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Oral evidence

Taken before the East Midlands Regional Committee

on Monday 30 November 2009

Members present:

Paddy Tipping (Chairman)

Judy Mallaber Sir Peter Soulsby

Witnesses: Janet Birkin, Chair, East Midlands Police Authorities Joint Committee, and Richard Crompton,
Chief Constable, Lincolnshire Police, gave evidence.

Q1 Chairman: A warm welcome to Janet Birkin,
Chair of the East Midlands Police Authorities Joint
Committee, and Richard Crompton who, I think,
acts as the chief oYcer of the group but is also the
Chief Constable of Lincolnshire. Thanks for coming
here. We were originally scheduled to meet in
Loughborough, but for a variety of reasons, that
wasn’t possible. So it’s good of you to come here at
short notice.
This is perhaps an appropriate meeting, because I
know, Richard and Janet, that you and colleagues in
the East Midlands have been concerned about the
funding levels of police authorities in the East
Midlands for a long time. This is our first evidence
session for an inquiry that, in broad and basic terms,
asks, “Does the East Midlands get its fair share of
resources?” So let’s start with that. Tell us what the
position is with the police in the East Midlands.
Richard Crompton: Thank you. The basis of our
argument here today is really that, no, we don’t
receive the funding we should receive in the East
Midlands in policing terms, despite the fact that we
absolutely accept that there has been an increase in
police funding right across the UK, and we have seen
some of that increase within the East Midlands. The
funding formula, which is currently used to decide
how the national pot for police funding is
apportioned across the 43 forces, is subject to a
dampening mechanism. In the East Midlands, all
five of the constituent forces lose out as a result of
that dampening formula. Were the funding formula
to be implemented to its full extent, we would
actually receive 6.8% more in our budgets and be
able to aVord something in the region of 518
additional police oYcers as a result.

Q2 Chairman: But you just mentioned all five forces.
Tell me about Northamptonshire, because I thought
it was in a slightly more advantageous position than
the other four.
Richard Crompton: It is true to say, sir, that
Northamptonshire currently does lose out through
the dampening to the tune of, I think, £0.6 million,
which, in comparison to the other four forces and
authorities, is a much smaller amount. It is equally
true to say that it has been in and out, either side of
the line, so to speak, during the years; but,

collectively, of course, we rely upon one another
working collaboratively, and Northamptonshire
certainly feels the impact of that as well.

Q3 Chairman: I think I saw last week the provisional
allocation for next year—I did not read it as
thoroughly as I might—but it is subject to
damping again.
Richard Crompton: That is correct, sir, yes.
Chairman: Can you just fill that in a bit?
Richard Crompton: The dampening mechanism was
introduced really to ensure that all forces and
authorities across the country received as a
minimum an increase year on year of 2.5%. So I
suppose that from our point of view, in a fairly
strange way, a funding formula was decided about
six years ago on the basis that national funding was
not apportioned according to need and risk, but it
was then immediately dampened to ensure stability,
which I can understand. However, unlike other
public authorities, that stability has been maintained
through the dampening mechanism, and the funding
formula has not been allowed to be implemented at
a staged rate.
Janet Birkin: Perhaps I could add something to that
by saying that we recognise in the East Midlands
that although there is the floor of 2.5%, this year we
received 3.1%, and next year we will receive 3%. So
we recognise that the Government have some
recognition of the challenges we face; but clearly
when we should be receiving an additional 6.8%, it is
not suYcient to address the risks that face the East
Midlands. I am sure that you will all remember that
in the “Closing the Gap” report by Denis O’Connor,
we were seen as the Government region that had the
highest risk.

Q4 Chairman: So, Janet, what’s to be done about it?
Janet Birkin: Well, what would be the best thing to
happen is clearly that the funding formula was fully
implemented, and as I am sure that you are aware,
that was one of the recommendations from Sir
Ronnie Flanagan’s latest review—that there was
some movement towards implementing the funding
formula fully. From our perspective, we fully
recognise that it would be very diYcult to do that in a
single sweep. There is some disappointment that the
Government have chosen not to show an element of
phasing in the funding formula over the three-year
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CSR period, which, of course, they have done in
other key local public services. At this moment in
time, we do not see that there has been any
recognition to do that, but that for us would be a
significant improvement to our current situation and
would address much of the gap we already have.

Q5 Chairman: Why is that? I know that you’ve been
on the case for a long time. What’s the Home OYce
saying to you?
Janet Birkin: I think the Home OYce—I am sure,
working in conjunction with the CLG—is saying to
us that it recognises the issue. In fact, I can say
personally that when we have been to see the
Policing Minister, he has been very aware and
supportive of the challenges we face.
Chairman: Supportive, but not giving you the cash.
Janet Birkin: Exactly, and actions speak louder than
words, do they not? However, having said that, I
believe they probably feel that they want stability
and realise that if the funding formula was
implemented in full, it would mean that there would
be authorities and forces who would lose out. But
equally, it would be fair to say that there are oYcials
who have used the words, “They would want to treat
all their children fairly.” At the moment, we don’t
feel we are, because we have been losing out for a
number of years.

Q6 Chairman: Richard, you said at the beginning
that you’d had extra resources. The figures we’ve got
are an extra £256 million, or a 27% real-terms
increase, between 1997-98 and 2009-10, but you’ve
still got a deficit. What would you use that money
for?
Richard Crompton: First of all, if I may say how the
additional money has been used, of course, we’ve
used it to invest in neighbourhood policing. We’ve
used it to invest in protective services across the
region. If the funding formula, however, were to be
implemented to its full extent and we received the
extra £34.2 million that we would receive as a
consequence, that, as I said, would give us resources
to the tune of 514 extra police oYcers. Undoubtedly,
there would be a considerable call on those
additional oYcers to fill some of the protective
services gaps that were identified by Her Majesty’s
Inspectorate of Constabulary, in the review both in
2005 and 2008. In Derbyshire, for example, there are
over 70 organised crime groups that have been
recognised and mapped by that force. They are
involved in things such as homicide, gun crime, knife
crime and the supply of class A drugs. The simple
fact is that the force is not in a position to properly
address all those organised crime groups because it
simply does not have suYcient resource, and the
same could be said to a greater or lesser extent for all
other forces in the East Midlands.

Q7 Chairman: If you got up to your funding formula
at the appropriate level, would you be happy with
that, or would you still be knocking on the door?
Richard Crompton: It would be a strange chief
constable who said they absolutely have enough, but
recognising the realities that we all face, it would

make a very significant diVerence. It is true to say,
however, that we have identified and costed
additional risk within the East Midlands region, to
the tune of an additional £22 million. So although
the implementation in full of the funding formula
would assist greatly and make a very real diVerence,
I still would not be able to put my hand on my heart
and tell you that we were absolutely fully funded to
meet the risks that we currently face. But, as I say, I
think that all chiefs and chairs of authorities
recognise the diYcult economic situation that
everybody is in.

Q8 Chairman: Let me just ask you a couple of other
things and then we will turn to Judy. First of all,
Lincolnshire is the lowest funded force?
Richard Crompton: Yes, we are.

Q9 Chairman: How has that come about?
Richard Crompton: I think you have to look back
historically. Over the years, Lincolnshire has always
been—for as long as people can remember—a low,
or the lowest, funded force within the country. That
is partly due to the fact that, as I hope we have made
clear in our evidence to you, we are funded at the
lowest level in terms of the grant that is shared out
across all forces.
It is also true to say that in Lincolnshire, during the
years when some authorities were introducing
relatively high levels of council tax to raise
additional funding, for a range of reasons the police
authority in Lincolnshire chose not to do so.
However, that situation no longer pertains. You may
recall that two years ago, following the authority’s
seeking a very significant increase in the precept, we
were capped but we were capped at 26%, which I
think recognised the severe diYculties we were in at
that point. So there are a range of historic reasons
that have brought us to the position we are in today.

Q10 Chairman: Both of you have a long-standing
and outstanding record of working in the public
services and you will read the political runes as well
as I do—probably better than I do. Everybody tells
me we are about to move into a range of austerity—
when it happens, how deep it will be and for how
long remains to be seen. However, wouldn’t it be
better to get you up to a fairer funding formula in a
time when there were increased resources rather than
in the period we now look as though we’re going
into, where the rate of increase might be very limited
or might even decrease?
Janet Birkin: Could I start our response with a point
of clarity? We do not have an issue with the funding
formula. You mentioned a fairer funding formula.
We sit quite comfortably with the revised formula.
Our real argument is about the fact that it has not
been implemented and about the whole of the
damping mechanism; it seems to be a little cloudy as
to how that mechanism is arrived at.
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Q11 Chairman: It is easier to look after your
children, to use your phrase Janet, if you have some
money in your pocket than when you haven’t any
money in your pocket. I suspect that we are moving
towards that spectrum.
Janet Birkin: Yes, and we are very mindful of that.
Going back to the point that Richard made, there
has been underfunding for many years across the
East Midlands. In fact, if I just bring that alive by
talking about Derbyshire as an example for one
second, when the funding formula was reviewed it
gave us an additional £11 million in grant. To date,
we lose £5 million year on year of that grant that we
have not seen. So we recognise that. It has meant
that from an eYciency point of view, the region has
had to show considerable eYciencies, which means
that when we move into the more austere times it is
much more diYcult to make the eYciencies that are
required. That is particularly challenging for us,
because one has to recognise that eYciency is all
about maintaining services. We don’t want to cut
services, which is ultimately where we could be.
Could you just repeat the question?
Chairman: If you are going to get to the required
level, it is easier to do it in a time of aZuence, rather
than austerity.
Janet Birkin: Yes, so the point I wanted to raise there
is that we would really agree with that. The point is
that we have to balance the setting of our budget
with a capping regime that has been brought in by
Government. Four of the five force authorities in the
East Midlands have suVered through the capping
regime in the last five years—Derbyshire being the
latest this year. Although we were not capped, we
were nominated, and we do feel there is an element
of unfairness there, when we are trying to play our
part, particularly when we had done so much
consultation with the community, who wanted us to
be brought up to a level that was equitable with our
neighbours and could address the risks, particularly
when we had support from cross-party MPs and
particularly when, as an authority, we did not want
to go into conflict with the Government. The budget
and precept we set did fit within the previous capping
guidelines. So it gives us additional challenges for all
those reasons.

Q12 Chairman: We’ve talked a lot about Derbyshire
and Lincolnshire, for understandable reasons, but
I’ll be in big trouble back home if I don’t mention
Nottinghamshire. They are in the same position,
aren’t they?
Richard Crompton: Yes, indeed, they are. You will
have to forgive me for referring to my note here. The
failure to implement the funding formula to its
fullest extent, as I have explained, has lost the region
£57 million. In Nottinghamshire, their share of that
equates to 211 additional police oYcers. You have
made the point about Northamptonshire, and you
are absolutely correct that they are at the balancing
point in this debate, but the other four forces in the
East Midlands lose considerably from that failure to
implement the funding formula.

Q13 Chairman: Can you give us the Leicestershire
figure as well?
Richard Crompton: Yes, I can.

Q14 Judy Mallaber: What was the amount they were
short in Nottinghamshire, in millions of pounds?
Richard Crompton: The cash amount?
Judy Mallaber: I am sure it is in here somewhere.
You said the figure for Derbyshire was £11 million.
What is the equivalent for Nottinghamshire?
Richard Crompton: For Nottinghamshire the figure
is £7.6 million. In Derbyshire they could have
aVorded 139 additional oYcers, and in
Leicestershire, 86. In Lincolnshire, my own force,
the number is 69, and as I said, in Nottingham it is
211. In Northamptonshire it is nine oYcers.

Q15 Judy Mallaber: I’m going to go over some of
these questions in a little more detail to make sure,
for the purposes of our report, that we are absolutely
clear. Going back to the police funding formula
itself—though we know the problem is the
implementation—I was slightly unsure because you
said you would obviously live with that quite
happily, but you also said that you had identified an
additional £22 million risk. Was that the wish list on
top of the current funding formula? I wasn’t quite
clear whether that was in addition.
Richard Crompton: I wouldn’t describe it as a wish
list, but all forces within the region, as you would
expect, have done a lot of work to try to assess the
risk that the people we serve face in each of those
constituent forces. We do that in a number of ways,
but one of the most significant ways, of course, is by
mapping organised criminals and their activities
within the region. These are only estimates, but the
estimate within the total East Midlands region is
that we would have to spend an additional £22
million on top of that which we currently lose out
from in relation to the funding formula to properly
meet that risk.
Janet Birkin: To add to what Richard has said, for
forces and authorities it is the case that when that
strategic risk assessment has been completed, the
genie is out of the bottle. It is about knowing the
unfunded risk that we have to balance and that the
chief constable has to balance in all his or her
decision-making processes.

Q16 Judy Mallaber: I come back to the funding
formula without that £22 million. If we were to get
it, do you think that that is fair, as between diVerent
regions? Do you have any complaint about the
balance between regions?
Richard Crompton: The balance between regions is
frankly quite stark. Our region is in the lower half.

Q17 Judy Mallaber: I meant on the formula, not on
the implementation of the formula. If we had the
formula, although obviously everybody would be
able to identify more money that we desperately
need, would you feel that it was fair as between
regions?
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Richard Crompton: As Janet has said, no formula is
perfect. We could always argue about some of its
manifestations but, yes, in general terms everyone in
the East Midlands is content that the formula itself
is sound and, were it to be properly implemented, we
would feel we were getting a fair share of the nation’s
resource that is being put to policing.

Q18 Judy Mallaber: Have you been able to influence
the formula when it has been drawn up?
Janet Birkin: No. Well, let me clarify that, Judy.
When we knew that there were to be changes to the
formula, there was consultation to which all
authorities could contribute. We feel that the
decision taken at the time with the actual funding
formula that we have now would be seen to be fair.
It feels about right for us.
Even if we had the additional £19 million—which
would go some way, as Richard has pointed out—we
have to remember that we have a £17 million budget
deficit across the East Midlands. We have also the
£22 million of unfunded risk, and we would have
some diYcult decisions to make about where the
money would be spent, because we would also want
to think about how we could invest in collaboration
for some more longer-term savings. We can only
spend the money once. As for the point you were
alluding to, Judy, when you asked whether we would
see that fair across other regions, we have lost out for
a significant number of years.
I shall give you a comparison from region to region.
We all see much of it with regard to levels of oYcers.
We have the lowest number of oYcers. We have 24.6
police oYcers to deal with 1,000 crimes across the
region compared with the North-East that would
have 36.3 oYcers to deal with 1,000 crimes. In police
oYcer measurements, we are significantly
disadvantaged.

Q19 Judy Mallaber: I am trying to identify the
particular diVerent aspects involved. Does the
funding formula itself adapt? I know that we are not
getting it implemented, which is our first problem,
but is it adapted to take account of changes? If so,
how regularly does it take account of, for example,
population changes, which is obviously an issue for
us in the East Midlands?
Richard Crompton: We smile because it does, but
only years after the event. For example, our current
funding is based on the mid-year population for
2004. As you will all know, the East Midlands is a
rapidly growing region. Northamptonshire and
Lincolnshire are the number two and three fastest
growing counties in the country. We have grown
hugely since 2004, but the funding formula is linked
to the population estimates that existed at that time.
My understanding is that, when we go to the next
CSR, it will be based on the population estimates for
2008; none the less there will still be a considerable
lag. Our argument is that it would be possible to
inject some additional flexibility into the
apportionment through the formula based on the
annual estimates of population through the OYce
for National Statistics, but that is not done.

Janet Birkin: Adding to that point, I am sure that the
CLG would say that, even based on the 2004
population statistics, it will make some
proportionate changes to it; but clearly, once the
CSR has been set, those are the population figures
that would be used. If we are talking about the East
Midlands where there is a significant increase—plus
11% is expected by 2016—the demands of an ever-
growing population are not adjusted for. It
continues, and is not dampened like the formula.
The demand for policing increases with an increase
in population, and the formula, because of damping,
stays the same.

Q20 Judy Mallaber: Are there any other particular
features of our region that should be taken into
account, but you feel maybe aren’t?
Richard Crompton: Yes, I believe there are, as we’ve
made clear—for example, the policing grant
disadvantages in the East Midlands. Of course, there
are other sources of funding as well. Specifically, I
am thinking of the Crime Fighting Fund, the
Neighbourhood Policing Fund and the capital
allocations that are made each year. When you look
at each of those funds, again, we are significantly
disadvantaged. In relation to the Crime Fighting
Fund, Lincolnshire police receive the lowest level per
capita of any force in the country, and the region is, I
think, the fourth most disadvantaged in the country.

Q21 Judy Mallaber: How is the funding for the
Crime Fighting Fund determined? How is that grant
determined? What do they take into account?
Richard Crompton: I am not sure we can answer that
question today, if you will forgive me.
Judy Mallaber: It would be helpful, because for us
just to talk about the funding formula and not
specific grants, we need to be accurate.
Richard Crompton: We could certainly supply the
Committee with that detail.
Janet Birkin: It would be fair to say, wouldn’t it,
Richard, that the Crime Fighting Fund was set up
specifically for forces to meet set police oYcer
numbers?
Richard Crompton: Yes, indeed.
Janet Birkin: That has only recently been relaxed to
a degree to allow an element of work force
modernisation and changes in the work force mix,
but any further additional information, we can let
you have.

Q22 Judy Mallaber: Richard, which are the other
grants again?
Richard Crompton: If I may, in relation to the
Neighbourhood Policing Fund, Derbyshire is the
lowest funded force of all, and we are the second-
lowest funded region in relation to that. It continues
in relation to capital grants—we are the third
lowest region.

Q23 Judy Mallaber: Can I hold you oV about the
Neighbourhood Policing Fund? To what extent is
Derbyshire underfunded because the authority and
the chief constable at the time did not want to apply
for PCSOs, or is that not relevant?
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Janet Birkin: I think that, in truth, it isn’t relevant,
and I don’t say that in any defensive way at all. At
the time, the police authority and the chief
constable, because of our very low number of police
oYcers, felt that money was better funded in oYcers
rather than PCSOs. Of course, the Government
brought in their 75% funding on PCSOs. Our
numbers would be comparable with neighbouring
forces, had the final tranche of PCSOs been allowed,
but the Government withdrew that, which is one of
the reasons why we are the lowest funded.

Q24 Judy Mallaber: So Derbyshire didn’t start at a
lower base because of that original decision?
Janet Birkin: Yes, which we felt was the right
decision at the time.

Q25 Judy Mallaber: And the other fund you were
about to go on to?
Richard Crompton: The final fund is capital
allocation. Again, the East Midlands received the
third lowest level per capita across the nine regions
in the country.

Q26 Judy Mallaber: It would be helpful to have a
few more details about how they determine those,
and where we fit in into that. Otherwise we are not
doing the full picture.
You mentioned the CSR. We don’t yet know what
the arrangements are for the next one. What eVect
has that delay had in terms of how you are planning
to use and allocate resources?
Janet Birkin: We really welcome the fact that we
have a three-year CSR period, because it means that
our planning and budgetary decisions are much
better informed. However, as we’ve said earlier, we
were disappointed that, at the same time, there
wasn’t the opportunity, or the Government didn’t
take the decision, to phase out the damping and the
floor. One of the issues caused by having a late
response on the new CSR period and if our grant
funding is cut back, which is anticipated, as was said
earlier by the Chairman, because of the current
economic climate—much of our costings will be
around staYng at 80%—will be that clearly, police
oYcer numbers will have to reduce. That is the only
way that we can make quick changes to our budget,
whereas if we had a longer lead-in time, maybe that
would not be aVected in quite the same way.

Q27 Judy Mallaber: I don’t know much about the
police allocation formula working group. Can you
tell me what it is, how eVective it is, whether we have
East Midlands representatives on it and which bits of
this process it has a part to play in?
Janet Birkin: The police allocation funding formula
group is part of the CLG. It works closely with the
Home OYce through Michael Romberg’s area. It is
a group that is re-looking at the funding formula. We
did not know that group existed until we invited
Michael Romberg up to the region, together with
Karen Sussex who works on that group. We had a
constructive and productive conversation with
them. We have never been invited to sit on that
group. That will be done at a national level, I would

imagine through ACPO and the APA. However, we
were invited to submit our evidence to that group,
which we will do by the end of this year. I believe they
anticipate coming to a decision by the middle of
next year.

Q28 Judy Mallaber: Are police forces and
authorities consulted on the damping arrangements
and their impact, or do they just come out from on
high and you have no say until after the event, when
you are complaining about it?
Janet Birkin: To use your words, Judy, it comes from
on high. There is no consultation whatsoever.
Whereas there is a fairly transparent process with
regard to the funding formula, there is none of that
with regard to the damping issue.

Q29 Judy Mallaber: Just a final question about the
impact. You have said how many extra police
oYcers we could have. You talked about some
elements of risk. You gave Derbyshire as an example
and the number of gangs. What are the main areas
of potential risk that you would identify as a result
of the formula not being implemented?
Richard Crompton: It is best answered in this way. I
have drawn attention, through my comments in
relation to organised crime, to one of the more
dangerous elements of the risk that we carry, but you
will also appreciate that we have, for example, to
work in relation to the management of dangerous
oVenders and sex oVenders. We have to work in the
area of child exploitation. All of these things are
either risks or emerging risks within the East
Midlands. Janet has also drawn attention to the
ratio of oYcers per crime. The amount spent in our
region compared with other regions does not
compare favourably in relation to each crime. At the
neighbourhood level, we also see the results of the
year-on-year failure to implement the funding
formula in fewer oYcers at that level and a
propensity among the forces to remove oYcers from
the neighbourhood level in order to fill some of the
gaps at the serious and organised end of the
criminality that we have to combat. So it is an
across-the-board impact that is felt within the region
as a result of our funding diYculties.

Q30 Sir Peter Soulsby: You tell us that, as a result of
the funding that you have, the East Midlands has a
lower number of police oYcers per 1,000 crimes than
any other region. That could to some extent be
choice in how the money is spent. Is it also the case
that the grant per crime and spend per crime are at
the bottom of the table, or are they somewhere else?
Richard Crompton: Yes. Let me give you the specific
figures. In the East Midlands, in relation to grant-to-
crime ratios, the region receives £1,330 to deal with
every crime committed in the area. We compare that
with the North-East region, where the amount is
£800 more in relation to urban crime. I can give the
figures for police oYcers per crime again if you wish,
but it is a similar situation. In relation to the spend
per crime, which is the other area that you were
interested in, in the East Midlands region, forces
spend an average of £1,950 on every crime
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committed. Again in the North-East region—it feels
like we’re picking on the North-East region—they
actually spend £2,597. That’s some £650 over what
we spend in the East Midlands.

