,000 homes. The Government is pushing for at least 380,000 while CPRE say we should be more cautious and that a figure of 285,000 is likely to be sufficient. (3)

            To achieve these higher figures the Regional Planning Partnership is being asked to increase the pressure on housing in rural areas, which would lead to the release of more green field sites. In practice this would make builders less likely to invest in brownfield development, so the current strategy of regenerating urban areas could be fatally weakened.

            The detailed District figures, to be presented to the Partnership, assume major expansions of Coventry and Worcester spilling out into the surrounding green areas. With no guaranteed money for infrastructure, such as transport investment or schools and health facilities, this could lead to additional congestion on roads and public transport and pressure on key services. (4)

            Many other towns, including Stafford, Nuneaton, Burton, Shrewsbury, Hereford, Leamington, Warwick, Redditch, Rugby, Lichfield and Telford are to be designated as growth areas. This will again involve loss of countryside and in some cases Green Belt, directly contrary to government policy. Many of these towns are likely to become ‘dormitory suburbs’ for Birmingham and the Black Country, leading to more long-distance commuting and other travel. 

            Birmingham would also substantially increase its housing allocation leading to concerns about the impact on the urban environment and loss of Green Belt.

            The Assembly say they want to prioritise brown field development but are proposing little effective control over the phasing of new houses, leading to concerns that green field development could quickly get out of hand. 

            The Assembly also say they want to prioritise local housing for local needs in rural areas, but are not offering strong, new mechanisms to guarantee this will happen.

            Peter Langley, Vice Chair of CPRE WM said: ‘We can provide the homes we know we need without the most damaging consequences to our countryside, but each time the Regional Assembly gives way a little more to the Government’s insatiable and speculative demand for more and more housing, the damage escalates. It’s time to make a stand and say to the Government that too much house building in the countryside is quite simply unsustainable and irresponsible. ’ 

Contacts:

Peter Langley: 02476 540211

Nicholas Butler: (Press Officer) 01608 684953

Notes:

(1) CPRE, the Campaign to Protect Rural England, is a charity which promotes the beauty, tranquillity and diversity of rural England. We advocate positive solutions for the long-term future of the countryside. Founded in 1926, we have 60,000 supporters and a branch in every county. President: Bill Bryson. Patron: Her Majesty The Queen.

(2) The Regional Planning Partnership will consider proposals for a Preferred Option for Phase 2 of the Partial Review of the Regional Spatial Strategy (RPG 11) which includes policies on housing from 2006-2026. The detailed figures are on the Regional Assembly’s website at www.wmra.gov.uk/page.asp?id=364 (pages 38 and 39 of Appendix 3).

(3) Based on previous papers for the RSS review. The 300,000 figure is corrected from the gross 2001-2026 used for the Spatial Options Consultation (Option 2)

(4) Detailed District figures are contained in the papers for RPP – see above. Attached is a comparative table to show the increases for individual counties.

COMPARISON BETWEEN EXISTING RSS HOUSING PROVISION, NET HOUSING COMPLETIONS 2001-6 AND PROPOSALS FOR RSS REVIEW

All figures are annual averages

A B C C / C / 

Net Dwelling Existing RSS Latest RSS A B 

Completions Net Provision Proposals 

2001 - 2006 2007-21 2006-2026 % %

Birmingham 1,905 1,800 2,530 133 141 

Black Country 1,454 2,513 3,060 210 122

Coventry 458 728 1,675 366 349

Solihull 566 440 380 67 86

METROPOLITAN AREA 4,383 5,481 7,645 174 139

Herefordshire 601 560 830 138 148

Shropshire 1,159 870 1,285 111 148 

Staffordshire 2,833 1,764 2,745 97 156

Stoke-on-Trent 630 100 420 67 420 

Telford & Wrekin 533 875 1,325 249 151 

Warwickshire 2,533 1,277 2,050 81 161

Worcestershire 1,983 1,007 1,830 92 182 

MAJOR URBAN AREAS 5,013 5,581 8,295 177 159

OTHER AREAS 9,642 6,353 9,835 102 155 

REGION 14,655 11,934 18,130 124 152

MET AREA AS % OF REGION 30 46 42 

MUAs AS % OF REGION 34 47 46

 

Commentary

· For the region as a whole, the proposals represent almost a 25% increase in housebuilding compared with recent rates. But house building is currently planned to reduce, especially in the shire counties, so the proposals are for more than a 50% increase in housing completions as against existing plans. 

· In the Metropolitan Area, there is to be a massive increase of about 250% in house building in Coventry. It is extremely unlikely that there will be sufficient demand to justify this, but this number of homes could not be provided without massive incursions into the Green Belt. We regard the proposals as highly irresponsible. 

· In the Black Country, house building would more than double recent rates. Whether this can be justified is questionable. An independent panel looking at proposals for the Black Country have already rejected the idea of ‘urban extensions’. 

· Birmingham would see a 30 – 40% increase in house building, which is already at a high level. It is doubtful whether this can be achieved without eating into Green Belt and consuming other green field sites. 

· Solihull would see a reduction in house building as compared with both recent rates and existing plans. 

· Herefordshire would see hefty increases in house building. Although there are no Green Belt implications, the proportion of development on brownfield sites, already low, seems certain to fall still further. 

· Shropshire would experience only modest increases compared with recent house building rates, but substantial increases compared with existing plans. The proposed housing is widely spread, with particular concentrations in Shrewsbury and Atcham and North Shropshire. 

· Staffordshire would see a slight reduction compared with recent house building, but a big increase in comparison with existing plans. House building is proposed to be concentrated particularly in East Staffordshire, Stafford and Lichfield. There could be Green Belt loss in at least some of these areas. 

· Stoke-on-Trent would see a reduction compared with recent house building rates, but a very big increase over existing plans. There should however be minimal pressure on Green Belt or green field land. 

· Telford and Wrekin would face an increase of almost 150% over recent house building rates, and we have doubts about whether this could be achieved. The increase over current plans is less dramatic but still very substantial. There could be implications for both Green Belt and green field development. 

· Warwickshire would see a reduction in house building compared with recent rates, which have been very high. There would, however, be a very substantial increase over and above existing plans. Most of the new housing would be concentrated in Nuneaton and Bedworth, Rugby and Warwick. Green Belt and other green field sites would undoubtedly be lost. 

· Worcestershire would experience a slight reduction in building rates, but this would still represent a very big increase over existing plans. Growth would be concentrated particularly in Worcester, Wychavon and Redditch. Green Belt land and other green field sites would be lost.

 

            This press release has just been sent out to all seven groups on my press list: Conurbations, Regional, and five counties and radio and television.     Computers have more tricks than a dancing bear and I failed twice to send it out to all the press list individually.   However, out it has now finally gone.   What do you think?    Is it all right?

 

                            Yours,

 

                            Nicholas