Q31 Sir Peter Soulsby: That’s very helpful, thank
you. You also referred to some of the specific sources
of funding that the forces receive. I just wonder
whether, if you take all those specific grants together,
you could give us a flavour of where the East
Midlands comes in terms of funding.
Richard Crompton: I’m not, at the moment, able to
parcel them all together, but in each of those specific
areas, we are at the lower end of the apportionment
in relation to other regions across the country.

Q32 Chairman: Could you do the sums for us and let
us have a new total?
Richard Crompton: Absolutely, yes.
Janet Birkin: Perhaps I could add to that, Richard,
for Sir Peter. If you take the Crime Fighting Fund,
we’re the fourth lowest funding per head of
population. If you take the Neighbourhood Policing
Fund, we’re the second lowest. If you take capital
grants, we’re the third lowest level of capital grant.
We’re the fourth lowest for grant funding per head.
Clearly, when you put all that together, we are going
to come in at around the fourth lowest, I would
anticipate.

Q33 Sir Peter Soulsby: Increasingly, forces are
collaborating together in the East Midlands, as
elsewhere. Could you give us a flavour of to what
extent synergies have been achieved as a result of
that collaboration?
Richard Crompton: Yes—perhaps I could start oV,
Janet? We are quite proud of what’s been achieved in
the East Midlands in relation to collaboration. We
have been collaborating together for a decade or so
now in the East Midlands Special Operations Unit,
which you may well be familiar with. It is a specialist
resource to which all forces and authorities
contribute: some 160 oYcers and staV are there to
help us address serious and organised crime right
across the region. It is something which has been
identified by the inspectorate as good practice, and
indeed has been held up as an example that others
might follow.
Since the debate on force amalgamations from 2005
and since it was decided that forces would not
amalgamate but that emphasis would be on
collaboration, we have kept a full-time team
working on our behalf in Newark, working up ever
more opportunities to collaborate. At the moment,
we collaborate on round about 67 issues across the
East Midlands region. Of those, there are some very
significant areas, such as, for example, witness
protection, which is looking to share the
responsibility for that across the region and actually
provides a model, which I anticipate we will see more
and more next year and in the years to come, of hubs
within the region, if I may describe them as that, to
provide each of the five forces with specialist

resource. Specialist covert technical support would
be another example where we see the benefit of
additional collaboration.
We have made significant savings through
collaborating together on procurement. We have
also, it has to be said, managed to bring into the
region significant sums of money through
Government because of our collaborative style. For
example, over £8 million was brought in last year
and this year to enable us to invest in over 5,000
mobile data devices, which will free up oYcer time
and make them more eYcient. It has been, I think,
an important element of the way in which we not
only manage money but also manage the
operational risk that we face, but I would have to say
that it is not the panacea, and it will certainly not
solve all our problems.

Q34 Sir Peter Soulsby: I recognise that, and I
recognise that it is not just about the money when
you collaborate, but I wonder whether you have
actually tried to quantify the financial eVects of the
collaboration.
Richard Crompton: In terms of—?
Sir Peter Soulsby: In terms of savings. You
mentioned something as you were going through
there; I just wondered whether you have tried to put
them together.
Richard Crompton: In terms of the amounts saved
and the amount brought into the region, we can
certainly give you hard figures. Again, I have to say
that the amount saved does not amount to a massive
amount of money. We are in a position where
collaboration tends to enable us to provide an
enhanced operational response and resource in the
region, as opposed, at the moment, to making much
in the way of hard cash savings, although, going
back to procurement, I think it was £1.3 million
through procurement. When you add together the
total of all our cash savings and the additional
money that has been brought into the region, it is
just shy of £12 million.

Q35 Sir Peter Soulsby: If amalgamation were back
on the table, would that make a significant
diVerence? Is there the prospect of big savings from
amalgamations?
Richard Crompton: In 2005, I led the team which
looked at this in the East Midlands and we costed
what it would amount to to bring all five forces
together in the East Midlands; the total cost was
around £95 million. It would have taken a decade to
have recouped that amount of money. To hammer
that home, they were not just our figures; they were
audited through the Home OYce and we agreed on
that sort of figure. It is true to say that there are
savings to be made, but it requires a very significant
injection of cash to get it started and it would take
an awful long time to see the benefit in terms of cash.
Sir Peter Soulsby: Thank you very much.

Q36 Chairman: Can I just pick up on two or three of
those issues for people who follow our proceedings,
particularly our good friends in the press? Could you
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just make it clear, Richard, that this base in Newark,
which is very close to me, is at the embryo regional
stage?
Richard Crompton: I am very happy to do that. It is
in a unit on an industrial estate. It could hardly be
described as a prototype for a new regional
headquarters, I assure you.

Q37 Chairman: I know that, but other people don’t.
Turning to EMSOU, the East Midlands Special
Operations Unit, I know it but I have lost sight of the
funding. Initially it was 100% Home OYce funded,
then it was 50% Home OYce funded. What is the
position?
Richard Crompton: You are quite correct and thank
you for prompting me. We currently, this year, enjoy
£2 million funding for EMSOU, down to £1.5
million next year and then we are told there is no
further funding. While we are grateful for what we
have received, it does add to our concerns about the
future, given all the things that we have discussed
this afternoon.

Q38 Chairman: Just finally, I am not entirely sure
what the role of the Department for Communities
and Local Government is in this. That is more

Witnesses: Laura Dyer, Executive Director of the Midlands and South West for Arts Council England, Anne
Rippon, Regional Strategic Lead, Sport England (East Midlands), and Sean Tizzard, Regional Policy and
Partnerships Manager, Big Lottery Fund (East Midlands) gave evidence.

Q39 Chairman: Having got the police oV the scene,
let us now turn to lottery funding in the East
Midlands. We have Anne Rippon from Sport
England, Sean Tizzard from the Big Lottery and
Laura Dyer from the Arts Council. All of them have,
among other things, an East Midlands regional
remit.
When the lottery came out in the early years, there
was a strong view in the East Midlands that, to put
it crudely, we were not getting our fair share of the
action. Was that true then?
Laura Dyer: From an arts point of view, that was
true in the early days. What we have striven to do
over the past 10 years is to work really hard. It was
actually slightly about raising ambition and
aspiration for some of the big projects, particularly
for the large capital awards. We were slow oV the
blocks in terms of starting and getting in those large-
scale applications. Obviously, over the past 10 years
that has transformed. Last week, with the opening of
Nottingham Contemporary, we completed a
programme that invested upwards of £140 million
into the region, into nine new or greatly improved
buildings, in both cities and rural areas.

Q40 Chairman: Would that be the same for Sport
England?
Anne Rippon: Yes, that was certainly one of the
concerns that we had in the early days. We were
getting quite a lot of small projects through, so the
actual numbers, in cash terms, were quite low

around the figures and the material that goes into the
formula. What I guess I am saying is, who calls the
shots? It is a Home OYce issue, isn’t it?
Janet Birkin: You raise an interesting question.
Certainly, when we were threatened with capping, of
course it came from the Minister from the
Department for Communities and Local
Government. Interestingly, it was a Policing
Minister last week who announced what the funding
settlement was going to be. I would imagine that
there is an element of close working and co-
operation between the two Departments with regard
to policing.
Chairman: Well, let’s just keep that in our
imaginations, shall we? We won’t put it higher than
that. Can I just thank you for coming? Our
interviewing techniques, Richard, may not be up to
your standard and that of some of your colleagues.
When you are reflecting on the train back home and
think, “I should have confessed to this” or “I should
have told them that”, don’t be shy to drop us another
note if you want. I am grateful for your coming. We
hope to produce the report some time about the
middle of February, so the sooner you can let us have
the material you promised us the better. Thank you
both very much.
Richard Crompton: Thank you for the opportunity.

compared with other regions, but we had lots of
projects coming through, so there were lots of
projects, but smaller projects. What we have tried to
do over the years is work together to look at areas of
need and address some of the issues that are
behind that.
Sean Tizzard: From the Big Lottery Fund’s
perspective, based on statistics of population
deprivation, we would look for the East Midlands to
get about 7.9% of the national pot. We are currently
at about 7.6%, so we are a little bit down, but just
about on track. Recently, we have had some big
successes. The “myplace” programme, which has a
non-lottery funded programme working with the
Department for Children, Schools and Families, got
£27.5 million into the region, including £5 million in
Sir Peter’s constituency, which is 11% of the total
pot.
Village SOS, which is a programme that we run in
conjunction with the BBC, looks at enterprise within
villages. We have recently gone through the process
of shortlisting those projects. Of the 17 in England,
five are in the East Midlands, so there is a definite
positive wave in the East Midlands.

Q41 Chairman: Shout me down if I have got this
wrong, but has it been about the slowness of getting
the big capital schemes oV the ground? Has that been
the essential problem in the East Midlands?
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Anne Rippon: Yes, one of the issues for the East
Midlands is having Nottingham, Derby and
Leicester rather than having, say, a Birmingham as
they have in the West Midlands. We do not have the
large city authority to take forward the really big
projects.

Q42 Chairman: Be careful what you say. I can see a
hole opening up here. So, there is no big major
international conurbation.
Laura, how did you get the new contemporary
gallery oV the ground in Nottingham? I think I’m
right in saying that David Hockney is there today
and, unfortunately, I am here.
Laura Dyer: The same with me, missing lunch with
David Hockney. Obviously, though, I’m delighted to
be here.
The developments in Leicester, Derby and
Nottingham worked closely with the local
authorities, because in each case they were the driver
for Capital Build. So they worked very closely with
oYcers and members about what their needs were.
As Anne says, although we do not have a large
metropolitan centre, speaking from the arts point of
view, if you put together the cultural assets of the
three cities, they outstrip Birmingham, Manchester
or Liverpool in terms of what they have to oVer, and,
most importantly, the audiences that they draw. So
people do engage very highly with those facilities.
Elsewhere we obviously have some great arts
organisations with huge ambitions. First Movement
in Derbyshire is leading with a project that is
revolutionary in working with people with profound
learning disabilities and physical disabilities. In
Northampton, the theatre down there was led by the
arts organisation; and also there is the New Art
Exchange in Nottingham. So we have great
examples, where a combination of individual vision
and the organisations that have driven it are coupled
with really strong support from local government.

Q43 Chairman: Tell me, because you all accepted in
the early years that there was not a fair share of
resources, did you as distributors take a conscious
decision that this was not right and that you would
put in place remedial measures, as it were, to sort it
out?
Anne Rippon: Yes. We certainly had the lottery
distributors forum working across the East
Midlands, which brought us all together to look at
where there were issues. Sometimes they were
common issues and sometimes they were diVerent,
but where there were common issues we worked
together with bodies such as funders forums and
local authorities to identify where the projects might
come from and what issues were holding them up.
Laura Dyer: I would add in terms of our own
investment that the lottery is about 17% of our spend
as an organisation. The vast majority is obviously
grant-in-aid from the Treasury. We have looked
strongly at where we spend our resources in terms of
our infrastructure, and then looked at what we call
our cold spots. In our case, they are particularly
Northamptonshire and Lincolnshire.

We have tried to take some corrective action by
working directly, particularly with the Lincolnshire
coast and Northamptonshire, to try to generate
more applications. Although it is an open
application process, and of course one needs strong
applications, there are ways in which we can use our
resources and staV time to help stimulate the
expertise and demand in those areas.
Anne Rippon: Similarly, we have identified areas
where not so much is happening, but we can say that
13.6% of the sporting and lottery funding that we
distribute has come to the East Midlands. That is
based on the 7.7 mark that we were talking about
before. That is quite a good achievement for the East
Midlands.

Q44 Chairman: Sean, tell us, you mentioned a figure
of 7.6 and a target of 7.9. There is still a bit to go.
Sean Tizzard: The target that we set for East
Midlands funding is 7.9, of which we are at 7.6. That
is based on the population of the East Midlands and
levels of deprivation.

Q45 Chairman: When will you reach that target?
Sean Tizzard: Hopefully soon, with the successes of
myplace and village SOS.

Q46 Judy Mallaber: What other courses do we have?
It is a rather disparate region. On points 1 and 2, as
you said, Laura, the trouble is that we are dependent
upon applications. The diYculty is that it is quite
hard to spread the benefits fairly to places that may
not have people bright and skilled enough to even
think of putting in an application, or who might
have a bright idea but no one to follow it through.
The third point was about the twists and turmoils
that you have to go through to get applications
through for all but the very small grants.
Laura Dyer: We work closely with local government,
and one of the challenges—I do not want to pre-
empt questions on what is around the corner—is
that we can definitely see that where there are
capable and active cultural teams in the local
authority that we can work with, we get a strong
response. For example, if there is not an arts
development oYcer for us to work with directly on
the ground, it is often harder to give that support to
people as they emerge. We certainly do that. We also
send more and more of a challenge to our artists and
arts organisations that we fund through other routes
to act as a kind of host and a sort of talent
development agency. So there are lots of ways in
which diVerent arts organisations are working with
artists who may be finding it harder to make those
applications to again generate that kind of interest.

Q47 Judy Mallaber: Can you explain what
mechanisms you use? I am in the unfortunate
position of being in an authority area that has just
got rid of its arts development oYcers and most of
its sports development oYcers. How would any
developments be stimulated in a situation like that?
I am sure there are large parts of the East Midlands
where the local authorities have never particularly
engaged in that kind of initiative.
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Anne Rippon: In terms of the issues you have talked
about, we appreciate the fact that you have been
quite vocal about making sure that we keep sports
development oYcers where we can. In each county,
we have established county sports partnerships,
which bring together the local authorities and their
sports teams, sports clubs and anybody else who is
interested in sport in that area to try to get a joint
approach. Those county sports partnerships have
been doing a good job in getting information about
grants and in supporting people who want to make
bids for grants to let them know what is around and
how our small grants, which are very important for
small clubs, work. The information we have so far is
that, in our new small grants programme, we are
getting a good proportionate share of the small
grants that are available for small clubs. Derbyshire
has done particularly well thanks to the work of the
county sports partnership.
Sean Tizzard: Our approach to helping groups is
slightly diVerent. We do work with local authorities,
but the key groups that we work with are councils for
voluntary services and voluntary action groups to
ensure that the groups are skilled up to a level to be
able to apply successfully. Within our BASIS
programme, we have funded 35 projects around the
region to the sum of £9.5 million. That is funding of
voluntary action groups and CVSs to ensure that
those groups can be skilled up to apply.
To touch on something that was mentioned earlier,
where there are pockets where there isn’t perhaps the
skill, we have been working over the past year on a
number of outreach areas, looking in particular at
our Awards for All programme and Reaching
Communities to understand where, across the
region, groups are not perhaps getting their fair
share. We then work again with the voluntary action
groups and CVSs in those areas to try to upskill
them. That is something that we have been doing as
a regional team. The Public Accounts Committee
commended our outreach work on that front.
Laura Dyer: Similarly to Sport England, we have
arts partnerships at a county level and a county arts
oYcer. There is still an arts oYcer at every county
level doing the work of looking at where there is no
provision and then working with arts organisations.
Artery, for example, has done a lot of good work
with emerging organisations and artists to give them
some sort of support and advice. We ourselves do
roadshows, so we travel every year and do a series of
roadshows in diVerent locations. We spread those
out. We also do very specific targeted workshops for
artists, taking them through the whole application
process and getting them to do a dummy assessment
themselves, so that they really understand how the
assessment process works.
We have also helped establish a series of forums, so
there are organisations such as East Midlands
Participatory Arts Forum, which is about
organisations that work at a community level having
the opportunity to share good practice and
experiences. There is also the work we do with
organisations such as Voluntary Arts Network,
again reaching those voluntary, third-sector

community arts and amateur arts organisations that
we might not have direct contact with, but that they
have networks into.

Q48 Judy Mallaber: On the large projects, has it been
possible to do anything to smooth out the diYculties
that applicants face when they have to get match
funding and go around one organisation after
another with everyone saying, “We won’t fund you
until they do”? That is a perpetual problem. Has
there been any work done to try to ease that path?
That applies more to the Big Lottery Fund than
some of the others.
Sean Tizzard: On the Big Lottery Fund’s
application, groups do not need to have match
funding. We would say that, with our Reaching
Communities programme, groups could apply for
100% of what they need.

Q49 Judy Mallaber: The problem is that every
organisation that would be part of the funding won’t
say yes until all the others have, which can
sometimes send you round in circles.
Laura Dyer: We do, actually. As the Arts Council we
are often the first funder, so we step in often in the
first instance and give that surety for others,
particularly when we are working with European
funding and particularly with local government
funding. For example, in Leicester we put our £10
million on the table for Curve straight away.
Anne Rippon: One of our important roles is the
brokering of those deals for people. If somebody
comes with the germ of an idea, we may not be able
to put money directly on the table immediately, but
clearly we will work with them to help them find
other funders that might be interested. There has
been some good collaboration, looking at diVerent
aspects of funding. For example, with the
development agency we have found that money that
has come from regeneration has matched up with
Sport England money, and other money, to make
projects happen.

Q50 Sir Peter Soulsby: It strikes me that your three
organisations have rather diVerent roles and
relationships with the people who are on the
receiving end of your grants. It is not just what you
are about, in each case. I wonder if each of you in
turn could give some flavour of the balance between
what you have at the regional level and what you
have at the national level, and to what extent you see
yourselves as the distributors of grants as opposed
to, perhaps, the promoters of particularly desirable
ends, or the advocates on behalf of the region to the
national level of the organisation.
Laura Dyer: We operate an incredibly devolved
situation in the Arts Council, so our authority lies at
a regional level. We have a regional arts council with
15 members, one of whom is a Department for
Culture, Media and Sport appointment because they
also sit on our national council, and we have six local
authority representatives who have to be an elected
member. They make all decisions on grants to do
with our Treasury grant-in-aid—up to £800,000—
and make recommendations to the national council
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on grants over £800,000. So decision making is at a
devolved level. Similarly with grants for the arts, we
operate a very tight turnaround time of five or 12
weeks, depending on the level, and all those grant
decisions are made at a local level and then
scrutinised by our regional council.
We feel that we have strongly stuck to the desire that
decisions are best made at a local level, closest to the
point of experience. Those 15 people, who are all
volunteers except for our chair who gets a small
remuneration, bring an enormous amount of
wisdom and knowledge to the table, coupled,
obviously, with oYcer expertise. The national level
gives us a real sense of national pulling-together—an
overview and expertise that we can draw on, that we
couldn’t possibly provide at a regional level in every
single region.
At the moment we are going through a process of
cost saving, and we will be getting our
administration costs down to a level of 6% moving
forward. Our lottery resource is critical to us. It came
about fairly early in my career in the arts, and it has
transformed the arts landscape and what we have
been able to do. But it is a small part in terms of our
financial model and, critically, what we would say is
that we are a development agency for the arts and,
of course, as any good development agency, we have
resources that we are able to apply to meet those
aims. But we see our role very much as brokering,
influencing and being able to demonstrate how the
arts truly can transform people’s lives.
Sean Tizzard: We have two operation centres in the
Big Lottery Fund that assess all the applications—
one in Birmingham and one in Newcastle. It is very
much part of the role of the regional team to supply
regional context for all the assessments that we have.
We have a regional committee member, so when
decisions are made committee members take on
board not only the assessment from the operational
teams, but also the comments that we have put into
the mix.
We are in the process of developing a set of new
programmes, one of which will revolve around a
community funding theme. That is being worked out
for launch in 2010 and is going to work very closely
with local wards and local communities.
Finally, on the point about how we can influence
nationally, an example is that in the East Midlands a
voice that was coming out very strongly was about
the area of continuation funding. So if a grant is
coming to an end, what do we do then? We held a
conference at The Peepul’s Centre a couple of weeks
ago, where that message came out again. So we are
influencing centrally and I know that there is going
to be some movement around continuation funding
as a result of the voices from the East Midlands.
Anne Rippon: We are obviously a national
organisation and with our new strategy we are
charged with getting 1 million people doing more
sport by 2012-13. Our focus is on delivering those
specific outcomes and, as such, a significant amount
of our funding—£480 million of lottery funding over
the four-year period—will go through the national
governing bodies of sport.

In addition to that, we have some other funding that
the region will directly benefit from. We are funding
the county sports partnerships at £200,000 a year.
There is £13 million of Exchequer funding going into
school sport. Our sustainable facilities fund is £10
million, with £6 million of lottery money and £4
million of Exchequer money, and it is going to
capital projects. Those are all dealt with on a
national basis, but of course our role in the region is
to make sure that we are the eyes and ears and that
we are helping to ensure that people know about the
schemes and opportunities that are available, and
also that we are helping them to make good and
appropriate bids. We don’t want people putting in
bids that are not going to get there; we want to make
sure that they are really good bids, which are going
to help us achieve our overall objective of getting 1
million people involved in sport.
We also recognise that at local level there are
sometimes some issues in some areas, so we have a
themed rounds programme. There is a competitive
round across the country, but the recent round was
for rural communities and clearly that has an impact
for the East Midlands. So we were able to ensure that
people in the East Midlands were aware of the
opportunities for the rural-themed rounds and that
they got their bids in, and I am pleased to say that
clearly we are doing well on that at the moment and
already we have a good proportion of schemes
through to the second round.
Then there is the small grants programme too. The
first quarter’s figures show that 47 of the 100-plus
projects have gone through from the East Midlands.
So we are doing really quite well in getting those
projects through, even though there is not a regional
decision-making element in the grant aid process. It
is a national decision-making process, but it depends
very much on us getting good schemes through from
the East Midlands to ensure that happens.

Q51 Sir Peter Soulsby: Do each of you have in place
a mechanism for assessing the impact of the
spending?
Laura Dyer: Yes—in various ways. In terms of our
capital investment, at the moment we are conducting
a longitudinal study with East Midlands
Development Agency, which looks at the social and
economic impact of that investment. We are doing
that over a long period of time. So there are very
specific pieces of research that we do.
In terms of the regularly funded organisations,
which are organisations that receive grants for up to
three years, there is quite a rigorous monitoring
process in train for them. For example, they have to
complete quite detailed assessments, which give us
statistics and other material that we can feed
through to the Department for Culture, Media and
Sport to show the eYcacy of those organisations. In
terms of grants for the arts, we conduct assessments
of those grants in terms of the brokerage, the people
reached and how our money is reaching diVerent
communities. So the diVerent grants all have
diVerent reporting requirements.
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Sean Tizzard: The Big Lottery Fund classes itself as
an outcomes funder. In the assessments, we are
looking at the diVerence that a project will make to
the beneficiaries. Grants oYcers will monitor
activity both during the project and at the end of the
project. For capital projects, there is an ongoing
period of post-grant monitoring too. So, yes,
monitoring goes on.
Anne Rippon: We monitor every award with clear
key performance indicators and regular monitoring
evaluation on a quarterly basis. Every award has its
own specific contract, so we sometimes write in
conditions in relation to things that we particularly
want to see happen. The Active People Survey
conducted by Sport England every two years is also
showing the levels of participation within each area
so we are actually using it as one of our outcomes,
particularly when the national governing body of
sport is involved. We want to see it getting more
people taking part in sport and we need evidence,
and the Active People Survey is helping to provide it
for us.

Q52 Sir Peter Soulsby: At the moment, a lot of
funding is being distorted by one big thing—the
Olympics. What is your assessment of the impact on
your spending in the East Midlands? Will we be
getting our share? Will we be getting part of the
legacy?
Laura Dyer: The Arts Council sees the cultural
Olympiad, in particular, as a real opportunity. In the
region, post the closure of the regional cultural
consortiums, we are taking the lead on the cultural
Olympiad on behalf of all the cultural agencies, so
we are hosting the post at our oYce. We are looking
at a range of activities and managing a programme
of the legacy trust, which has some very exciting
work. We are leading on a number of key projects
such as artists taking the lead. It was recently
announced and had the crocheted lions as our
project in the East Midlands. There are some great
opportunities for all communities in the East
Midlands—artists and participants—to take part.

Q53 Chairman: In terms of total spend, Laura?
Laura Dyer: We are not seeing a huge impact.
Obviously, the lottery total receipt went down
slightly, but we have dealt with that. One of our
challenges is that we have now dipped slightly below
the 50% success rate. We are on about 46% success
rate for applicants. That is a challenge. We prefer to
be above the 50% so that people have more than a
1:2 chance of putting in an application and being
successful. But that is outweighed by what we see as
some of the benefits such as the work of volunteering
and people being passionate about engaging and
seeing how their work can have a really positive
eVect in the East Midlands.
Sean Tizzard: We recognise that the Olympics can
have a fantastic benefit for all the communities that
we want to serve. At the Big Lottery Fund, we put
£29 million into the legacy trust for the Olympics. As
Laura mentioned, we anticipate many benefits from
ongoing volunteering as part of the Olympics.

When I go to funding fairs, groups often say, “Oh,
the Big Lottery Fund. You haven’t got any money,
have you?” We have therefore to work very hard
internally to get the message across that that is not
the case. Actually, lottery ticket sales are holding up
and although there was a diversion of money, it does
not mean that we have no money at all.

Q54 Chairman: Is the amount of money you have in
the East Midlands going down?
Sean Tizzard: The initial budgets up to 2012 are
tapered going down. Lottery ticket sales are holding
up, so in the next release of our budgets in March
2010, a diVerent picture might be showing.
Anne Rippon: We, of course, are very enthusiastic
about the Olympics, as you might imagine—
probably more so than some of our colleagues.
Clearly, there are lots of advantages from the
Olympics in the East Midlands. One of the things
that we have clearly seen is the impact of the pre-
games training camps work. Loughborough
announced that the Japanese team will be coming,
and there are all sorts of spin-oVs from that, some of
which stem back to the funding that we have put into
Loughborough in the past, but it has certainly meant
that it has a place on the world stage of sport.
Recently, it recently signed a deal with the Japanese
Olympic Committee, which will go on beyond the
Olympics in London in 2012. It will also bring in
money to Loughborough university, which is a good
thing, too.
There are other spin-oVs. For example, the local
authorities have all got together and funded a post
that will be a young people co-ordinator to make
sure that there is real benefit for young people in the
East Midlands. They are doing a lot of work linked
up with the Japanese team, and making sure that
there are links with local languages colleges and so
on. Having said that, the sports angle is very
important for us. We have just recently put £900,000
into Holme Pierrepont to uprate the canoe slalom
course, which will be used by the British team in its
preparations until the new slalom course comes on
nearer to London. There is a really good picture and
quite an exciting development move going forward.

Q55 Chairman: I have a last question for you all—a
quick answer if you could. If you could do one thing
to make things better for lottery funding and
recipients in the East Midlands, what would it be?
This is a place of wish and dreams.
Laura Dyer: For me, it would be to give a higher
profile to what it achieves. We have extraordinary
people in the region doing extraordinary things, with
a whole range of communities, and it is sometimes
hard to get that on the local media platforms.
Anne Rippon: When £1 billion of lottery funding had
come into the East Midlands last year, we
announced it and much press activity went on. A lot
of people did not realise that anything like that
amount of money had come into the East Midlands.
It is quite an important thing for us to hold on to
really.



Processed: 22-03-2010 15:01:18 Page Layout: COENEW [E] PPSysB Job: 002221 Unit: PAG1

Ev 12 East Midlands Regional Committee: Evidence

30 November 2009 Laura Dyer, Anne Rippon and Sean Tizzard

Chairman: Sean, you can phone a friend if you want.
Sean Tizzard: No. I would echo those two points. I
shall pick on a point that was made earlier about the
complexity of application forms. From my
perspective, it is something that the Big Lottery
Fund is looking at through online applications. I
would absolutely look to improve our customer

service option by making those application forms
simpler. That is a personal view. I know that it is
something that is being worked on centrally.
Chairman: Thank you all very much. That was very
helpful. Thank you for seeing us here rather than in
Loughborough. I am sorry if we have put you out a
bit. I am sorry that you did not get to meet David
Hockney. I was devastated, too.
Laura Dyer: I know. It would have been a very big
table.
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Members present:

Paddy Tipping (Chairman)

Mr Bob Laxton Judy Mallaber
Sir Peter Soulsby

Witnesses: Stephen Abbott, Secretary, TravelWatch East Midlands, Jim Bamford, Rail OYcer,
Nottinghamshire County Council, Spencer Gibbens, Route Enhancement Manager for the Midland and
Continental Route, Network Rail, and David Horne, Commercial Director, East Midlands Trains, gave
evidence.

Q56 Chairman: Welcome. I see that the sun is shining
on the righteous—are you all right there? We can see
you, because you are in the sunlight. It will keep you
nice and warm, and Bob will make you sweat when
he starts asking questions.
Welcome to Spencer Gibbens, the Route
Enhancement Manager for Network Rail; my old
friend, Jim Bamford, from Nottinghamshire County
Council; Stephen Abbott from TravelWatch East
Midlands; and David Horne from East Midlands
Trains. This is part of an inquiry into funding for the
East Midlands and whether it gets its fair share of
funding. We are especially keen to talk to you about
transport, particularly high-speed links and the
electrification of the Midland main line.
Let’s start with you, Spencer. You say in your
evidence—let me put it bluntly, or crudely—that lots
of money has been spent in the area. Is that really
right? It is not the public’s perception.
Spencer Gibbens: Yes. For me, coming here today is
a mixed bag, or a double-edged sword. On the one
hand, I want to say that, in reality, lots of money has
been spent on the railway here, but, on the other
hand, we could always spend more and we would
always welcome more. It is mixed for me in that
respect.
To set the issue in context, one of the things that we
have to bear in mind is that Network Rail took over
from Railtrack, which was a bit of a mess—that is
probably the best way to describe it. The first years
of Network Rail centred on getting the basics right
and trying to attack cost control and train
performance in particular. The way in which
Network Rail structured itself was very much about
getting on top of train performance by getting safety
in the right place and getting to what are the
unprecedented levels of train performance that we
have at the moment.
It is only in the past two to three years that we have
turned to enhancement projects. In the background,
there has been a considerable amount of investment
in basic things. The region is dominated by our big
re-signalling programme, which is rolling on, but
over the past few years, we have turned to some
significant investment, such as East Midlands
Parkway, the new station at Corby—that was a
triumph of working together and collaboration—
and on minor bits of lines. Capacity and
performance schemes have taken place in the
Kettering and Wellingborough area. We are about to
commission work to eliminate a bottleneck between
Derby and Nottingham, and to bring about line-
speed improvements to the Ivanhoe service.

We will get on to electrification, but we were
disappointed that it did not immediately come to the
Midland main line, because we think there is a good
case for it. So it is a mixed bag. We can always spend
more, and we have significant projects coming up in
the next control period, such as the line-speed
improvements to London and considerable
enhancements to Nottingham station.

Q57 Chairman: David, in your evidence you also say
that there is loads of money being spent in the East
Midlands. What are you particularly proud of?
David Horne: We believe that there has been more
investment going into the East Midlands rail
network in recent years than at any time since the
war. Here in Derby we are building the new £22
million depot properly to maintain the Meridian
trains, which form the core fleet for us between the
region and London. Last year and next year, there
has been the East Midlands Parkway station, Corby
station, and the new depot here, and the
refurbishment of two of our fleets is under way. The
investment, when you add those up, is probably in
the region of £70 million, so the region is getting a
significant level of investment. The services in the
region are improving and that is reflected in our
punctuality figures and in our passenger numbers.
Passengers are responding to these improvements
and are travelling, but as Spencer said, there is more
that can be done. We are very keen to see the line
speeds improve. I know that is something we are
going to talk about shortly. Of course, we see other
regions getting more investment and we are keen to
see similar investment on the Midland main line,
whether it is in further improvements to line speeds,
electrification, or other improvements. So, yes, a lot
is being done. We need to celebrate the fact that that
is being done, because it has been hard fought for,
but further investment can be made.

Q58 Chairman: We are all going to have to speak up
a bit, because it is a nice room but it is echoing a bit.
So, if you could, shout at me—everybody else does,
so just join in. Jim and Stephen, you take a slightly
diVerent view, don’t you? Both Spencer and David
have said that there is a lot of investment coming in,
but you would like to see more.
Jim Bamford: I would, but I do not think that is a
diVerent view from that given by Spencer and David.
I would actually endorse every word both of them
have said. Spencer’s point was quite a crucial one.



Processed: 22-03-2010 15:03:24 Page Layout: COENEW [E] PPSysB Job: 002221 Unit: PAG2

Ev 14 East Midlands Regional Committee: Evidence

17 December 2009 Stephen Abbott, Jim Bamford, Spencer Gibbens and David Horne

The region has been catching up and a lot of work
has been done, both on the infrastructure and the
train operating company, to improve things. I know
there have been marked improvements in both
respects recently, but essentially our rail services
started from so far behind that I think there is quite
a long way to catch up. In particular, on the Midland
main line, in terms of average speeds and journey
times to London, we are basically the poor relation
of the inter-city routes to and from London. That is
not a criticism of the train operating company at all;
it is just a fact that the trains can only go as fast as
the track will allow them. That is a consequence of
how much is invested in them.
On Network Rail, I think in one sense Spencer was
a little modest about its achievements. Network Rail
has come up with what I think is an absolutely
excellent scheme. I think we described it as near-
miraculous value for money in our submission, and
it is. Network Rail has been allocated £69 million to
reduce the journey time between SheYeld and
London by eight minutes. This bit of the East
Midlands—Derby and Nottingham—would get
about six minutes, and Leicester would get about 4
minutes. The precise times have not been finalised
yet. That is for £69 million.
Now, I had a discussion with people from the
Highways Agency a couple of months ago about the
widening of the M1. As I understand it, they expect
that will reduce the reliable journey time from
SheYeld to London by about 10 minutes. I asked
them what they would say if they had been given £69
million to achieve that and they just laughed. In fact,
they have £1.5 billion, which is £1,500 million. I
think it is true to say that, compared to any
comparable road or rail scheme for that sort of
journey time improvement, this is an extraordinarily
small sum of money. I think that the question of how
to deliver it is giving Network Rail a real headache.
It has come up with ways of doing so, but it is a real
diYcult job.
We think that there are a couple of further things
that could be done for a modest additional sum of
money, perhaps £30 million or £40 million. We
cannot be precise about that at the moment, because
Network Rail has had such a big job working out
how to deliver the eight minutes for £69 million. It is
only starting to move on to look at the next bit—for
example, at provision for a couple of loops at
Desborough, which would allow it to get freight
trains out the way and give passenger trains a clearer
run. Its broad estimate is that that could be done for
£10 million.
We suspect that there are a couple of other things
that, for another £20 million or so, would enable the
journey time benefits of electrification to be realised
in the short term. That would not give us the other
benefits of electrification, but we are not going to get
that for quite a few years. We are going to have to
wait until the back end of the next decade. At least
that spending would allow us to have the journey
time benefits in the short term.

Q59 Chairman: We will focus on some of those issues
in a minute, but that is important stuV. What I think
you’re saying—shout me down if I’ve got this

wrong—is that in the short term, with some fairly
modest investment, you can improve journey times,
and that you ought to do that now, before
electrification. Ultimately there is a discussion to be
had about the high-speed link—that is further into
the future—but all those schemes are possibilities.
Stephen, what is the consumer’s view? What is your
bid, basically?
Stephen Abbott: Again, I would like to echo what the
other speakers have said. In terms of investment in
the infrastructure to enhance the Midland main line,
there has been nothing since the 1960s. The last
investment in the late ø80s, which was the re-
signalling through Leicester, was in many ways a
disinvestment, because to keep the scheme at a
moderate cost, a lot of facilities were eliminated—
loops at Desborough, one of the tracks through
Leicester and so on—which we badly need now. As
Spencer said, the third track between Kettering and
Wellingborough has been put back at some expense,
having been wantonly thrown away in 1987. That is
with hindsight, of course. So I think there is some
catching up to do. It is nice to see money being spent.
My concern, which I think reflects what Jim said, is
that the enhancement scheme on the Midland main
line—the line speed and so on—is cheese-pared to
keep the cost in bounds, rather than a full job being
done. We would sooner see the work phased and
done properly than see them skimped.
For example, in Market Harborough, where I live,
there is a scheme to enhance the line speed. My
understanding is that at present the intention is to do
what I call half a job—to do some straightening of
the curves, but not a complete job, which would
involve the demolition of a redundant bridge and so
on and so forth. At the moment, trains going north
to south or south to north through Market
Harborough change direction five times because of
the nature of the reverse curves. If we could smooth
that out, you would get not only a line-speed benefit,
but a maintenance benefit. I know from my
observation that the rails do not last. Because they
are on curves, they get side-cut. There is an ongoing
maintenance cost there, as well as a time penalty. But
I echo what Jim said: if we are going to have
electrification, by all means alter the track. Do what
you have to do with the track first, because once
you’ve got those wires up, it is very diYcult to
straighten curves and alter other infrastructure
features.

Q60 Chairman: Stephen, what about the view
around the region that we are a poor relation
compared with the West Midlands? Have I made
this up?
Stephen Abbott: No, I think we are, in terms of the
main line, when you look at the Midland main line
compared with the east coast main line and the west
coast main line. I think if you looked at those three
routes in the late ø60s they were comparable. We
each had a 100 mph line speed. There were similar
sorts of journey times for equivalent distances, but
the east coast main line has been modernised and
electrified, and the west coast main line has been
modernised twice. The lesson there is that it was
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skimped in the ø60s. A lot of the money that has
been spent in the ø90s and early 2000s on the west
coast main line has been spent putting right things
that should have been done 40 years earlier. I don’t
want to see the Midland main line go down that
route.
I think the East Midlands loses out in all sorts of
ways because of a sort of identity crisis. We get
lumped with the West Midlands. People say, “Oh, we
spent some money in the Midlands”—on
Birmingham New Street or whatever—“so oV you
go.” One good feature now is that we have a train
company that you can identify with the region
through its name. That has been a very positive
thing. The passengers have responded to that.

Q61 Chairman: I get the impression that the
campaign for electrification of the Midland main
line is going forward. EMDA produced the Arup
report fairly recently, and some of you went to see
Lord Adonis on Monday. What do you make of the
Arup report? It seems to suggest that for £69 million,
we get a lot of benefit. Spencer, have you had a
chance to look at it?
Spencer Gibbens: I’ve had a look at the brief details.
Network Rail is on record as saying that we want
electrification to happen anyway. We completely
agree on the environmental benefits and so on. It is
diYcult to add anything because we completely
agree with it. We just want to carry on rolling on,
electrifying large parts of the network.

Q62 Chairman: Jim, you were at the meeting?
Jim Bamford: Yes, I was. I understand the
Government’s position. We have had two
announcements now, and I think there are four
diVerent stretches of line that are being electrified.
There is the Great Western route, which is the largest
scheme, and three medium-sized bits of line in
Lancashire. It is a little frustrating because the
Network Rail electrification route utilisation
strategy that was published last year identified the
Midland main line as having the best business case
for electrification. When we did not get that, there
was inevitably a bit of frustration. We were thinking,
“What have we got to do to get the investment? Even
when we have the best business case, it goes
somewhere else.” I think we understand the reasons
for that: it is to do with rolling stock replacement.
We are extremely keen on electrification; it produces
a number of benefits. It makes the railway line
cleaner and quieter, with more pleasant trains for the
public to use. It is quicker, although not as much as
people often imagine. There is often an automatic
assumption that electric trains are quicker. They are
to some extent—they will accelerate and brake a bit
faster than diesel trains—but it is nowhere near as
marked as people think. The stuV that was presented
to Lord Adonis on Tuesday evening said that it
would give about four minutes oV the SheYeld-
London time, about three minutes from Nottingham
and Derby, and two minutes from Leicester. It does
give a big CO2 saving and it makes the railway

cheaper to operate. That is one of the reasons it has
such a strong business case: it makes it easier to get
modern trains and so on.
We understand the whole raft of reasons, but the
bottom line is that no passenger ever went to the
ticket oYce and said, “By the way, what fuel is the
train going to use?” The passengers don’t care. All
they care about is the fare and what time the train
will get to St. Pancras. That is why, at the risk of
repeating myself, we are so keen on the additional
money for the line speed scheme. We regret, though
we understand, the Government’s position that we
are not going to get electrification in the short term.
I hope I understood Lord Adonis correctly when he
said, essentially, “You are the next.” When the
funding is available, the midland line should be next.
We would want that position stuck to. We would be
extremely upset if that was not the case. If we are not
going to have electrification for 10 years or so, could
we at least have the equivalent journey-time benefit
in the short term?

Q63 Chairman: That’s really helpful, but just tell me
this: people say to me that they are going to spend
more on enhancing car parks down the west coast
main line than the entire cost—the £69 million—on
the Midland main line. That sounds like a crazy
policy to me.
Jim Bamford: That is the case. What is wrong with
that is not the investment in the west coast car parks.
The car parks on the west coast main line are getting
£90 million spent on them. They will generate far
more than that in additional revenue. They are the
sort of thing that any commercial enterprise will do.
I do not criticise Network Rail for doing that; it is an
extremely sensible thing to do.

Q64 Chairman: You are all being very nice to
Network Rail.
Jim Bamford: All I am saying is that it does put in
sharp relief just how small an amount of money
Network Rail has been given to improve line speed
along the whole length of the Midland main line.
The additional money that I am suggesting we might
need would more or less bring the whole of the
Midland main line scheme up to the same allocation
of funds as the west coast car parks have got, which
does not seem an unreasonable thing to ask for.

Q65 Sir Peter Soulsby: I guess we will probably
come back to electrification in a few minutes. I
wanted to divert for a moment to the regional
funding advice mechanism. In its evidence to us,
TravelWatch stressed the value of including rail
schemes in the regional funding advice mechanism.
I wondered whether you would like to comment on
the input into that advice at the moment—insofar as
it relates to rail—and whether it is adequate and
whether you think you have a part in the process.
Let’s start with Network Rail.
Spencer Gibbens: I think the thing with the regional
process is that the switch—the change—to include
rail is fairly recent. I don’t think any region is making
good progress on this and, really, thanks to Jim’s
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personal eVort, the only one that the East Midlands
has got in is improvements between Nottingham and
Lincoln, in terms of development.
I think the overall idea is a good one—trying to
match the control periods that Network Rail has
and the five-year planning for the regional funding
allocation is in principle good, because then there is
a decision that Government can make as to whether
that is a local scheme that comes through the
regional allocation or a nationally important scheme
that becomes part of Network Rail’s funding
allocation
So, I think in principle the idea is a good one. It has
made some slow starts. We have already seen that the
emphasis is all about the A46 and so on—being the
railway, that is frustrating, but I guess that I would
probably come to the same conclusion if I saw all the
facts and figures. So, a good start, but work in
progress needs to move ahead a bit quicker as far as
rail is concerned.
Jim Bamford: I would endorse that. It was extremely
welcome when the Government changed the advice
for the regional funding allocation—I think it was in
July of last year, 2008, that the advice was changed,
to allow rail schemes to be considered in the mix.
There was no rail funding that went in.
I commend the Government emphasis on the
DaSTS—I think that’s the acronym for Delivering a
Sustainable Transport System—which is the
framework that will guide the next set of allocations
in the regional funding allocation. In that
framework you do not start oV with a solution—we
want a road here or a better train service there—then
have a look at what problem it addresses. You
identify the problem first—for example, you need
the benefits to the East Midlands economy of
connecting the three cities to Manchester, Leeds,
London, Birmingham or wherever it might happen
to be. So, you start oV with the problem and identify
that, then look at how that can be most cost-
eVectively met. That seems to me a laudable way of
addressing things.
From that I am hopeful and fairly confident that a
number of rail schemes will feature quite highly,
because they are a quite cost-eVective way of
improving our connections to precisely those
places—other big parts of the British economy, such
as Leeds, Manchester, Birmingham, London and so
on—as well some connections within the region,
such as from Nottingham up to Lincoln, from
Leicester across to Birmingham, or from Leicester
eastwards to Peterborough and Cambridge. Those
can be done for relatively quite a lot less with rail
schemes than they could be with the equivalent
road scheme.
To take the Nottingham-Lincoln corridor, the A46 is
costing £350 million; the allocation to do up the
broadly parallel railway line for 90 mph running is
£50 million. That is a lot, lot cheaper. Again, it comes
back to what I said earlier, and I am happy to
continue to pay credit to Network Rail, which is
really getting a good grip on its costs. The costings
are coming down and down. Working closely with
Network Rail helped us to make that submission.

Yes, it is frustrating that there are not more rail
schemes in the second round of regional funding
allocation, but I think that is partly because there
was a whole load of schemes in there anyway and it
is more diYcult to dislodge established stuV. But I
trust, and am hopeful, that for the next round rail
schemes will feature quite highly. It seems to me very
important that they should do so.

Q66 Sir Peter Soulsby: Stephen, TravelWatch
particularly drew our attention to the importance of
this process. Can you comment on how well it is
beginning to work?
Stephen Abbott: Yes, I think the signs are that it is
starting to work and that it is a good move, because
regional transport really needs organising on a
regional basis—and funding, ideally, to some degree,
in the regions, perhaps something like the German
and Swiss model. One of the reasons that I say this
is because over the past 30 years something has
developed that I call the third market for rail travel.
Most people acknowledge that rail is very good for
inter-city to London; it is good for taking people to
work, into major cities; but the thing that has
developed, which has been notable in the East
Midlands over the past few decades, is inter-urban
and inter-regional travel—journeys of 20, 50 or 60
miles by people living in one city working in another,
or by those who travel from A to B for social
reasons. These journeys are best looked at from a
regional perspective.
As I think we said in our evidence, over the past 10
years, there has been a degree of disjointedness in
some of the connections between the major centres
in the East Midlands and from the East Midlands to
the outside. There have been some notable
developments, one of which is the Nottingham to
Leeds train service, but other connections have been
split. For example, Lincoln, as well as being one of
the largest places with no trains to London, is
probably the largest place in England with no trains
to Birmingham—you’ve got to change at
Nottingham. I think that a regional planning of rail
transport, with the money to back it, is a welcome
thing.

Q67 Sir Peter Soulsby: It could be argued, could it
not, that focusing on these things on a regional basis
might actually be rather narrow, and that the issues
that you’ve talked about require inter-regional
collaboration and priority setting. Do you think that
there is not a risk that if that is left at a regional level,
the focus is sometimes too narrow?
Stephen Abbott: That is a risk, and I think the inter-
regional connections are particularly important to
the East Midlands, because we perceive that there is
a pent-up demand for better connectivity to major
nodes, such as Birmingham, Leeds and Manchester.
If you can get to those three places easily, you can get
to a whole host of other places. Of course, we have
to remember that the East Midlands, apart from the
Lincolnshire coast, is landlocked—we’re
surrounded by five other English regions, but the
connections to them are not always that good.



Processed: 22-03-2010 15:03:24 Page Layout: COENEW [O] PPSysB Job: 002221 Unit: PAG2

East Midlands Regional Committee: Evidence Ev 17

17 December 2009 Stephen Abbott, Jim Bamford, Spencer Gibbens and David Horne

Q68 Sir Peter Soulsby: Yes, but I want to add, to
what extent linking regions is a matter of national
priority setting rather than regional priority setting?
Jim Bamford: I think you’re right. At the very end of
our evidence, where we talked about inter-regional
links, we said that we hoped that that issue would be
picked up in the next high level output statement,
which is the statement of what the Government wish
the railway to deliver over the next five-year period.
I think it is both. Yes, you are right. Those links,
because they are cross-regional, matter to the
national economy, but they clearly matter to the
regional economy as well, so I would hope that that
would be picked up at both levels.

Q69 Sir Peter Soulsby: Is there not a real concern
that rather than being both, it ends up being neither?
Jim Bamford: Yes, there is a danger.

Q70 Mr. Laxton: Can I talk about regional co-
operation? David, you talked about the East
Midlands trains in the evidence that you have given,
and you have been very positive in saying that a
whole load of regional stakeholders—local
authorities, county councils and a host of
organisations—have been crucial. But you go on to
a more critical note when you talk about what some
of the other regional development agencies have
done around other regions compared with what has
happened here. Would all of you like to comment
briefly about what level of co-operation you have
with other stakeholders in general around the
region?
Spencer Gibbens: I think it is something that we’ve
worked hard to try to develop. Again, I think it
could be improved. It might sound like Jim and I
spend most of the time praising each other.
Mr. Laxton: It does a little, yes.
Spencer Gibbens: That is only because of the
relationship that we have tried to develop. There are
examples: Corby, which was about the region
coming together, and Derby, where I was thinking,
“Well, that’s actually important. We’ll support
that.” The fact that there is a bus between East
Midlands Parkway and the airport is again because
the region has come together. In terms of—I’ll let
David answer for himself—dealing with Yorkshire
Forward, it seems to be a lot easier for the railway
industry than it is in the East Midlands; that
certainly seems to be the fact.
Again, we’ve all got to want to work together to
make it happen. We certainly try to do our bit. There
were comments earlier about the national
perspective and taking a focus on the region. For our
part, we have recognised that and have created our
own route now that is essentially the SheYeld to
London line. We have linked that with the high-
speed line down to the Channel Tunnel so, from an
operational perspective, we are looking at that from
a point of view that suits this region. Again, our
stakeholder management mirrors that. Good work
is in progress, but it has to be a two-way activity.
Often I get lobbied and we can’t always do the stuV
that we are lobbied for. We would rather work in
partnership and do things together. One thing that

we have just got authorised is £50 million-worth of
redevelopment for Nottingham station. Again, that
is entirely partnership-based with Nottingham city
council and EMDA. We worked with EMDA on
East Midlands Parkway and Corby. Nottingham
station is the paradox that Jim was describing
earlier; we can find £60 million to spend on a station
but only £69 million to spend on line speed, because
the business case is generated in a diVerent way. I
think that there is always room for improvement,
but our stakeholder relationships are very good.

Q71 Mr. Laxton: In this locality, I can speak with
direct experience of partnership between local
partners and yourselves just over the way, and the
work is going on, which is very commendable. It has
transformed Derby railway station completely, and
outwith of the station and the area, the associated
work will improve the entrances to the station.
Jim Bamford: The examples that Spencer gave were
good: Corby Station and East Midlands Parkway,
and the contribution that EMDA is making towards
the Nottingham station scheme. They are all very
welcome, but I think that it is fair to say that there is
plenty of scope for EMDA to do more and all of us
would wish that it did so. There has been more
money going in from the regional agencies in other
regions, and I think that we would all welcome much
more of that in the East Midlands.

Q72 Mr. Laxton: Steve, you will have an overview as
to how you think it works well or perhaps less well
in some parts of the region—inter-regional co-
operation and partnerships.
Stephen Abbott: I agree with what Jim has said. I
think that EMDA has done some good work, with
the parkway and so on, but hopefully it can be a little
more proactive in getting rail schemes oV the
ground. One comment that I would make, which
echoes something that I think Spencer hinted at, is
that, certainly from the grassroots level upwards,
there is a very good measure of consensus in the East
Midlands as to what the priorities are. I have been at
meetings where it was agreed that the top two
priorities are Corby and a better train service for
Lincoln. That is from people who live 60 miles from
Lincoln. They saw in the regional list that those have
to be the top two. I think that this is a good attribute
that we can build on for the future—by and large,
people in the region agree, even though we are a
multi-centred region.

Q73 Mr. Laxton: David, in your evidence, you were
slightly critical—perhaps a little more than
slightly—about EMDA. How would you like to see
it help more? Perhaps you could be specific.
David Horne: Let’s first explain the example where it
has worked, which is where Yorkshire Forward has
funded some of the pump-priming costs of starting
the second train per hour between SheYeld and
London, which we started on Monday. SheYeld City
region came to us and said that it would like an
improved frequency of train service between
SheYeld and London. We found a way of doing that
with additional rolling stock linked to the Corby
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opening, but we needed pump-priming investment.
SheYeld City region thought, “Well, why don’t we
try Yorkshire Forward?” Through Yorkshire
Forward, we have secured the funding to start that
service. There are other aspirations within the East
Midlands, particularly to do with train capacity. If
Yorkshire Forward were the RDA for the region, we
would probably be looking at additional rolling
stock to secure the capacity for those services, for
example, between Nottingham and Matlock, where
we have overcrowding; between Derby and Crewe,
where we have overcrowding, because all trains are
operated by one-car trains; and between
Nottingham and Lincoln.
When we talk to our stakeholder partners, however,
about whether we can put together a bid with
EMDA for funding for additional rolling stock, the
view is, no, that is not what EMDA does. When you
look at the EMDA annual report for 2008-09 and see
that, out of the £100 million regional expenditure,
only £400,000 is being spent on transport, you can
sort of understand that it is, at the moment,
unrealistic to expect EMDA to play the same role in
the east midlands that Yorkshire Forward has been
playing in South Yorkshire. We think that there is an
opportunity for more to be done and very much
recognise that EMDA is contributing—and has
contributed—to some schemes, but if we compare
this region with other regions, RDAs in those areas
seem to be doing more.

Q74 Chairman: Have there been discussions with
EMDA about that? Spencer and David, have you
talked to anyone about it?
David Horne: Indirectly, on behalf of East Midlands
Trains. As I said, with SheYeld City region, it was
the region that had the discussion with Yorkshire
Forward. So the way we’ve been doing it is to have
discussions with the local authorities in the East
Midlands, because it needs to be done in
partnership. That seems to have been how it has
been successful in South Yorkshire.

Q75 Chairman: We have talked a bit about the other
regions—the North West and South Yorkshire—and
one of the things that strikes me is that they’ve got
PTEs. There’s no PTE in the East Midlands, at all. I
know, Jim, that you and I have talked about this in
the past. Do you think having a PTE in the East
Midlands would make a diVerence?
Jim Bamford: A PTE does bring with it more
resources and so on, as there are just more people
working on ground issues in the region. I can
understand the reasons why the East Midlands
doesn’t have one: it doesn’t have the single large
conurbation with the same sort of pattern of rail
services that Leeds, Birmingham or Manchester has.
Yes, if there were a PTE, I’m sure it would give us
more clout in some respects, but, in all honesty, it’s
diYcult to see that coming about because of the
diVerent geographic circumstances of the region.

Q76 Chairman: Stephen, what’s your view on this?
Stephen Abbott: I think there would be a benefit
from a PTE-type structure for the East Midlands,
not least to get consistency in the provision and
promotion of the local rail and bus services—such
things as a common fare structure; this is something
that we in the East Midlands do not have. There is
great disparity in the fares and the types of ticket
available for particular regional journeys. I am
talking here about the 20, 30, 40-mile journeys. That
is due to history, really, because we have come up
through a variety of train companies and their
backgrounds.
One of the things that a PTE would do is get the
detail right. A simple matter like saying there should
be a sign outside a railway station saying that the bus
to so-and-so leaves from 100 yards away is very
diYcult to achieve in the East Midlands, because
there is great debate about whether it is the train
company’s job or the local authority’s job as the
transport body. Some of these things just fall by the
wayside. Something that has been touched on in
various people’s evidence is that the bus-rail
integration in the East Midlands is not that good. A
lot could be done without spending much money just
to get the information side right, so when you come
out of a railway station, you’ve got a clear indication
of where and when buses go to wherever. Some sort
of co-ordinating body—call it a PTE or what you
like—for regional journeys would be beneficial.
Chairman: At the beginning of the session, we talked
quite a lot about Midland main line improvement
and electrification. Let’s just focus on that for a bit
because it is a topical issue.

Q77 Sir Peter Soulsby: Yes. You have reminded us
that there is a very powerful business case for
electrification, and Jim in particular reminded us of
what it will and will not do. It is clearly not a
panacea; on the other hand, it is pretty important in
terms of planning for the future and, indeed, making
the railway more environmentally friendly and
green. I just wonder whether there is a need for us to
have early certainty about when it is likely to
happen. The Secretary of State very helpfully—very
encouragingly—said, “It is not if; it is when,” but of
course that could be still quite some time in the
future. Taking it from Spencer’s point of view—
Network Rail’s work on improvement to the line—
would it be helpful to have an early commitment to
enable you to plan?
Spencer Gibbens: I think that, yes, that answers the
question for us. The issue is making sure that we can
actually create a rolling programme and we can get
the most eYcient resource, because that’s what keeps
the cost down. The investment will go into factory
trains, which are the sort of vehicles that they use in
Austria. The whole thing can happen two or three
kilometres at a time, when the line is closed
overnight, because one of the things that we are
desperately trying to do is have a railway that
doesn’t put people on to buses. Planning for that
certainty would allow us to develop smarter
production modes and roll them out.
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Q78 Sir Peter Soulsby: I guess it would make a
diVerence to the way in which you look at the
costings of the Great Western, for example. It is part
of a programme that will continue beyond the
electrification of that main line.
Spencer Gibbens: Yes, and the investment for the
Great Western will be on the basis of building these
factory trains. Again, if we could have two or three,
because there is a rolling programme, that makes the
investment on all the routes much more eYcient.

Q79 Sir Peter Soulsby: What about from a rolling
stock point of view, David? Does it make a diVerence
to your planning?
David Horne: Potentially, it could. The interesting
opportunity that we have on East Midlands Trains is
that the Meridian trains we use for the majority of
our services to London could be converted to bi-
mode operation—that’s to say, they could operate
with electric traction where there are electric wires
and they could operate with diesel traction where
there are not. Bombardier is developing this as a
concept. It would involve building an additional
carriage for each of the trains, but that is a good
thing because that would give us additional capacity
to cope with extra passenger numbers. As Spencer
rolls electrification north from Bedford, our trains
could actually operate with that electric traction to
the extent that it is there. That would deliver
immediate CO2 savings, as well as the operating cost
savings that we’d have on the maintenance side. At
the end of the day, it’s a lot cheaper to maintain a
transformer on an electric train than it is to maintain
lots of diesel engines. I don’t think any of the
London train operators actually got that
opportunity—it is something that is unique to our
trains. The work could be developed by Bombardier
here in Derby, so we could start to get the benefits of
electrification almost immediately, given that 50
miles of the route is already electrified. As with many
transport issues, planning is so important. To have
the certainty that electrification is going to happen
and when it is going to happen is obviously
important.

Q80 Sir Peter Soulsby: Does the planning for the
replacement of the HSTs make any diVerence to
what you might want to replace them with—whether
or not the line is electrified?
David Horne: Yes, it does at industry level, because
at the moment our franchise expires in 2015. If the
high-speed trains are to continue for a long time
after 2015, we’ll have to make a lot of investment in
them to keep them going. It would be helpful to
know whether those trains are going to be replaced
in, for example, 2018, because we are going to have
electrification in 2018; or whether the high-speed
trains need to keep going for a lot longer because
electrification is going to be further away. That’s why
I say we need some certainty that it is going to
happen and when it is going to happen.

Q81 Sir Peter Soulsby: So, in eVect, continuing to
refurbish them and to put new engines in and
whatever else you are doing could actually be
abortive if there were electrification, or at least you
might programme it rather diVerently?
David Horne: You might need to do a second round
of refurbishment and a second round of upgrade
works if you’re not going to electrify. The investment
that we are making at the moment will take us
through for the next five or six years before
electrification comes along, but in five years’ time,
we are going to have to know whether we should
invest more in these trains, or not.
Sir Peter Soulsby: Wonderful as they are, those
iconic trains, even when refurbished, still show their
age, don’t they?
David Horne: Yes.
Sir Peter Soulsby: Jim, I think you wanted to
comment as well.
Jim Bamford: With the electrification—to come
back to Spencer’s point—Network Rail will know
this better than we do, but our understanding now
from the set of Government announcements that we
have is that Network Rail will have to buy two sets
of kit: one that will work its way round the Great
Western lines to Bristol and Swansea and so on, and
the other that will do the lines in Lancashire. I
haven’t seen dates for that, but on the face of it, you
would expect the Lancashire lines to be finished first,
and I think that what we would want then is a
commitment that that kit will be transferred over
immediately it becomes available and starts working
its way up the Midland main line, precisely for the
reasons that Spencer gave—because that is the cost-
eVective way to do it.
You’ve got the kit there; the trouble is there will be a
cost saving in deferring that. It’s not a cost-eVective
cost saving but it is nonetheless a cost saving, and
there will be a danger that in 2016 or 2017, or
whenever it is that they finish doing the lines in
Lancashire, that the Government—whichever
Government happens to be in at the time—will be
looking for savings and will say, “Oh, we can save a
certain amount by pushing that back five years or 10
years or whatever,” even if that leaves very, very
expensive sets of kit just sitting around idle. That is
our real fear, and anything that can be done that
gives a firm commitment that the Midland main line
would follow on immediately the equipment to do it
becomes available would be very welcome. But there
is precisely that fear that, even with that
commitment, a subsequent Government could
change that and defer it at the time. That is why we
are—I’m trying to think of a better word than
desperate—so anxious that the modest sum of
money is made available for us to at least get the
journey time improvements realised as jam today,
because they are a very cost-eVective thing to do.

Q82 Sir Peter Soulsby: Something that we haven’t
really mentioned yet is that very shortly, of course,
the report on HS2 will be landing on the Secretary of
State’s desk. I just wondered whether you are able to
comment on what might be the best thing in it for the
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East Midlands, or whether it’s really something that
is largely irrelevant in terms of its benefits for us.
Spencer first, perhaps.
Spencer Gibbens: Network Rail published its own
version of what it envisaged for high-speed rail,
calling them new lines as opposed to high-speed
lines, to try to broaden it out. A second report will
be published at the beginning of 2010. The first one
looked at the west corridor up to the north and west,
and this second report will look at a corridor to the
north and east, which would pass through or close to
the East Midlands. Ultimately, it will be a matter for
the Government to decide whether they want to take
a Network Rail proposal, a HS2 proposal or one of
the others that are out there in terms of the way
forward.
Even if one route gets constructed, which we would
all hope, and that did go towards the West Midlands
and the North West, the benefits to the East
Midlands would be felt through the fact of freeing up
capacity on the classic routes anyway. One of the
reasons that Jim has been talking about freight loops
on the Midland main line is because we have to run
a mixed-traYc railway, with freight and passenger
trains. If that mix of trains can be spread out better
across the west coast, the Midland main line and the
east coast main line, that is always going to have a
benefit because we can do more with the classic
infrastructure. Even if a high-speed route did not
come in the direction of the East Midlands, it would
still give benefits.
Jim Bamford: I don’t entirely agree with that. I think
that’s partially true. I think that Spencer is slightly
overstating the potential benefits to the Midland
main line from a high-speed line that goes broadly up
the west coast route. Yes, it is right that there is some
scope for freight diversion, but it is not massive from
the flows that currently go on the Midland main line.
I think that a high-speed line needs to go directly
from A to B. A lot of groups have been working on
this over the past 12 to 18 months, and a lot of maps
have been drawn and there are a lot of possible
scenarios. However, because people are so keen to be
on a high-speed network and realise the benefits of
that to their economies, which is the bottom line of
why we want it—we don’t want trains for their own
sake; certainly from the local authority side, we want
our economy to thrive—there is a danger of them
clutching at almost any sort of connection to a high-
speed network. The maps that I have seen that
connect Derby or Nottingham to London via
Birmingham and Heathrow will give a very small
journey time benefit. There is an old joke: what do
you call a boomerang that won’t come back? A stick.
The railway equivalent of that is: what do you call a
high-speed line that goes all over the place? A
railway line. It may go fast, but it won’t give you a
short journey time.
If Birmingham is going to get a journey time to
London of 46 minutes from a high-speed line, that is
the equivalent journey time that Derby and
Nottingham need to be looking for. Sticking to the
Midland main line—I know it is outside our region,
but it is the same thing—if Manchester is going to
have a journey time to London of an hour and six

minutes, SheYeld needs an hour and six minutes,
because it is a similar distance from London. The
map that I saw at Tuesday night’s event in
Parliament showed a high-speed journey time from
SheYeld to London of an hour and 42 minutes,
which is not a whole lot better than the existing
Midland main line. If you projected that on to
Leeds, it would actually be slower than going on the
east coast main line.
Broadly, it seems to me that the high-speed network
needs to follow the main spine of the British
motorway network. There is a reason why the M1
and M6 go where they are: it is basic geography that
picks up all the key core cities. A high-speed network
needs to do that. I think we all understand that it
can’t all be built in one go, just like the motorway
network wasn’t built in one go, but there was a plan
from the start with the motorway network that it
would pick up all the key transport corridors in
Britain. It seems to us that a high-speed network
needs to do the same, even if we have to wait a while
to get the benefits of it.
Sir Peter Soulsby: That is a very useful and timely
reality check. Thank you.

Q83 Mr. Laxton: David, Peter referred a moment
ago to the InterCity replacement. It is probably a
gross understatement to say that I was somewhat
critical of the decision to award the contract to
Agility Trains. This is probably slightly oV the
subject of electrification, but with the advent of
electrification of the Midland main line and HS2
coming on, do you think it possible that the
replacement for the high-speed trains is almost
overtaken in some respects?
David Horne: I think it is a big danger when we talk
about big projects, such as the high-speed line and
electrification, that some of the more modest
projects that we have referred to today get overtaken
or even blighted by the fact that a high-speed line is
going to come along and solve all the problems.
When you look at the railway as it is today, you will
see that we have been putting a lot of investment in
to make it better. For relatively modest amounts of
additional investment, whether that is in additional
line, speeds, improving the stations or what we really
need, which is additional trains to cope with the
capacity for commuting to the regional cities, we can
achieve a lot of the benefits, such as modal switch
and CO2 savings. There are plenty of opportunities
and there is a danger that the high-speed line will
take the focus oV them and even take some of the
funding away from them. As a region, we have to be
working up those schemes. We have to be working
out the benefits and we have to invest our time and
money to secure them.

Q84 Mr. Laxton: Finally on this point, because Peter
referred to the iconic HST 125, is there the ability to
keep those pieces of kit, although they are
refurbished and getting to the point where they could
then be dropped out of service with electrification,
new trains and HS2 coming in?



Processed: 22-03-2010 15:03:24 Page Layout: COENEW [O] PPSysB Job: 002221 Unit: PAG2

East Midlands Regional Committee: Evidence Ev 21

17 December 2009 Stephen Abbott, Jim Bamford, Spencer Gibbens and David Horne

David Horne: The industry is currently looking at a
way of extending the life of those trains into the
2020s, but they were built in the late 1970s so they are
due for replacement. Many of our passengers like the
high-speed trains, but many also like the new
Meridian trains. At some stage, because of the
passenger growth that we envisage as an industry,
the industry is going to have to invest in additional
vehicles. We need to replace those trains; we need to
come up with a plan to replace those trains, as well
as investing in additional capacity in the regional
services. We need to work out what we are doing in
terms electrification of the high-speed lines. I suspect
that if the high-speed line goes via the West
Midlands, we are still going to need to invest in
capacity on the East Midlands route, because that
will remain the core route for people to get to
London from the region.

Q85 Mr. Laxton: I was going to ask a question about
the economic benefits of faster journey times, but I
think that has been more or less covered in a lot of
what you have said, Jim. Turning to another
question, do you think that the reductions in journey
times really are significant enough to justify the
expenditure on the electrification of the Midland
main line on a cost-benefit analysis?
Jim Bamford: The business case for electrification
isn’t built primarily on journey time benefits. There
is an element of that in there and that is costed and
part of the benefit, but the biggest chunk is the
reduction in operating costs of the railways as a
whole. It is much cheaper to maintain the trains in
particular, and there are other benefits, such as
carbon reduction, and they are quieter, cleaner and
so on. The journey time benefits are in there, but they
are only a small element of it.
Spencer Gibbens: I would just echo what Jim said
there. The main driver is operating cost reduction,
because you have lighter, simpler trains. The trains
are easier to maintain, but also the track is easier to
maintain as well. There are environmental benefits,
because hopefully we have a more sustainable
electricity system than we do fuel. It is really around
the operating costs.
We have looked at what the latest generation of
electric train would do to reduce the London-
SheYeld journey time, and it is only around 3 to 4
minutes, which comes from their superior
acceleration. One reason to choose the Meridian
trains is that they are very powerful and quick
performing trains. Converting that to electric
actually just makes it all cheaper; it does not make
it faster.
Stephen Abbott: The cumulative eVect of nibbling
away at the journey time, even though the reductions
in themselves are quite small, sways passengers,
certainly in their decision to use rail as compared
with the car or other modes. Even a small reduction
in journey time is worth while to the passenger.
Perhaps to bring a little light relief to proceedings I
would not worry about new inter-city electric trains,
because on past experience we will get second-hand
trains. The east coast main line will get the new inter-
city express electric train and we will have the present

electric trains that run on the east coast main line—
if the Midland main line is ever electrified. Apart
from the Meridian trains, since the 1930s the
Midland main line has had no new rolling stock
whatsoever. It has all been second-hand.
Spencer Gibbens: May I comment on that? If that
happens, we all need to fight against that because
they are slugs compared to the Meridian trains and
the journey times would be longer with cascaded east
coast rolling stock.

Q86 Sir Peter Soulsby: Certainly, David’s point
about the potential for taking those Meridian trains
and making them electric is well taken, because they
are good stock and the fact that there is the potential
to do that is exciting.
Stephen Abbott: Just to comment on that, it would
help things when the trains inevitably have to be
diverted via Corby or Castle Donington, or
wherever, for engineering work, if the train can run
on diesel power.
Mr. Laxton: Has a dual capacity.
Stephen Abbott: My one worry with the dual-power
approach is that you might reach a point where
someone says, “Oh well, you’ve electrified to
Leicester. It’s not worth doing any more, because it
can run on diesel to SheYeld.” I would not want that
to happen. I think if the Midland main line is
electrified, you want to do the whole job.

Q87 Chairman: Nobody’s mentioned freight in the
context of electrification. Presumably, Spencer, a
freight terminal in the East Midlands with a direct
route down the Midland main line and across the
channel tunnel would have some benefits, wouldn’t
it?
Spencer Gibbens: I think it would. One of the things
we’ve not brought out in the conversation about the
Midland main line is that journey times are a
challenge because of the way that it was originally
constructed in the Victorian times: it’s twisty and
steeply graded. If you compare that to the east coast
main line, which is pretty much flat and level, that’s
why you get those superior journey times to York
and Leeds. Of course, on the west coast main line,
the tilting trains have been introduced, because that
line has the gradients in the same way as well. But if
the west coast line was about putting tilting trains to
Birmingham, which is kind of the equivalent to us,
again, the business case wouldn’t stack up.
What’s that all got to do with freight? One of the
constraints we currently have with journey times is
that a 2,000 tonne freight train takes something like
25 minutes longer to run between Leicester and
Kettering than an equivalent passenger train.
Therefore the timetable is structured partly around
that and to flight passengers trains then to allow
enough space to get through.
If the lines were electrified, then more powerful
electric locos could be used that are compatible with
taking freight services on to the continent without
changing locos, because as soon as you do that that
puts another cost in. I have to temper that by saying
that, if some of our freight colleagues were here they
would say they like diesel engines’ added weight,
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which adds traction, and unlike the passenger
operators, which need lightweight trains, they need
heavy locomotives to haul the freight trains.
Nevertheless, for the same sort of weight, you could
put almost twice the power into an electric
locomotive, which would mean that that sort of
diVerential between Kettering and Wellingborough
could be reduced.
There are lots of ideas for distribution terminals in
the East Midlands. Again, if one of those was to
come oV, it would be ideally placed because of the
way that both the road and the rail networks are
tied together.

Q88 Chairman: Just before we finish, talk to me
about this new concept—to me, anyhow—of route
utilisation strategies. What are they and what does it
say for our region?
Spencer Gibbens: Okay. The route utilisation
strategy is something that’s required by the rail
regulator. It’s a condition of Network Rail’s licence
conditions. However, we lead it on behalf of the
industry, so it’s an industry document, not a
Network Rail document. There are one or two
misnomers about the route utilisation strategy. Its
aim is to look at the underlying position and plan for
that. So one thing that we quite often get criticised
about—I think that’s the right word—is that there’s
a lot of housing growth planned in the East
Midlands and we can’t take that into account in
terms of that strategy. So it looks at this underlying
growth.
For the one that’s out to consultation at the
moment, which will be published in the new year,
none of the findings are particularly surprising. It’s
saying that by 2018, trains out of London will be
intolerably overcrowded, as will certain trains out of
Nottingham and Leicester. It makes
recommendations principally on train lengthening.
Because of the way the route is engineered and the
slower journey times, the way that the East
Midlands route has come together has kind of made
up for that in terms of frequency of service. Coming
over here, I was reflecting on where else in Europe
there is a provincial city like Leicester with four oV-
peak inter-city trains to its capital city. Certainly,
there’s nowhere in Britain. I wondered whether
Reading might fall into that category, but
Birmingham doesn’t—it has only three. We make up
for it in other ways. While you are going five or 10
minutes quicker down the east coast main line, at
Leicester you have to wait only 10 minutes to take
you down to London, so you make up for it like that.
As for the route utilisation strategy, in the main, we
have talked about freight loops—that will come out
of that, because that is a key way of operating
heavier freight trains on the route and still allowing
the mix of passengers. The overcrowding will be
coming out that. Of course, that overcrowding will
be worse if these housing developments materialise.
Therefore, we will have to find a way of addressing
that later.

Q89 Chairman: When you’re going back to work or
home—I guess, David, you will be walking—some
of you will be going on the train. What is the key
point that each of you would like to make? What is
the headline issue that you want to raise that you
would like us to put in the report? David, you start.
David Horne: The key medium-term issue for the
railways in this region is going to be capacity. The
Secretary of State is saying that electrification is
going to happen, so we need to find out when that is.
Whether electrification happens or not, we are going
to see continued growth in the number of passengers
using the railways. We have seen that even in the last
year, when we have been in a recession. The
prospects for rail are good. We need to work as a
region to come up with schemes to grow further the
rail market but, most particularly, we need to work
together—and by that I mean the region and the
Department in London—to identify solutions to the
capacity issue. If we are getting more passengers, we
need more carriages to carry them. There is a great
opportunity if we do, because we will attract even
more.
Stephen Abbott: Yes, capacity is key: we want more
capacity. We also want improvement in services
where it can be justified. For example, there is
demand for a later train southwards from Leicester
in the evenings to Kettering, Wellingborough and so
on, so people can go to the theatre. That would be
cheaper to provide if it was an electric train, because
you wouldn’t need to get it back to Derby for fuel
and maintenance, you would just put it in a siding
and lock it up.
The other issue, I think, that concerns passengers is
access to the railway—that is, the provision of car
parks, bus integration and so on—and also stations.
Something we haven’t touched on is that on the
Midland main line, some of the stations, particularly
at the medium-sized centres, are very poor. I would
cite Wellingborough, Market Harborough,
Loughborough, Long Eaton. On what other main
line do you have platforms which are too short for
the inter-city service from London to stop at? Where
else do you find a station that has 750,000 passengers
a year, as Market Harborough does, without a single
metre of platform canopy? There is no shelter
whatsoever, other than a small waiting room. So you
cannot go from the ticket hall to the train without
getting wet. What other main line in Britain has
got that?
Chairman: That’s a powerful point. Jim?
Jim Bamford: You asked us to single out one issue. I
could think of more, of course, but the one that
stands out is that we need a top-up for the superb
value-for-money line speed scheme that Network
Rail is already working on. I would think an
additional sum of about £30 million, which we
understand is less than 10% of the cost of the
electrification. If we are not going to get the
electrification, can we at least have the journey-time
benefits of that on top of the line speed scheme? It
would include the freight loops at Desborough that
Spencer described, so there would be a freight benefit
from it as well. If you could make a recommendation
to that eVect, that would be really helpful.
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Spencer Gibbens: I don’t know, after that. All of the
above, I think. I echo David’s comment about
rolling stock. For this region, we simply do not have
enough for what we want to do. Crewe and Matlock
trains with single coaches on it should have gone
years ago.
Chairman: Thank you very much for coming. Go on,
Jim. You want the last word.

Witnesses: Councillor Roger Begy OBE, Leader, Rutland County Council, Councillor David Parsons CBE,
Chair, East Midlands Regional Assembly, and Dr. Stuart Young, Executive Director of East Midlands
Regional Assembly, gave evidence.

Q90 Chairman: As you can see, the Select
Committee meeting here in Derby in the East
Midlands is a bit more informal than what happens
in Westminster, and perhaps is better for that. So,
can we just keep it on that informal, chatty basis? I
welcome colleagues who are here representing the
Regional Assembly—thank you for coming and for
helping us once again.
The issue of funding for services in the East
Midlands is one that I have been interested in for a
long time. I have to confess that I have not made a
lot of progress on it. Why do you think, in
comparative terms, services in the East Midlands are
underfunded? That is the view, isn’t it? David.
David Parsons: Does this, Chairman, represent how
the Government view the East Midlands? It is clearly
their lowest priority, in regional terms, therefore we
don’t receive the benefit of good funding.
Roger Begy: I don’t think people recognise rurality
down in London. We must be one of the most rural
areas in the country. If you look at the added costs
that are undertaken in day-to-day services in rural
areas compared with urban areas, then that really
does have a major impact.
Dr. Young: I think part of our problem is that we are
average. We have average levels of income and fairly
average levels of employment. We are a region
marked by a large rurality; we also have a number of
core cities. In rural areas we have problems of access
to services. In the urban areas there are obviously
problems of deprivation. Also, in the northern parts
of the region there are problems with coalfield areas.
As a region—we can perhaps pick this up in more
detail later—we have an expanding population and
a growing number who are of pensionable age,
which is not necessarily picked up in funding
formulas. We also have a low proportion of
employment in the public sector, which in turn draws
much funding from the centre as well. There are a
number of reasons why as a region we receive low
levels of public funding and low levels of resources.
It is diYcult to pinpoint one particular issue.

Q91 Sir Peter Soulsby: Just very quickly, and I am
provoked to ask this because of David’s response. Is
it not the case, David, that it is not this Government,

Jim Bamford: I just wanted to ask this. Because we
haven’t been able to be specific about the line speed
stuV, would it help if we sent a further note to the
Committee? I realise that there will be a tight time
scale for that, and I just wondered if we could oVer
to joint note between us. No doubt your staV will tell
us what date you would need that by.
Chairman: Yes—25 December. I need to do
something on that day. That really would be helpful.
Spencer, on another issue, we talked about freight a
bit. If you could let us have a note on that, that
would be useful too. Thank you all very much.

but successive Governments who have underfunded
the East Midlands? A lot of it is an historic
underfunding being carried forward by
Governments of all political colours. Is that not
really a more accurate description of it?
David Parsons: It might be, although I have a long
memory and this Government have been in oYce for
quite some time. You may well be correct, but
certainly for the last 10 years—the time for which I
have figures—we have been rampantly
underfunded. In fact, I think we are the lowest
funded region in the country.

Q92 Chairman: Is that last point right, Stuart?
Dr. Young: It is. In some respects we have to
interpret the figures. If you look at the total amount
of funding given to English regions, we are the
second lowest. If you look at the total amount of
funding in regard to spending per head, we are the
third lowest. But, usefully, the IPPR did a rather
sophisticated piece of work that matched the level of
funding against need and deprivation and looked at
GDP per head. On those scores, where they relate
funding to need in a region, this region is the lowest
funded. We are the most underfunded region in
England. Often the message out there is that we are
not. People often look to the North East or the
North West, and assume that they are the most
underfunded regions. Actually they are not.
Unfortunately, some of the averageness of this
region masks the real level of need.

Q93 Mr. Laxton: Not wanting to be too
mischievous, and trying not to be, there are views in
some quarters about the possible abolition of
Regional Development Agencies. Do you think the
scrapping of regional development agencies would
enhance the prospect of the East Midlands obtaining
better and focused funding or lead to an even further
deterioration?
David Parsons: I think the jury is out on that. I don’t
necessarily want to see the scrapping of Regional
Development Agencies, but I do think that we want
to see them rather more focused. There are large
numbers of people employed by the Regional
Development Agency and I would like to see those
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numbers justified for the amount of work it does, but
I am not against Regional Development Agencies
per se. Interestingly, neither is my party. There are a
number of views on that.
Roger Begy: Recently there was a dinner of business
people in East and West Midlands. The conclusion
that we came to from that dinner was that there are
certain things that should be done regionally. There
are certain topics, such as the last one you
mentioned, transport, which should not necessarily
be local and need to be done on a regional basis.
Getting that balance right, which it may or may not
be at the moment, is the point here.
Mr. Laxton: Okay, thanks.

Q94 Chairman: We are going to talk about transport
in a minute, Roger, so you’ll have your chance to
have your say. David, you’ve talked to us before
about the regional landscape changing but you’ve
always been clear that there is a need for some kind
of regional body. I guess one of the purposes of that
regional body would be to advocate and campaign
on behalf of the region. Have we been doing enough
around campaigning on funding issues?
David Parsons: Well, two days ago, a lot of us were
in Westminster—I travelled down on the Midland
main line actually—to campaign for electrification
of the Midland main line. If the truth were known,
there is scope for even more campaigning on a
number of issues, so I would be more than happy to
look at that.
There are a number of power centres—if I can put it
that way. One of those is the Regional Assembly,
which does campaign a lot—for instance, my role in
Europe as the region’s member for the Committee of
the Regions means that the East Midlands leads in
relation to childhood obesity and the campaign
across all 27 member states. There is a power centre
in the Regional Minister, although he does not share
with me too much about the campaigning that he
does. There is also this Committee, and I am sure
that this Regional Select Committee has its own
agenda as well. But, there is scope for more,
certainly.
Dr. Young: I think that is right. In certain areas, I
think we have done very well in relation to, for
example, the regional funding advice. That is a good
example of where the region was able to get
together—diVerent regional organisations, local
authorities and stakeholders—in putting the case to
central Government in considering how we can
focus on some regional priorities. But there is more
that we can do. Part of our problem as well—we
have to acknowledge this—is that funding formulas
do not necessarily reflect our needs and priorities.
Until those change, we still need to ensure that we
perhaps up our game and lobby—if that is what is
needed to be done—Government to ensure that
when they are making decisions, they bear in mind
what we need for the East Midlands and the local
areas within it.
Roger Begy: I don’t operate at the same elevated
level as David. We have a seat on the funding
working party and we are using that more and more
to try to get the formula to reflect some of the needs

that are specific to the East Midlands. It takes time
to try to persuade some civil servants to change
formulas and so on when you have statisticians
going to the fourth decimal place. That is a little
diYcult. But that fourth decimal place is sometimes
the equivalent of millions of pounds to the East
Midlands.

Q95 Chairman: You’ve mentioned the role of the
Minister for the region. David, you said that you
didn’t have a lot of private discussions with him, but
conceptually he is in a position to advocate for the
region. Is that right? Let’s try and be honest with
each other—we are all politicians, apart from Stuart.
Is he doing enough?
David Parsons: Chairman, I thought you might ask
this question, and I took the trouble before I came
here to measure my contact with the Regional
Minister. In 2008, we had five meetings, which were
largely on structure, although there was some
strategic discussion as well. In 2009, we had no
formal contact, and in 2010, we have been pressing
the Regional Minister for a meeting. We had one
arranged for January, which, just before I left, I was
told had been cancelled in favour of a meeting on 10
February 2010 for three quarters of an hour.
There are other contacts with the Regional Minister.
I am a member of his regional economic cabinet, but
on that I specifically represent local government, not
regional bodies. I don’t want to be too prissy about
it, but that isn’t a regional strategic body as I know
it; it represents local authorities rather than the
Regional Assembly. In my view, there is room there
for greater co-operation.

Q96 Chairman: So is the feeling that it is too one way
and there is not enough appreciation of the voices
coming out of the region?
David Parsons: I think he’s doing a job. I certainly
know that we’re doing a job. If you add the two
together, you will get greater than the sum of the
parts and that is still work in progress. I don’t
underrate his current responsibilities as Minister of
State, but, nevertheless, it might be a structural
thing, which needs looking at.

Q97 Chairman: Let me just look at the scene a little
bit. As you said David, there is a strong campaign
around the electrification of the Midland main line.
My own judgment is that the police authorities have
been making a strong campaign on underfunding.
One thing that struck me during the course of the
inquiry was that if you look at the spending on the
health service, all of the PCTs in the East Midlands
are under target almost without exception. You will
recognise from Leicestershire that in terms of spend
per head on education you are pretty low down. I
thought that we would have a lot more evidence
around this and that people, given the inquiry, would
use it as an opportunity to shout a bit louder, but
that really hasn’t been the case. Why do you think
that the health sector isn’t pitching in? Why aren’t
schools writing in and saying that they could be
better funded?
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David Parsons: Maybe they don’t know the
influence that this Committee undoubtedly has. I
clearly have not been doing my job and going
around telling them that they need to write into the
Regional Select Committee. I don’t say that
cynically, I think that people perhaps haven’t got
used to new procedures.
Let me take those two things. On health, I lead local
government in the “Total Place” project and have
had a lot to do with health. I have found health a real
challenge. If you ask me for the one single thing that
I think that we could do to marry up those priorities
and spending, it would be to get together a public
service board in each area to use the democratic
mandate of local government to assist health
services, the police and other bodies to spend their
money wisely and get local priorities. I really think
that that is important.
That probably is the same for education.
Strategically, Leicestershire has been leading the way
in education. It has taken the Building Schools for
the Future programme from the Government and
has run with it. It has a hugely successful programme
now. If I looked at education, I would say that that
was possibly more on track—and do not forget that
my own county of Leicestershire has some of the
lowest funding but some of the best results in the
country. I would not wish to pursue that analogy too
far but, nevertheless, that is a fact.
Chairman: Roger, have you got a view on this?
Roger Begy: I don’t think that we’ve got the message
of the Regional Select Committee across to people
outside local government or some of the senior
places. The issue of underfunding in rural areas and
schools has been there for a long time. There has
been the F40 campaign, and they are all rural areas.
It is the same in Lincolnshire and in Rutland, but,
again, we have had to use those to the best of our
ability and I think that our results in our rural areas
have been particularly good.
The one that really worries me, and we need to get
ahead on it, is our ageing population in rural areas.
In Rutland, 23% of people are over the age of 65, I
think that on the east coast of Lincolnshire it is 23%
and by 2020 we are looking at it being at something
like 28% or 29%. When we start looking at care costs
for that ageing population, with a hospital system
that is going to be focused on the key cities, it is a big
issue and I do not think that we have got that
message across to people.

Q98 Chairman: Stuart, you spend a lot of time in the
region talking to other partners. Would it surprise
you to learn that we have written to the strategic
health authority in the East Midlands three times
asking for evidence on funding and not had a reply
yet?
Dr. Young: That probably would surprise me, yes.
Chairman: We all stick together in the East
Midlands.
Dr. Young: Without wishing to place anyone in an
invidious position, we were invited to submit
evidence to this Committee and we were delighted to
do so. I think it is important for the assembly and
also for a body representing local government that

we play a full role in this. There is—I know it was
picked up by Roger a minute ago—a problem with
awareness. Part of that is caught up in the wider
changes that are happening to the regional agenda—
for example, the sub-national review and the Act
that has recently been passed. There are a number of
governance changes. Some might find it diYcult to
keep fully abreast of the changes that are happening.
Organisations such as ourselves obviously have a
full role to play and we should be contributing. You
might wish to pick that up with individual partners.
Roger Begy: If you look at one thing across the
region, health has always been an issue of engaging
with partners within that partnership.

Q99 Chairman: May I just pick up a slightly diVerent
point from the one you were making, Roger, about
the growth in the number of very elderly people in
the region? Population growth in the region
outstrips growth elsewhere in the country. Just
sketch that in a bit for us.
Dr. Young: In terms of wider population growth,
recent figures from the OYce for National Statistics
are very clear. We are the fastest-growing region in
terms of population and also the fastest-growing
region in terms of population of pensionable age.
Both of those will bring a number of pressures on
service providers—for local authorities and for
health and education. Our concern is that we have to
respond to that, but we have to respond within the
context of a fairly inflexible funding regime that does
not necessarily pick up some of the recent changes.
Often there is a lag. It takes a while for the funding
regime to change or to respond to some of the issues
happening here and now, particularly population
change. As Roger has just said, there are going to be
particular pressures within the region in terms of an
older population and adult care services.

Q100 Chairman: If I have got it right, because I am
not as clued-up on this as I used to be, the population
figures are fed into the distribution formula, but
there is a time lag. Typically, what are we talking
about?
Roger Begy: 2006-07 tends to be up-to-date figures.

Q101 Chairman: Presumably you discuss this with
colleagues in Westminster and Whitehall. What is
the response when you say we should be using more
timely up-to-date figures?
Roger Begy: The standard response is “We need to
make sure that they are accurate”.
Dr. Young: I think that is fair. There is no
enthusiasm for using figures that are historical by
their nature. There are problems of validation and
also problems with collection.

Q102 Sir Peter Soulsby: In addition to the points
that you have made today and in the evidence about
the lack of responsiveness to changing situations,
you also very strongly in the evidence made the point
about fragmentation with diVerent funding regimes,
and the extent to which there are diYculties because
each diVers from the other and there can be diVerent
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criteria in diVerent streams of funding. Can you
expand on that a bit and give us some flavour of the
diYculties that this causes?
Dr. Young: Obviously, diVerent funding partners
would have diVerent requirements that the recipients
of that funding are obliged to meet. In our role, we
have experienced some frustration with regard to the
role of regulators. Regulators in rail, water or power
eVectively control the investment programmes that
are delivered within the region, and companies can
only raise revenue if the regulator agrees to that.
Obviously, they might wish to raise revenue for the
provision of infrastructure. I think two decisions
that impacted upon, and which I think are
worthwhile raising today, are the Lincoln to London
rail service and the upgrade of signalling around
Nottingham station. In the first instance, it was
refused by the regulators, and was only agreed to, in
eVect, by appeal. The situation arose in part because
diVerent organisations react to diVerent
information. Regulators do not necessarily bear in
mind the increase in demand pressures from an
increase in population and the knock-on eVect for
increasing infrastructure provision as part of their
decision-making process. When you are working
with diVerent partners, they often have a diVerent set
of constraints within which they are internally
advised to work. It is our job to try to work through
that rather complicated set of circumstances.
We probably would not have had this discussion 20
years ago, as we did not understand the flows of
public expenditure and the flows into the region.
Now we can have that discussion and try to find
solutions. Hopefully, with a better understanding of
the flows of public expenditure into the regions, we
can better direct that now, so diVerent Parliaments
can look to free up some of the rules and regulations
and try to enable their specific funds or resources to
directly target specific regional needs and priorities,
rather than necessarily responding to more national
and, by the very nature, generic constraints.

Q103 Sir Peter Soulsby: In your evidence, you talked
about the desire to see mapping and co-ordinating
public expenditure at a strategic level. Would you
envisage taking a lead on that?
David Parsons: Yes, in a word. This is probably what
“Total Place” is all about. We can look at the pilots,
which will probably be relevant to the whole of
public expenditure. First, there is the total count—
knowing what is coming into a sub-region. Typically,
£6 billion or £7 billion a year is spent in a sub-region
in the UK. Secondly, they look at what it is trying to
achieve and thirdly, they try to achieve it better. The
question is how we try to achieve it better. I say go
local, but I don’t expect people in Whitehall to give
me a budget of £6 billion or £7 billion a year in each
sub-region. I can hope, but I don’t think it will
happen.
As I was saying, how do you use locally accountable
people to get together with the major spenders in an
area and see how best to spend that money? Of non-
discretionary spending, 5p in every pound is
controlled by locally elected councillors, and 95p of

that pound is not. That seems to me to be out of
balance. Part of my campaigning zeal with others in
“Total Place” is to try to redress the balance a little.
Dr. Young: For my region, the local authorities and
partners are very keen to take a lead on this. We are
well placed to understand the problems and
challenges that we face. If you look at the emerging
process that we already have through the regional
funding advice, it is a start. It enables partners to get
together and look at some of the funding that we
have available and direct that to the most
appropriate project. So we would happily take a
lead. Mapping only goes so far, because it just tells a
story. Once you properly understand where the
public expenditure flows are going, you need to then
decide if they are best directed.
Roger Begy: And then you can make some fairly
simple decisions. The one thing that struck me in a
presentation from Leicestershire and Leicester on
their “Total Place” is that there are 68 public
buildings used by various Departments across that
area. It is a fairly simple thing, but you would not
necessarily have known that figure, and you have to
say, do you really need 68 diVerent buildings to
achieve this?

Q104 Sir Peter Soulsby: What do you think are the
next steps that the Government needs to take to
facilitate this being taken forward?
David Parsons: If I might say so, they have already
taken them. It grieves me to say this, but I thought
the governance White Paper, published two weeks
ago, was really rather good.
Roger Begy: I feel the pain from here.
David Parsons: It spoke of removing ring-fencing; it
spoke of harmonising performance management
regimes; it spoke of using peers to regulate local
authorities; it was generally welcomed, certainly by
myself, but by other people as well. So, looking at
the direction of travel that the White Paper gives us,
I think that that is a good start. At the highest level,
this Government have taken messages from the
Local Government Association, of which I am
deputy chairman, and are beginning to run with it.
Work with Her Majesty’s Opposition is still work in
progress, if I may put it that way. I am doing all I can,
which is probably not much, to get them in the swing
of things, along the lines of the White Paper as well.
I am generally an optimist, and I think that the key
thing in each respect—however you divide up this
thing—is that you need to use the democratic
mandate of local councillors to assist in the spending
of that money. If we can get that message over, I am
hopeful that we can spend public money better and,
incidentally—I think Liam Byrne, the Chief
Secretary to the Treasury, is particularly alive to
this—save money.

Q105 Sir Peter Soulsby: I am very heartened that at
least in the East Midlands we seem to have a cross-
party consensus on the issue.
Stuart, you mentioned the regional funding advice
process and suggested that it was a fairly positive
start and a useful step forward. I was wondering
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whether you would like to reflect on how far it has
helped, and on what needs to be done to improve
the process.
Dr. Young: It is a start, but it is certainly not the
panacea for all our problems. In many ways I view
these things as tests, and we have repeatedly passed
these tests. The Government set a test for the region
to work in a co-ordinated and coherent fashion, to
look at its own regional needs and priorities, and to
dedicate Government resources to meet those needs
and priorities.
Now we have had two rounds of regional funding
advice, and I think that this region has done very
well in how we have managed that. We would be very
keen for an extension to regional funding advice, for
example specifically to include skills. If you look at
previous rounds, we have done particularly well on
transport. In the last round we looked at transport,
housing and wider economic development, and
transport was of real interest to the region and to
stakeholders. A degree of organisation and
political—with a small p—maturity was shown; it
was not a case of everyone looking to their own
particular pet scheme. People actually looked at
what would benefit the region as a whole. That is
why we were able to look at, for example, promoting
the schemes for the A46 and the A453. We were able
to look at cross-regional issues as well; we don’t need
to look at the East Midlands in less-than-splendid
isolation.
The RFA has gone as far as it has gone. It needs to
go further, I think, but it also needs to allow us to
bring into play wider pressures, such as the increase
in population growth, which we have picked up on
already. In relation to transport, the RFA did not
really allow us to pick out the particular issues that
this region is facing, such as a very substantial
increase in traYc growth. However, we would be
very keen to extend the process because, to pick up
on previous points, it enables us to hone in on those
particular priorities for the East Midlands.
Roger Begy: One of the key things that we have to
focus on now is skills. If we are going to move
forward in the East Midlands, it is through the way
in which we develop those skills; reduce the number
of NEETs in the region; base ourselves on our
growth industries; and upskill and get away from
being a low-wage, low-skill economy in the East
Midlands. That is probably one of the next most
important things that we have to do.

Q106 Sir Peter Soulsby: It’s not just about getting
the funds; it is also about spending them, once they
are allocated to the region. Was it 2008 when concern
was expressed in the Department for Transport
about the spending of funds that were allocated? Do
you want to reflect on that, on whether the criticisms
were justified and on how the region has responded?
Dr. Young: I entirely agree—if you’re going to be
allocated a spend, you need to spend it. We did
receive a letter from the Department for Transport
last year in relation to the spend profile of the
regional funding allocations. That letter and that
concern were based on initial returns from local

authorities that indicated that, as a region, the East
Midlands was below spend. Obviously that would be
of concern.
We clarified with the Department for Transport that
in fact it had used the wrong regional budget figures
and that DFT was using diVerent spend figures from
the ones that local authorities were being required to
report on. So as a result we have standardised
assumptions between local authorities, ourselves,
and DFT, and we have also standardised financial
reporting and information to ensure any similar sort
of confusion doesn’t happen in the future.
I think, usefully, our latest returns have confirmed
that our profile is broadly on track, and DFT has
also confirmed that it is content with our
performance. I think part of this relates to the very
nature of some of these RFA projects, specifically as
regards transport. The RFA budget deliberately
included a 20% over-programming to allow for
slippage and overspends, because most of this relates
to very large capital projects, and they are very
chunky by their nature.
Recently a number of schemes, including the A46,
have been delivered below what is called the mid-
point estimate—the assumption of where they
would be at this current time. The reason why they
are below is not poor profiling. It is because we have
had some very good weather recently, despite the last
few weeks. Also, the impact of recession has driven
down the cost of construction across the board.
Chairman: You heard the previous session; we talked
a lot about transport and particularly the Midland
main line. I know you’ve all been campaigning.

Q107 Mr. Laxton: Yes. David, I know you were
down in London on Tuesday, as you’ve already said.
I’d hoped to be there but I was diverted oV to some
meeting with a Minister and I couldn’t make it,
sadly. In terms of the Regional Assembly, what sort
of work are you doing to press the case for
electrification of the Midland main line?
David Parsons: I could go through our campaigning
work. I did the “Politics Show”. Significantly, it was
the last interview of this session of the “Politics
Show”, and maybe that will find resonance. We have
done the lobbying events, and we’re linking up with
other regions, including Yorkshire and the Humber
and, specifically, the SheYeld City region. I was joint
host with Clive Betts, who is a SheYeld Member of
Parliament. He has been enormously supportive of
this, so it’s really good to bring in that region. Of
course, the Midland main line goes all the way up to
SheYeld.
We have been campaigning for this internally within
the Regional Assembly. We have had presentations
to all members of the Regional Assembly, which
represents every local authority. That includes the
so-called ESEP members—environmental, social
and economic partners, so we are spreading the
message that way. There have been a number of
other campaigning venues where we’ve attempted to
put the case, so I think that we’ve got a good record
within the Regional Assembly of campaigning for
not only electrification, of course, but



Processed: 22-03-2010 15:03:24 Page Layout: COENEW [E] PPSysB Job: 002221 Unit: PAG2

Ev 28 East Midlands Regional Committee: Evidence

17 December 2009 Councillor Roger Begy OBE, Councillor David Parsons CBE and Dr. Stuart Young

modernisation of stock, and quadrupling of track.
You mentioned freight services earlier on, and I
think that that is particularly important as well.
Anyone who travels up the M1, as I do regularly,
knows that it’s clapped out in places, and clogged
up, and we certainly need to campaign there. This is
something on which my interest in formal
campaigning has only just started, but nevertheless
it has been apparent to me for some time that we
need to do something there.

Q108 Mr. Laxton: On the advent of the new Leaders
Board, the campaigning will obviously carry
through to it. Do you have an expectation that the
board is likely to be more focused, and that it is going
to have a bit more bite or punch, in terms of
campaigning on the issue—and, for that matter, on
some of the other, wider regional issues that you are
going to be engaged in?
David Parsons: More focus. The danger, of course, is
that it could be less inclusive, because it is a smaller
body. There is a challenge there that we are hoping
to take up through the structures within the Leaders
Board. The Leaders Board has started its work and,
in its infinite wisdom, it elected me chairman. We are
doing our best to see how that will work, but the
Leaders Board has not yet really started its work.
When it does, I will probably be able to report back.
As I say, inclusivity and taking on the ESEP
members, who feel rather bruised at the moment
because they will not have as formal a mechanism
for being involved in regional politics as they did
before, are challenges. Taking on the national parks
is a challenge as well, and I will visit the national
park authority next week. All those need to be
tempered to the work of the regional Leaders Board.
Dr. Young: Part of the approach that we have found
very eVective is to make sure that we work well with
the respective Government Departments at the
oYcial level. That worked well in relation to the A46,
and it is something that we are very keen to continue
as we carry on working on the electrification of the
Midland main line. OYcials within Government
Departments will be asked questions by Ministers,
and we need to make sure that they have access to all
the information and are included in the process by
which we undertake these pieces of work, so that
they are able to engage in the product or the
outcome. It is a dual approach: as oYcials we need
to work closely together and provide them with
answers to questions they will be asked, but also, on
the political level, Members campaign vigorously on
behalf of the region to try to secure as much
investment for the region as they can.

Roger Begy: The A46 scheme is a good example that
we need to take into account. It worked, and it got
people across the region backing something that was
not actually to their benefit—it was to their loss. We
have to keep doing that. If the Leaders Board can do
that along with local government in the East
Midlands, or the East Midlands Councils, I think
that we will go from strength to strength. If we start
splitting up again into factions and parties and so on,
it won’t work. We have to make sure that we put
those things aside, as we did in that case, and make
it happen.
Mr. Laxton: Okay. Thanks.

Q109 Chairman: A warm welcome to Judy Mallaber,
who has been experiencing the joys and delights of
the road system in the East Midlands, and
particularly the safety features of the East Midlands.
I am pleased that you have arrived here safely.
Let me just conclude. I hope you won’t mind me
saying this, but we have all been around the block a
few times and know how the system works. When
you were coming here today, is there one thing that
you thought, “I’m going to tell them that”? What do
you want? If you were writing the report—you’d
probably write it better than we would—what would
be your conclusions? Let’s start with you, David.
David Parsons: Chairman, I don’t want to tell you
anything. I want this to be a co-operative venture.
Three words, if I may: localism, localism, localism.
We really need to get local. It is more eYcient to
spend money that way. If there is one message that
goes out from this session, I really do hope it is that.
Dr. Young: Simply put: more freedom and flexibility.
Chairman: You are all very succinct. Roger?
Roger Begy: Mine would be recognition of the rural
issues within this region.
Chairman: Thank you all for coming. I am sure that
before the general election—whenever it comes,
David; I noticed the tone of your comments at
various points—we will meet again. I am very
grateful for all the help we get from the assembly and
its staV, so thank you in particular to Stuart, and
thanks to the staV here at the Roundhouse, which is
a really impressive building. It shows that if local
politicians, Bob, are allowed to act and get involved,
you can make a real diVerence. So, thank you, and
thanks to the staV from the House of Commons. I
wish you all a very happy Christmas—
David Parsons: Same to you and your Committee,
Chair.
Chairman: And a successful new year, although that
may mean diVerent things to diVerent people here.
Thank you all very much.
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Development Agency, gave evidence.

Chairman: A warm welcome to JeV Moore, the Chief
Executive of EMDA, and Steve Harley, Head of
Spatial Development at EMDA. JeV, we are grateful
to you for coming to give evidence again. This is our
last evidence session; we are seeing Phil Hope after
you—the order of precedence is you before the
Minister. The inquiry has been on funding in the
East Midlands, and as you know—because you are
from the East Midlands and you hear what people
say—there is a strong feeling in the East Midlands
that public services there are underfunded. We want
specifically to talk to you about the important work
that you’ve been doing around the Midland main
line and the electrification and its benefits. We will
use most of our time, if that’s okay, to talk about
that. I think Judy wants to start oV on a few
general points.

Q110 Judy Mallaber: We should get to your
viewpoint before we have the Minister in, and allow
you to have the first crack of the whip. Do you agree
that the East Midlands does not receive a fair share
of funding from central Government?
JeV Moore: I think each and every region of the UK
would make a case that it doesn’t get what it
considers to be its fair share of the national pot. We
receive, as a regional development agency, about 7%
of the national RDA funding pot, which is delivered
and distributed to us by quite a sophisticated
formula that is based on productivity, worklessness,
deprivation and a whole host of other
characteristics. In terms of us as an RDA, we are a
signatory and a supporter of that formula, so we
believe that we get our fair share of resources. It is for
others in the East Midlands to comment on whether
they feel they get their appropriate share of
resources, whether it is the police, the ambulance
service, or whatever. What we believe we need to do,
Judy, is always to fight our corner and try to make
sure that the East Midlands gets its fair share of the
cake, and we believe that that happens in terms of
the RDA’s resources.

Q111 Judy Mallaber: But as an organisation, you do
analysis and research of the East Midlands economy
across the board. Surely, you have some views from
that analysis on whether we have our fair share. So
when it is seen that overall we get 6% of public
spending, but our population is over 7% and
growing, and an analysis is made in a number of
diVerent areas, is that not something on which you
feel able to comment, from your own analysis and
research?

JeV Moore: It is not something that I would wish to
comment on in any depth. As a general point, I will
say that wherever we have methods that distribute
funding around the UK, they need to be suYciently
flexible to take account of changing circumstances.
We are definitely the fastest growing region in the
UK in population terms at the moment, so rather
than saying whether we get our fair share, we would
limit ourselves to saying: “Will future funding
formulae reflect those changing circumstances
suYciently flexibly and quickly?”

Q112 Judy Mallaber: What is EMDA’s role in
negotiating with the Treasury for funding?
JeV Moore: We do not negotiate with the Treasury
for funding for the region at all. As a collective group
of RDAs—the eight English RDAs and the London
Development Agency—we are party to negotiating
the funding package that comes to regional
development agencies, and we negotiate strongly on
that. We are then advocates for funding into our
region as a whole and on particular schemes. We will
lobby and conduct research, which we will use as
evidence to advocate for funds for particular
schemes. The one that we are principally concerned
with tonight, the Midland main line, is a case in
point.

Q113 Judy Mallaber: When you say you advocate,
who do you do that to? Do you, for example, look at
areas where our skills base is key, and look at what
resources come in for that? Is that an area where you
would be advocating as to what the region needs? If
so, to who?
JeV Moore: We will do it through a combination of
people. Principally, since we are an agency of the
Department for Business, Innovation and Skills, we
do it directly with Ministers in that Department. We
will use Ministers and oYcials in that direction. We
have a Regional Minister, who is an excellent
supporter of the East Midlands, and we will have
private and on-the-record conversations with him,
and he will also have private and on-the-record
conversations with the various Departments that
decide on resources.
Clearly, skills resources are now decided by the same
Department that decides our overall resources. We
very much welcomed the combination of
innovation, universities, skills and business, because
we think that they are crucially linked. We would use
those routes as our platforms. We are also
scrutinised by the regional assembly up until 31
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March, which scrutinises our various policies and
deliveries. Through those discussions, it will get
views on our resourcing.

Q114 Judy Mallaber: Can you give examples where
EMDA has been successful in getting extra funding
for the region? I know that you have said that this is
usually in relation to specific projects, but are there
other examples where you can say that EMDA has
played a role in bringing resources in?
JeV Moore: I suppose the biggest example that I
would use is the generality of the success of regional
development agencies over the 10 years of their
existence. Our budgets have grown from the order of
£1 billion collectively to £2.2 billion now. That
collective delivery of activity on the ground and the
advocacy of the benefit of that activity to UK plc
and the economies of the UK’s regions have led to
significant support from Government. In general, I
would say that is definitely perhaps the largest
example. One other case is the Avenue coking works
in Chesterfield, which is perhaps one of the most
polluted sites in the whole of the UK, and probably
in Europe as well. There have been a host of
considerations as to how to clean that site up.
Originally, we had a provisional sum from Her
Majesty’s Treasury to clean up those coking works.
Further investigations and testing on the degree to
which pollution was in that site has led to a tens of
millions increase to that initial sum. So for the
Avenue coking works we have seen a double-digit
millions increase in the resources that have been
given to the East Midlands. That is a very
significant example.
One other example I would give is on behalf of all of
the regional development agencies. We eVectively—
I suppose you could call it project manage—account
manage for the manufacturing advisory service to
the Department. We have recently seen an increase—
I might be slightly out on this—of the order of £8
million extra for the manufacturing advisory service
nationally. Clearly, by being the lead RDA, the
account manager, we have conducted the
negotiations with BIS on that particular aspect.
That is of significant benefit to us all.
I have given you a specific example for the region
and I have also given what I think is our biggest
impact: working as a collective. Establishing a case
for the economic interventions that we make, as
RDAs generally, has definitely led to an increase in
the resource right across the piece, of which we have
been a significant beneficiary.

Q115 Chairman: Let us now turn to transport. We
have a business plan and a set of priorities. How high
do transport issues rank in your order of priorities?
JeV Moore: Very highly, Paddy. Ever since we first
started consulting on the evidence base for the
Regional Economic Strategy—we are into the third
iteration of that now—we have consulted across a
huge range of stakeholders. However, business and
business organisations, obviously, are very
influential and have a massive input to that strategy
development process, that evidence base.
Throughout my time at the RDA, which is from the

beginning, two items have always been at the top of
businesses’ agenda as the key barriers to economic
growth: skills and transport. Depending on what
time you talk to them, sometimes a lack of skills in
the work force is at the top, with transport second—
transport connectivity, reliability of motorways and
rail connections and so on—and sometimes they will
put transport first. It is a huge priority to us, from
how we can remove barriers to access to markets, to
the movement of labour, to the transfer of goods
around the region and the UK. That is a huge issue
for businesses.
Clearly, a key dividing line is that we do not get direct
resources for transport infrastructure. We are not
funded directly to carry out transport infrastructure
investments. We research into transport barriers, the
cost of removing those barriers and the cost of
congestion, for instance—we did a key study a few
years ago on the cost of congestion in the East
Midlands; I think we were the first region outside
London to do that—but we have very little flexibility
to put cash into direct transport infrastructure.
Where we do tend to invest, as well as in that
research, is in combined transport and regeneration
schemes. So our two largest schemes at the moment
would be the Nottingham hub, around the station at
Nottingham, and the new business quarter in
Leicester. Previously we have invested significant
sums, particularly in Corby railway station—Corby
did not have a railway station; one of the largest
towns in Europe without one—and in the East
Midlands Parkway. That is where our investments
have gone. Removing the barriers to north-south
movement and east-west movement across the
region is very high on our agenda.

Q116 Chairman: One of our witnesses—it might
surprise you when I say this—suggested that other
RDAs, particularly Yorkshire Forward, perhaps did
more on transport than you did. Would that be a fair
comment?
JeV Moore: I would say they have invested in a
diVerent area. We need to look at the diVerent
circumstances that there are in Yorkshire Forward’s
case. First, Yorkshire Forward’s budget is
significantly greater than mine. It is quite a lot larger
than our budget. Secondly, in Yorkshire Forward’s
case, I believe they put some funds into rolling stock
in Yorkshire. That was really at the behest of the
passenger transport executive in South Yorkshire,
which had specifically lobbied for that. First, they
had the flexibility resource-wise to do that. Secondly,
they had a passenger transport executive that had
put that case to them to invest in. We have not been
approached by East Midlands Trains at all to fund
rolling stock.

Q117 Chairman: Let us turn to the Midland main
line, which is a controversial issue across the region.
How far do you think local authorities and
businesses are right to say that a slower rail link to
London disadvantages the region?
JeV Moore: I think that is factually correct. A slower
rail link to London does disadvantage the region. We
have lots of anecdotal evidence in our region of huge
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numbers of people travelling to travel down the East
Coast Mainline. If they live anywhere to the east of
Nottingham, they travel to Grantham and Newark
to travel to London because of the quicker
connectivity. So it is factually correct.

Q118 Chairman: What are you going to do about it?
JeV Moore: We will come on to some of the detail
with Steve. We would like to see electrification of the
Midland main line, and there are a number of
engineering works that could be done to make the
Midland main line quicker. There are capacity
problems towards the north of the line, towards
Leicester, between Desborough and Kettering, in
terms of the ability for freight trains to be overtaken.
That therefore slows the capacity. Similarly, there are
some significant bends in the line at Market
Harborough, which are a result of 19th-century rail
connections that were then removed in the Beeching
era, but the line was never straightened for a variety
of reasons. All these cost a lot of money.
We have commissioned the Arup study—Steve will
tell you the details on that— which shows what the
cost of electrification would be, which is something
of the order of £400 million. The economic impact
and benefit of electrification would be £15 million to
£19 million per annum, so the return over a 60-year
period would be something of the order of £500
million to £750 million. We will give that evidence to
partners, as we have done through all of our
investments—any transport investments or
encouragement of transport investments—so that
they can make the case alongside ourselves in the
way that we have talked about. We have made that
report available. We held a reception here just before
Christmas with Lord Adonis and other Ministers,
and we continue to make that case quite strongly. It
is a double-edged sword for us, because the rail
industry is of such great importance to the East
Midlands economy. There is Bombardier in Derby.
Derby is the centre of the UK rail industry, so we
would get benefits in a whole host of ways. A 21st-
century rail network is crucial to our economy for
connectivity, access to markets and movement of
labour, but it is also key to one of our main strategic
businesses in Derby.

Q119 Chairman: I know that Bob will pick that up in
a minute. Steve, you are going to give us some detail
about the Arup study. Just before we come to that,
remind me of the history, the genesis, of the Arup
study. How did it come about?
Steve Harley: It is a good example of cross-regional
working. There has been a history to joint working
and lobbying, for want of a better word, on the
Midland main line. Clive Betts MP from SheYeld
has been very active over the years. It is fair to say
that the partners along the Midland main line
corridor have perhaps been less well organised on a
consistent basis than some other groupings of MPs
and authorities.
Yorkshire—SheYeld in particular, as JeV has just
explained—has slightly diVerent governance
arrangements in its patch. It started the ball rolling
in some respects by responding to the high-speed rail

debate. It started looking again at the benefits of
improved connectivity on the Midland main line and
on that corridor north-south. Very quickly, we
started to work across the regional boundary to try
to present a collective view. Some of the politicians
in our patch were keen that we upped the ante,
including not just evidence from people like us, but
a political voice. That led to the event just before
Christmas, which JeV described, that you will be
aware of.
The origins were Network Rail coming out
forcefully to explain that electrification of the
Midland main line had a very strong technical case
in transport terms. We wanted to make sure of the
potential value of the announcement of that very
technical work, to say that this is the best candidate
for electrification in the country. We wanted to add
to that with a wider assessment of the economic
impact it would have. Network Rail had come with
a very technical transport focus and we took a wider
perspective on the impacts that those improvements
would have.
The study, as you will have noticed if you had a flick
through, has two strands to it. There is some
information analysis of what high-speed rail might
have been—that is an exciting agenda but very much
longer term. The real value in the work as we see it,
and the consensus that formed very quickly across
both regions, was that in the short term an upgraded
Midland main line, building on the money that
Network Rail has already committed to spend on
the corridor, with electrification on top, gives us a
much more competitive direct link to London and
across the border into Yorkshire.
It doesn’t always happen like this, but finally some
of the big pieces of the jigsaw fell into place on the
transport side. We were suddenly looking at a very
strong technical case and we wanted to make sure
that we had enough evidence and analysis to support
it from an economic perspective, so we tried to
respond quickly by filling that gap with some
numbers—albeit estimates, as they always are, given
that we are looking to the future and trying to
predict impact. It uses a standard methodology that
DfT developed and it tells a very compelling story
about the impact it would have.

Q120 Chairman: If I understand the argument—JeV
has talked to us about this—you were straightening
at Market Harborough and doing some work on
freight trains in the Desborough area. You could do
that fairly short-term before electrification and there
would be benefits from doing that.
Steve Harley: There would, very much so. I am sure
you have had experts in the room in previous
sessions who have explained some of this. The real
benefits in terms of line speed are through the
upgrade to the Midland main line rather than
through electrification. Electrification would take
another couple of minutes oV the journey time,
which is still worth having. The real benefits of
electrification are around the cost of maintenance of
the track, the operating costs generally of the railway
and carbon—assuming you have a decarbonised
power supply. The journey time savings are less
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about electrification and more about the upgrades
that Network Rail is already proposing. I think
Network Rail and East Midlands Trains with
Nottinghamshire County Council have proposed
this additional package, which includes the freight
loops and the straightening, which would add
further savings. In transport terms, it is a very
aVordable, very good-value scheme. It still sounds
like big numbers to the lay person but these are
aVordable, quick wins, which we are very keen to
see happen.
JeV Moore: Clearly, it can be done in stages, Paddy.
Even the cumulative cost compares well with some
other public infrastructure schemes and would
represent good value for money. As Steve says,
electrification makes a small impact on journey
times but as we move into a low-carbon economy, it
makes massive environmental benefits. You can run
longer trains and therefore increase capacity.
Midland main line is the fastest growing in terms of
passenger numbers, as I understand it. Having
bigger trains running electrically is environmentally,
economically and socially beneficial.

Q121 Mr. Laxton: You have picked up some of the
points that I was going to raise. You have said
yourselves, JeV and Steve, that the main benefit will
be the physical work that will make the big
diVerence. It is almost like saying that electrification,
notwithstanding the carbon issues, is the icing on
the cake.
JeV Moore: I have misled you if I gave you that
impression, Bob. I think it is hugely important and
makes a major diVerence to our economy. What I
was trying to do in that part of my answer was
explain that as a region, rail is a key sector and a key
industry for us. There is always almost a double-win
when we get rail developments. Clearly, if there are
rail developments elsewhere in the country, our
major sector can benefit. I wasn’t saying that the
benefit of electrification is minimal; electrification is
a crucial element of improving the rail service from
London into the heart of the Midlands.

Q122 Mr. Laxton: Thanks for that clarification. Can
you flesh out the economic benefits a bit more? For
sure, journey times will be improved and that will
make a big diVerence—you made the same point
yourself, saying that people east of Nottingham tend
to shoot over to Grantham and that there are
transport diYculties associated with doing that,
whereas from Nottingham they can have far quicker
links into London. However, in terms of the overall
economic package, how do you see that improving
competitiveness and attracting new industries and
economic activity into the region?
JeV Moore: I’ll let Steve come in on some of the
detail. Clearly, if you improve the connectivity of our
rail infrastructure to our major cities and towns, you
will increase the availability of jobs and the flow of
the labour force around, into and out of our region.
Greater movement of labour is crucial: people can
get access the jobs that they want far more easily.
Similarly, businesses can get access to the markets
that they want to get to and—principally—other

businesses. Often supply chains, particularly in
service businesses, operate along the rail network, so
increased access for businesses to their supply chains
and markets makes a significant economic benefit. It
is that that leads to the £15 million to £19 million per
annum increase in economic benefit from the
electrification from Bedford to SheYeld, which is
what we are talking about. The line is already
electrified to Bedford; this is about taking
electrification through to SheYeld. When we quote
the numbers on the costs, that is what we are
talking about.
Steve Harley: You have covered it—that is basically
how the methodology works. It tries to put a number
on the benefits gained from additional labour
market flexibility—people being able to move
around more easily to access jobs and employers
being able to attract employees from a wider area,
because the accessibility has improved and the
benefits from easier access to markets and supply
chains. Those are the elements of JeV’s answer. I
don’t have a lot more to add to that. It is a technical
methodology, which, as I say, is a standard approach
that was developed by DFT in response to Crossrail.
We are trying to demonstrate that, in addition to
standard transport benefits such as reliability and
nicer journeys—some of the traditional transport
things you recognise—there is a wider impact that
needs to be taken into account. It is a technical
process.

Q123 Mr. Laxton: Perhaps we can take a little step
forward. We looked first at, in the rail jargon,
alterations to the permanent way—diversions,
enabling passenger trains to get past slower freight
trains and that sort of activity—then we moved on
to electrification. The third stage is high-speed rail.
Have you had a look at that? I know that it’s all a bit
projected at the moment, in terms of routes.
Arguments will inevitably go on, with some saying
that we want high-speed rail links to go absolutely
everywhere, versus the positioning of a link, perhaps
up the centre of the country, with something almost
like parkway arrangements, rather than hitting some
of the major cities. I’m sure you’ve had a look, but
are you in a position to have any views on that at this
stage? That’s the third step in the process, isn’t it?
JeV Moore: Yes. Clearly we have had a look at that.
We have had a look at that as an individual RDA,
and the RDAs have looked at that collectively. We
have spoken to High Speed Two and Greengauge,
which is a company that looked actively at these
areas. It is crystal clear that, as we move into the 21st
century, the connectivity of businesses and
communities is crucial to their economic prosperity,
whether that be connectivity to secure energy
supplies, to high-speed broadband, to an advanced
motorway network, or to a very high-speed,
environmentally friendly rail network. Any
advances in such connectivity have economic and
social benefits. Having a state-of-the-art rail
network would be wonderful for our region. As we
all know, we were the first to build the railways—in
1830-odd—and we are a victim of our success in that
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respect. It is a 200-year-old network in many ways.
High speed would be extremely valuable to the East
Midlands.
Clearly, the intention at the moment—or the
conversation at the moment—is principally about a
London-West Midlands-Scottish connection, with
the potential for spurs at various places. One of
those spurs could well be into the East Midlands. We
would very much support that. There is evidence
that a high-speed rail link of that kind might well
bring benefits beyond those of electrification that I
have talked about.
The issue is that although electrification is very
expensive at £400 million—and yet good value—it
could be delivered in a relatively short period, along
with the other changes we have talked about:
signalling changes, freight loops and the
straightening of the track. High speed is a much
longer game; we are talking about a 15 or 20-year
game. That does not mean it is any less valuable; it
is something from which we would derive real
advantage. I am sure that every region and city in the
UK would like to be connected to a high-speed rail
line along the lines of that for the Japanese bullet
train. That would be a long-term investment. It
would deliver investment for us and we have
researched what we think those economic benefits
would be—I look to Steve to see if there is any detail
on that. It is a longer-term game.
We want to make the point strongly that this is not
either/or. It is not electrification or high speed.
Electrification is a step on the way to connectivity
into our region from a high-speed spur oV the west
line, if that is the first to be done. We need both, when
time and resources allow.
Steve Harley: A couple of additional points. As JeV
said, this is a long-term issue. We are relatively early
in the debate, as exciting as it is to be talking about
a potential high-speed rail network in the future. A
few core messages have emerged for us and the
RDAs as we have gone through some of the early
dialogue. You mentioned the potential for parkway
stations. The view that has emerged is that the real
benefits are captured and realised from high-speed
rail if they serve city centres, because that is where
businesses want to be moving to and from. That
brings with it technical, delivery and cost
implications. At the early stage of the debate, a
marker we would like to put down is that, wherever
possible, the goal should be to serve city centres.
There is another thing to say, of course, in terms of
where stations might go. There has not been any
open, democratic discussion in our region about that
yet. It is at the early stage where some very useful
technical has been work done, and we have been
party to some of that as well as producing some of
our own. Those are very early looks at what this
could deliver. It is very encouraging but there has
been no discussion about whether it would be a
particular city over others. Assumptions have been
made but there is no fixed regional view on what
high-speed rail in the East Midlands might look like.
That is probably the next stage in the debate. We
would welcome a link from a west coast-based high-
speed line, as it would bring benefits, but would like

to see that as an interim measure in any gap between
a potential west coast high-speed line and an eastern
high-speed line that would serve us directly.
The case is strong for two north-south, high-speed
lines. Clearly, again, there are cost implications. If
we are at the start of a debate where this is up for
grabs, I think the consensus is that a spur oV the west
coast high-speed line would not be the ultimate prize
for us. We would like to see, at some stage in the
future, an east coast high-speed line that served us
directly and connected us to London, the north and
Scotland. That, from the work that Greengauge21
and others have done, is a strong case, but has a
potentially big price tag.

Q124 Chairman: JeV, you made the point earlier on
that this is an area of population and housing
growth. Clearly, that adds a case for better transport
links. Although the regional spatial strategy up to
this stage has not been your bag, you have
contributed to that. Are you confident that
population and household growth has been coupled
with transport policy?
JeV Moore: We have contributed to the regional
spatial strategy and, clearly, from 1 April, jointly
with the local authority leaders’ board, we are
responsible for developing an integrated regional
strategy for the region, which combines the spatial
with the economic. There’s always going to be a lag,
isn’t there? We have undertaken the evidence and
research. We have then used that to make the case to
Departments, Government and other investors for
investment in the capacity—whatever it may be—to
deliver those needs, whether it be housing,
broadband, roads, transport, skills, business start-
ups or whatever. There will always be a lag, because
you are bidding in with evidence and you are
developing on.
We see responsiveness in a number of areas. For
instance, at our Regional Economic Cabinet only
yesterday we saw some of the housing allocations
that have been made into the East Midlands in the
latest round from the Homes and Communities
Agency. I know that the Regional Minister will want
to celebrate that as well. Normally, we have had the
order of 4% investment, but I believe the latest level
of investment is of the order of 9%. That is a
significant investment and achievement in housing
resources into the region. So there has been some
increase in that.
Similarly, we were absolutely delighted with the
acceleration of the A46 by the Government. We have
argued long and hard with our local partners in the
region for the dualling of the A46. That was due to
be done maybe three or four years hence as a result
of a whole host of partners making the case and
providing the evidence. That is the crucial thing—
not, anecdotal statements that “We need this,” but
“Here is the evidence of why we need it.” That has
delivered that much earlier and the benefit to south-
west to north-east travel in my region, and the
communities to the east particularly of the M1, will
be significant.
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There have been developments in that infrastructure
level, but we continue to want to do more. We will
continue to want to upgrade the railway line from
Felixstowe to Nuneaton in order to save some of the
transport movements of food from East Anglia to
London and back up to the region again. You can
always ask for more, but as we are all aware, there is
a limited pot of public finance to carry out these
things.

Q125 Chairman: You mentioned the A46, which
brings us on to the next point. My recollection—
yours is probably better than mine—is that the A46
was due to be funded regionally and there wasn’t
suYcient money in the regional pot. The
Department for Transport has been keen to devolve
transport schemes down to a regional level. There
are pros and cons to that. What is your assessment
of that process?
JeV Moore: I’ll let Steve talk about the detail about
the funding of the A46, but clearly some major
schemes would overwhelm the regional pot, so there
are times when you need national funding into that
pot. The A46 was an excellent example of that, but
Steve can touch on the detail, if that helps.
Steve Harley: You are right. The A46 was the whale
in the pond—I think that is the expression often
used. Many regions have their own whales and that
was ours. It was a challenge in terms of delivery
within the regional pot. In the end, through a
mixture of central and regional funding, the scheme
was brought forward, which was very welcome.
I assume that the regional funding allocation process
is at the heart of your question, and I know you’ve
talked about this with other partners. There are
areas in which it could be sophisticated slightly
around transport, which is the area I was most
involved in. I know some of these sensible
suggestions put to you. The treatment of rail, to pick
up on our earlier conversation, is one area in which
there is improvement because now, theoretically, the
regions can identify rail priorities through that
exercise. We tried to do that in our region.
JeV Moore: I think that’s what we would say, Paddy.
Having some of this stuV able to be determined at
the regional level is of significant benefit. The region
can decide its priorities and we were able to do that
through the regional funding allocation process, and
with all the partners there would be the vigorous
debate that you would expect between competing
priorities. But they came to a priority on the road
schemes, and that was why we were able to push the
A46 as vigorously as we did, and various other
routes that are further down the priority order.
So that regional funding allocation process and the
allowance for the region to decide its needs and
benefits were crucial. The Regional Minister’s
contribution to that debate was crucial, as was his
support for the debate. There are ways in which the
RFA process could be enhanced and improved.
There are the issues on rail that Steve was talking
about, and there could be a longer time scale—each
time it has been done against a very tight time frame.
We might get more evidence from a longer run-in
time. The RFA process has been beneficial but—

Steve put it so eloquently with his whale in the pond
analogy—there are some schemes that run through
the region that would be enormous, and obviously
the A1 and the M1 are two of them.

Q126 Chairman: Again, speaking from memory, I
think there has been some anxiety from the
Department for Transport that that pot has not been
spent quickly enough and that there has been
slippage in the process. What can be done about
that?
JeV Moore: I think that that is not really a question
to address to us because we are not spending that
pot. I would not wish to comment any further than
that but clearly, as a development agency for the
region, we are keen to make sure that the whole of
the region gets the resources that it merits, which is
part of the earlier conversation, and then to ensure
that it spends those on schemes that are of crucial
benefit to the taxpayer and that represent value for
money. We try to work with our partners to do
precisely that. You will be aware of the returns on
our own investment. For every pound we spend, we
get £9 to £15 back into the regional economy. That
is the most comprehensive evaluation that has been
done of development agency work.

Q127 Chairman: We are all pleased that you got that
on the record again, JeV. A substantial piece of
research there—worth paying for.
We are moving towards the end of our time. Can I
finish by asking two questions, one of which is
related and one that is not? First, the one that is not
related. You mentioned that from 1 April the
regional landscape will change. We’ve talked to you
before in our earlier inquiry about how that has been
handled and the notion of a Leaders’ Board. Are we
ready for 1 April? How confident are you that things
are going to be all right in the new world?
JeV Moore: Very confident. We have worked
extremely well together with the regional assembly.
We have extremely good relationships with it at both
oYcial and political level. We have an action plan
that we are working through. We have a Local
Authority Leaders’ Board that meets on a regular
basis, and there is a joint strategy board comprising
three of the local authority leaders’ board and three
of the RDA board. We are working through what is
a complex change in a short period of time. A host
of structures will need to be created to make sure that
stakeholder engagement is at the right level, that the
evidence gathering comes from the right places, and
that our decisions are based on facts, not emotion.
That is all in train. We have had extremely good
relationships with the assembly. The Regional
Minister has been helpful in that area, too. We are
confident that, from 1 April, things will operate as
well as they can do in that time scale. Clearly, we
cannot have a completely new integrated regional
strategy in the period. That will be some time hence,
but we shall weave together the existing economic
strategy, the existing spatial strategy, and amend
them as necessary and make them fit together
seamlessly.
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Q128 Chairman: A final point. I want you both to
make a case for improvements on the Midland main
line. Give us the headline argument.
JeV Moore: I will let Steve go first.
Steve Harley: Okay. The Midland main line is one of
our crucial inter-regional links. I know that you
heard a lot in previous sessions about historical
underfunding, but that can be addressed by this
improvement. Most importantly, the case is strong
for this improvement. This is not just our turn; it is
actually a really good scheme. It is very aVordable in
transport terms and excellent value for money. The
Three Cities stand to gain arguably most in our
region; it will aVect about 2.2 million people and
about 1 million jobs. We are talking about a £69
million1 investment to put the economic hub—the
key part of our region—on the map and to make it
a more competitive modern bit of essential
infrastructure. It is absolutely critical.

1 Correction by Witness: I meant to say £400 million, not
£69 million.

Witnesses: Phil Hope MP, Regional Minister for the East Midlands, and Stephen Hillier, Regional Director,
Government OYce for the East Midlands, gave evidence.

Chairman: Welcome to the Regional Minister, Phil
Hope—thanks for coming—and to Stephen Hillier,
the Regional Director at GOEM. Stephen, I think
this the first time you have come to the Committee.
Stephen Hillier: Yes.

Q129 Chairman: Your staV have always been
extremely helpful to us, so thanks to you and to
them. Phil, do you know the purpose of the inquiry?
It is on the funding of public services in the East
Midlands. You are an East Midlands MP and—dare
I put it this way—you have been round the block
once or twice, perhaps not as much as some of us, so
you know there is a strong view in the East Midlands
that services, in relative terms, are underfunded. Is
there any weight in that? What is your assessment?
Phil Hope: Thank you very much for inviting us. I
am really pleased that the Committee has chosen this
theme. I will be intrigued to see what the analysis
brings and what I will be able to take forward from
it.
Before I start, may I say a few words? We lost David
Taylor over Christmas and, before I get on to today’s
topic, I would like to put on record our appreciation
of the work that he did in the region as a Member of
Parliament. I don’t know if you have already spoken
about this. Some of us were at the funeral, as you
know. He was a strong Back-Bench MP who worked
for the constituency and the region, and he did

We have won the transport and economic case. It is
getting our hands on the money. Getting a date for
when that will happen is the next challenge. There is
a strong consensus about its importance, and that is
clearly encouraging.
Chairman: JeV, you have your 30 seconds.
JeV Moore: I will use a diVerent tack in my role as
the East Midlands representative on the nations and
regions group of the London Organising Committee
of the Olympic Games and Paralympic Games
regarding how we will maximise the benefit of the
2012 Olympics. The East Midlands will benefit from
perhaps now the world’s finest railway station, with
Barlow’s engine shed at St. Pancras and the hotel
that will be at the front. Millions of visitors will see
the United Kingdom through the Olympics and its
free marketing, and it will provide a huge business
opportunity for people to travel from London to
elsewhere in the UK.
One of the stations that visitors would head to first
would be St. Pancras, so it is absolutely crucial that
we develop the line. The millions who want to see the
rest of the UK can then access the East Midlands
and beyond through St. Pancras on a line that
matches the station that we now have.
Chairman: JeV and Steve, thank you for all your help
over a long time. We hope to publish the report
towards the end of February, and your work around
the Midland main line will be part of it.
JeV Moore: Thank you very much indeed.

things here in Parliament, so I would like to put on
record my appreciation of him and my sadness that
he is no longer with us. I went to the funeral—as did
many of our colleagues—which was really well-
attended. He was a very popular MP on both sides
of the House and hugely popular in his own
constituency and home village where he grew up.
I also know that some members of the Committee
will not be standing at the next election, so,
whichever way it goes, some of you won’t be here.
Bob is standing down and I want to put on record my
appreciation of the contribution that you have made
to what has happened in the East Midlands since
1997 and well before that in your role in local council
politics. It has been huge. You are also standing
down, Paddy, so there is a lot of change ahead. There
may or may not be changes at the election, but some
changes are guaranteed because some people will
not be standing. Some of them are not on this
Committee, but I just wanted to say that to you.
Chairman: And of course the assistant Regional
Minister is standing down.
Phil Hope: Indeed.
Chairman: He is sitting behind you, so you might
want to say something nice about him as well.
Phil Hope: He is not on the Committee. That was my
dilemma, because there are others who are standing
down. But as you say, my assistant Regional
Minister is also standing down. He is not physically
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on the Committee—Parliament sometimes works in
strange ways—but yes, I will place on the record my
thanks to him. I also thank Liz Blackman. We have
had a good show of good MPs in the region over the
past 13 years—that is what I want to say. There are
going to be a lot of changes and a lot of faces will be
missed, either because they lose their seat or because
they are standing down and new MPs come forward.
It will be a diVerent world in June whichever way it
pans out. I think that this Committee, the work of
the region and the work of our regional MPs is
phenomenal. I want to put that on record.
I have been an MP for the region since 1997. I was a
county councillor in Northamptonshire prior to that
and a district councillor in Kettering before that, so
I have been around quite a lot of the discussions
about fair funding and the broad question. May I
say a few general words in answering that question
before we turn to the detail?
On trying to track the money, you are the first
Regional Committee to do the type of work that you
are doing, which is fascinating. I have to tell you that
other Regional Ministers and regions are looking
quite closely at the lead you are taking. In fact, as
you know, Rosie Winterton, as Minister, has said
that they were so impressed by our evidence that
they have asked other regions to take a look at
exactly the same questions about flows of money
from Whitehall to regions and localities within the
regions.
As we all know, regarding regional boundaries, what
constitutes a region is not equal—diVerent regions
have diVerent characteristics, and we have our own
unique East Midlands, with its characteristics of
urban and rural centres. Most funding streams, as
we know, go straight down to local areas—the local
authorities or primary care trusts. You can then sort
of aggregate and add them up and ask, “What does
that add up to?” But that is not regional allocation,
but local allocation, which is based on national
formulae. Most of those formulae for each
Department are based on things such as population
and sparsity, but on particular needs, health, for
example, needs a Department of Health formula and
crime needs an analysis on the basis of police
formula.
Over the years prior to 1997, I fought quite hard for
changes to some of those formulae. I thought that a
national formula wasn’t getting it right, in diVerent
ways, particularly for local government. I was a
county councillor in Northamptonshire, and I
always felt that there was a cliV edge between
Northamptonshire and London and the south-east.
We fought for those changes.
Now that we have the new funding formulae, one of
the questions is, “Do we think those new formulae
are right?” I am going to have to think they are as
good as they can be, given political and professional
judgments about the right ways to do them.
However, the question then is, “How do you roll out
a formula?” If you say that you got this before and
the new formula says that you should get this, you
can’t implement the whole formula the day after,
because some areas will then be catastrophic losers
and others will be huge winners. So we have a

damping mechanism to roll the full formula out,
with floors and ceilings, over a period of time. The
question for me then is not, “Has the East Midlands
lost out in terms of those national funding
formulae?”, unless there is real evidence in some way
that a national funding formula somehow
discriminates wrongly, but “Will the pace and
damping of the roll-out of the formula disadvantage
us compared to other regions, which are also
experiencing problems as damping happens?” It
feels to me as though we’re getting the share that is
right for us, given our needs, if you are going to
compare region to region, and given that the
national funding formulae apply equally
everywhere, even though they create unequal
outcomes everywhere—that is what formulae are
for.
Then we get into programme budgets and additional
things other than formulae. Do they seem to work
fairly, for example Building Schools for the Future?
How are they allocated? I will be absolutely
fascinated to find out what this Committee unearths
in that sense, because I am not persuaded that there
is any evidence—unless you’ve unearthed some—
that those programme budgets or funding formulae
are in some way targeted away deliberately, or even
undeliberately, and disadvantaging the East
Midlands compared with others. It might be that
diVerent parts of the region are getting more or less,
for example, because we have targeted Nottingham
to get a roll-out of some Building Schools for the
Future before Northamptonshire, but that’s an
internal rather than a inter-regional thing—if that is
the question that we are addressing.
I’ve had a look at lottery funding, and I would be
interested to hear what the Committee finds out
about that. I think of myself, in those terms, as a
constituency MP, and we all do this—we try to get
bids in from our constituencies for the lottery money,
and we’re more or less successful. As the Regional
Minister, if it seems to me that we’re not bidding well
enough, the ambition is not high enough or that
we’re not putting enough bids in, could I do a better
job—I haven’t been doing a job at all, as it were—
of raising awareness and encouraging bigger bids for
the lottery? I feel that I could do something—it
would be the right and appropriate thing to do.
There are things such as transport. We are bidding
for electrification, for example, which isn’t done by
the funding formula—there is a pot of money for
rail. I think it is my job, which I have been doing,
with whatever success, to campaign for something
for this region. If we get it, I guess another region
won’t, because it is a single pot of money, and it’s just
about demonstrating the value for money, the
environmental gain and the importance to the
region’s economy in winning that cash. We’re in the
middle of that debate at the moment with transport.
Lastly, you will be getting submissions, and you’ve
had our submissions. Some of the changes that have
been going on are quite interesting—grant funding
for police, for example. The real terms increase for
funding across England has been about 20% since
1997; for this region it has been 27%. We have had
more than the English average. That is because of
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the national funding formula, rolling out locally and
then divvying it all up in a region and seeing what
comes out. I do not think that is because we have
lobbied for more money for the police in the East
Midlands. I wouldn’t lay claim to that; I haven’t
done it and wouldn’t want to. It is a national funding
formula that comes out with that figure at the end.
We have many more hundreds of doctors, nurses,
GPs than before. We have seen child tax credits
benefiting hundreds of thousands of families in the
East Midlands. In terms of health, we have seen
some major investments, not least in your own
constituencies. It is probably true that in health we
have been playing catch-up in the past two years, as
we have seen some of those funding formulae and
analyses are not given to target. There have been
significant changes this year and will be next.
To answer that question, it feels to me as though the
national funding formulae have been applied fairly;
we have received what we might expect to receive,
given that those national funding formulae are based
on criteria around population growth, density,
sparsity and so on. Therefore, we have not, as it
were, been disadvantaged as a region by those
funding formulae. Indeed, there are some examples
in the statistics where we have a percentage rise. That
doesn’t mean that we should not fight for more for
the region, but it is about the appropriate role of the
Regional Minister in doing that, which I don’t think
is appropriate for funding formulae in that sense.
That was a bit of a long answer but I wanted to set
the scene about the way that I see it. I am intrigued to
hear the Committee’s thinking and analysis on that.

Q130 Chairman: There is a lot there, as you said. We
will take it as read that there has been massive
investment in public services across the board.
We will come to the Midland main line later on—I
am conscious that you have been taking a real
interest in that. Let us return to the funding formula
argument. As you are a Minister at the Department
of Health as well, you will know that there are nine
PCTs in the East Midlands. All of them have a target
funding formula—a level to reach—and you will
know that eight of the nine are below that target.
That feels like underfunding to me.
Phil Hope: Whatever the reasons for the national
formula, our PCTs, under the old formula, have not
been getting the figure to target that they should. I
am quite pleased that two years ago the Department
looked at that, revised the formula and, for this year
and next, the average across England is 11.3%; the
average for the East Midlands is 12.3%. Indeed, in
Bassetlaw I think the total figure increase is going to
be 17%, which is the catch-up if you like, to get us to
target against the needs as assessed.
The trouble is you cannot compare going forwards
and going backwards because there is so much
change in terms of what goes into the formula and
the calculations. Clearly, for this year and next we
are getting more now. Therefore, we are going to
reach the target that we should be receiving more
quickly. Particular areas, such as Bassetlaw where

this has been the case, are getting the resource now
to meet the health-needs analysis that the formula
provides.
You are right to identify health as something where
there was an issue in the past. I think that has been
grasped and the East Midlands is now making very
rapid progress to try to get to a position where we
achieve those targeted amounts.

Q131 Chairman: I accept that there has been real
growth but there is still not a target. I wonder
whether you and your oYcials might do a little bit of
work—we could do it ourselves—to say, “If we were
at target now, how many extra millions would it
bring the East Midlands?” Clearly, there is a view
that there is an entitlement to that money. That is
what the formula produces. Although progress is
being made, it is not actually being delivered just
now for people who, on your own terms, are entitled
to it.
Phil Hope: This is about how quickly, once you have
a formula, you move from how it was before to
where you want it to be, so that we get the resources
to meet the needs identified by the formula. The pace
of that change speeded up dramatically over these
two years, and a good job too, given that we will be
going into another comprehensive spending round
review and we want to be at the higher base. I think
we are in a position where, while still regretting the
fact that in the past we haven’t had a quick enough
process to achieve that, we are now making it right.
I am not going to claim credit for that; the decision
was made back in 2007, before Regional Ministers
existed, I think. If I had been lobbying, it would not
have been special pleading for East Midlands;
because this comes down to the PCTs, it would have
been about making sure that we got the allocations
for the PCTs—as it happens in my region—up to a
speed, at a pace and to a level that gets us to the
target that we think is right according to the formula
that assesses need in those areas. We had eight or
nine of the nine PCTs that were furthest away from
that target, so it is right that more money is now
being put in by the Department to make that
happen, but I am not going to claim credit for
making it happen. It happened because the
Department said that we need to get those PCTs up
to the target level quicker.

Q132 Chairman: One of the things that we all
recognise is that there has been real substantial
investment in public services. As you rightly say, we
are not in the next spending review yet, but it is not
very far away, and there are some who say that we
are entering an age of austerity. It is easier to get up
to target when there is money available than when
there isn’t. How confident are you that those funding
gaps can be met in the next funding round?
Phil Hope: I think diVerent Departments will now be
in discussions with the Chancellor about the
comprehensive spending review, as we get that
process to start later on this year. It is about not only
seeing if we can increase the resources that are
available to get people to target, but using the
resources we have more eVectively. You will be aware
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of the work we are doing in the Total Place pilots—
Leicestershire is one of them. Those pilots are
discovering a number of interesting aspects of
analysis about the amount of public money that is
spent, how it is spent, whether you could join that
spending up and look at what is happening in
diVerent care pathways and so on, and whether we
can make better use of existing resources so that we
can both provide better services, care and health for
people on alcohol and drugs—that is one of the
themes—and save money by spending more
eYciently. We have talked about a Total Place
approach for one part of the region—
Leicestershire—and, as we go forward, I am also
intrigued to think about whether we could have a
regional Total Place analysis.
I am asking the Government oYce to consider
whether we could take a look at one of the issues that
I have personally been pursuing as Regional
Minister—the PSA 16 area. That is about whether
people who are furthest away from employment or
housing—disabled people, learning disabled people,
people with mental health problems and so on—
particularly at a time of recession, find it even harder
to get an independent life and a job. Could we be
doing better with the spend at a regional level, and
have a regional Total Place idea of what we might do
to help those groups? I think this is exciting. We have
already got a sounding board that I created at the
start of my tenure with this portfolio. Can I ramp
that up to be more than a very good and eVective
sounding board, with people talking about each
other’s work? Can we take a look at this resource
and at what is being spent, and do more to help those
people to get a job and somewhere independent to
live? As well as arguing for more resources, a key
regional job that we might think about doing is using
existing resources more eVectively.

Q133 Chairman: You’ve just used the phrase
“arguing for more resources”. How far do you see
your role as Regional Minister as arguing for more
resources for East Midlands? If you do see that as
part of the role, how do you go about that?
Phil Hope: First, I don’t see it as my role to lobby for
some regional dimension to a national funding
formula. I think that national funding formulas are
there are to ensure that everywhere around the
country gets fair funding for police, health, schools
and so on. If you aggregate that up and get a regional
picture, if there is a regional diVerence between two
regions it is not then for me to say, “We want more
for our region,” because it has been allocated
according to factors such as sparsity and population
and so on, so that diVerent parts of the region get
what they want. I do not think that it is my job to do
that. If the Committee sees evidence that there is a
role there, I would be interested to hear both the
political and also the intellectual arguments for why
that would be right. I can’t see that argument, if
I’m honest.
There are other areas where I do think that it is right
for me to lobby hard for resources. I mentioned
electrification already and that has specifically
meant me meeting the Secretary of State for

Transport and the junior Minister responsible for
rail in the Department for Transport, and joining
other key stakeholders in the region—because this is
of regional benefit—leading and lending my name to
that, and then having meetings in which we eyeball
Secretaries of State and say, “We want this for our
region.” I do think that is, and has been, my role.
If I take the example of regional funding and the
strategy on transport and housing, I have influenced
it and advocated on it. We have had some success,
particularly on bringing forward some of the spend
for road building—for example, the A46. I directly
got involved in doing that, talking about it and
making the case and the submissions to relevant
Government Departments, so I think that that is an
area where I have been busy and active, and there has
been success. There may be some more success to
come on notification—HS2 and so on—in times to
come.
It is also about getting the regional plan. What we do
on the Regional Economic Cabinet is challenge each
other to step up to the plate on issues that need
sorting—most recently on Cottesmore. We met some
of the key people there on Thursday and a decision
is being made. It aVects a large chunk of the region
and a large number of people. It is more than the
MPs’ job; I perceive it as appropriate in my job as
Regional Minister. I wouldn’t see it as my job to
intervene in an argument about a particular building
in Nottingham or Lincoln. I make a judgment and I
stand or fall by those judgments. It feels right to me
not to intervene in something that is, rightly, the job
of the local MP, or maybe two or three MPs, to lobby
for. However, for something as big as the change in
Cottesmore I think that it is right that I’m ensuring
that the partners—Jobcentre Plus, the RDA, local
authorities and so on—are looking at it in the round
and that it is eVectively responded to in the best
possible way.

Q134 Chairman: You mentioned the background,
the regional spatial strategy and the regional
economic strategy, and the East Midlands has a fast
growing population and a big housing programme.
How far do you think that public sector resources
and infrastructure—health and education—is
following extra demand?
Phil Hope: There is a question about how formulae
are based on ONS statistics. We have been discussing
and thinking about that. At one point five or six
years ago in a previous ministerial role, I might have
had responsibility for the ONS. We base our formula
on the 2001 census. It gets updated with data
produced by the OYce for National Statistics, and
those updated figures are used to inform
comprehensive spending reviews. The next set of
updated data will be available later this year and will
inform the allocations for the spending review
coming, from 2011-12 onwards. We will not actually
get the fully updated new census data until 2011, and
even when they are collected in 2011, people have to
do clever things with them and it takes time before
they can inform things. There is always a sense in
which the population data is lagging and getting
more out of date. Even though it is updated by clever
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people that do that kind of thing, inevitably there is
going to be some lag in some of the way that the
formulae influence some of the spending
It is interesting that in some areas, such as schools
for example, if you build a new housing estate they
do have the ability to say, “We can predict these
number of children and therefore we need a primary
school of this size and if it gets bigger we might need
a secondary school.” There is a more here-and-now
action response to some aspects of funding in that
sense, but I share the concern that we have to do this
in some way. We do the census every 10 years. In
between, it increasingly needs to be tweaked and
updated to reflect population changes that are going
on. Those changes are then fed into formulas that
make a diVerence.
The only other comment I would make is that we
have the migration impacts fund now and the region
benefits by £2 million or £3 million. We allocate that
according to best use of data for migration impacts
on local public services. So I share your view: if you
have a population-based allocation formula, how
often and how regularly should you update that,
based on a census that goes on every 10 years and is
then amended? These are real challenges, but we are
doing it as best we can. The Government are doing
the best they can.
Does this region, in some way, disproportionately
suVer from lagging population because we have
growth that isn’t compensated for? Certainly, if you
have evidence about that I would be interested to
hear what that was and we might, therefore, take
that forward.
Chairman: Let’s shift focus a bit. Bob?

Q135 Mr. Laxton: Can I focus for a moment on your
specific role as Regional Minister, your relationship
with regionally based organisations and how that fits
into what I describe as your double-hatted role as a
Regional Minister and a Minister in the Department
of Health? I raise that because the Chairman of the
East Midlands Regional Assembly expressed some
concern to us about opportunities to meet with you
as a Regional Minister. I suppose it’s fair to say that,
whereas you have two hats, he has four or five hats
on—I suspect, I don’t know. He’s probably met with
you informally, or with diVerent hats on, but in his
role as chairman of the East Midlands Regional
Assembly, he expressed real concern to us that he’d
had no opportunity to meet with you in 2009.
Although we are early in 2010, he had a meeting
scheduled with you in February, or something like
that, but that might have been cancelled. How do
you respond to that? How do ensure that the
regional bodies such as the East Midlands
Development Agency and such as the East Midlands
Regional Assembly, although that is finishing, have
suYcient opportunities to meet with you? Can you
give us some indication of how your working week
is split between the health service and regional
activity—what are the proportions, on average?
Phil Hope: We had a brief stab at this last time I
appeared before the Committee; I will see if I can
give you a more factual basis today.

First, since I was appointed as Regional Minister for
the East Midlands in February 2008, my total
number of visits relating to regional meetings is 89.
I have been meeting people and talking to people,
hearing cases and dealing with issues. That figure
does not include meetings here with other Regional
Ministers in the Committee of Regional Ministers,
or on the Regional Economic Council. This is just,
as it were, me doing my business as Regional
Minister. If you average that out—it is always
diYcult—I am doing some kind of regional activity
about once a week. It is not as evenly spread as that.
Obviously there are peaks and troughs, but it is
about once a week. Given that I am Minister of State
for Care Services and given the way that Regional
Ministers are currently configured—each Regional
Minister has a departmental portfolio and a regional
portfolio—I probably spend about one day a week,
or about 20% of my time, on it. I think I gave that
figure to the Committee last time. That stands as the
way to do things.
On the role and my relationships with people in that
period, I was appointed before the global economic
downturn happened. I originally spelled out a
number of priorities and arranged for regular
meetings, not only with the chair of the East
Midlands Regional Assembly, but with the chair and
chief executive of the East Midlands Development
Agency. I had a view of a kind of triumvirate, which
had a role relating to not only economic
development, skills and jobs but housing,
environment and so on. I had a complete list of
priorities—not everything was on it, but it was a long
list. Then the recession hit us.

Q136 Mr. Laxton: The chairman said to us that in
2008 he had a series of five meetings on structural
issues and broader structural issues. Then in 2009,
there was a dearth of meetings.
Phil Hope: The agendas for those meetings were
about structure, because we were going through the
sub-national review and thinking about what would
replace elected regional assemblies—leaders’
boards, how they would be structured, who would be
on them, how they would get on them and how they
related to the East Midlands Development Agency
and the regional strategy. We looked at the structural
change, the spatial strategy and the economic
strategy to see how they would knit together to form
one single integrated regional strategy for the future
and how the two organisations would work. They
were not the most energising of meetings, but we
talked a lot about that stuV. Decisions were made
and then those things were no longer needed.
I then broadened my triumvirate into the Regional
Economic Cabinet, because it seemed to me that the
task confronting the region in the downturn was
bigger than the three of us could manage. In other
words, we needed other partners to come to the
table, not least representatives of business
communities, Jobcentre Plus and the Learning and
Skills Council. I therefore changed the structure and
reduced the number of meetings that I was having on
an individual basis and replaced them with the
Regional Economic Cabinet. I have met Councillor
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Parsons on many occasions on those Regional
Economic Cabinets, and we have gone together to
many events, such as the launch of the electrification
of the main line. We do things together.
There has been a deliberate change on my part to
move from a small group leading the region into a
larger group leading the region, and playing that
leadership role within the region to reflect what I
thought were the new demands of the economic
downturn and the impact that that would have on
the region, to ensure that we did things jointly and
with a wider group of players. In my judgment, that
was the right way to proceed.
If Councillor Parsons is feeling a little hurt that I do
not take him out on dates on a one-to-one basis, we
certainly party together as a gang more often that he
has possibly implied.

Q137 Judy Mallaber: Can I ask for a little
information on exactly what the Regional Economic
Cabinet does? When you get together, do you have
action points, or is it a talking shop? Does it lead to
concrete results?
Phil Hope: I am reminded that I am meeting
Councillor Parsons on 10 February, so I am taking
him out on a date.
The Regional Economic Cabinet was an innovation.
Every Regional Minister took up that approach
when the recession became apparent, so there are
regional forums and they are slightly diVerent in
each region. Some of them are called cabinets and
some are called forums and so on. I have three
purposes for the Regional Economic Cabinet. The
first is to gather information that I can then use when
I am informing Government about what is going on
in our region, particularly in jobs, businesses and
skills. I have been hearing and giving regular reports.
We meet and have a dash board of statistics and
graphs that show what has been going on—jobs
being lost, jobs being created and analyses of
business growth and so on. We have views coming
from Jobcentre Plus, EMDA and from local
authorities, so we hear what is happening. The
business representatives—people from the CBI for
example—will say what they are hearing from their
colleagues in the East Midlands. They say whether
something is going down, or if something has stalled,
and whatever else is going on. We then feed that
through so that intelligence is being taken at the
centre about the impact of the downturn on the
region. That is a way of gathering information and
passing it through to Government.
Another point people mentioned was that it would
be helpful, given those problems, if the Government
did the following things. Access to finance was
something we have talked about—in fact, in every
Regional Economic Cabinet meeting, the question
of bank lending and of dealing with the reshaping of
banking has been raised. I have sent messages about
the regional experiences we have had, stating that
bank lending has not been what we expected it to be.
I have taken action myself by meeting with the
banks, and I will meet them next month as well,
carrying on being the voice of the region, as it were,
on the basis of the information we have been given.

The second major role we play is collaborating
together. A good example that came out of this
week’s Regional Economic Cabinet meeting was a
discussion about housing. One of the casualties of
the recession is housing, which has come to a
grinding halt—it didn’t come to a complete halt, but
it certainly slowed down. The Government
intervened and created Kickstart. A number of new
housing projects will now get under way on the
shovel-ready sites we have in the region. We bid for
and won substantial amounts of money to get
housing going. The Learning and Skills Council is
working with Jobcentre Plus to ensure that the
contracts that go out for those housing sites insist on
apprenticeships from the region being used and
apprentices being employed. It is that joining up of
diVerent players to maximise the outcome that we
have for the region. I can think of many examples of
that kind, but I though I’d give you one tangible
example of practical working we do together.
A third area is when the Government have done
something, and “Backing Young Britain” is a good
example. We launched “Backing Young East
Midlands”, which was when the regional cabinet
and I said, “Right, young people are likely to be
worst hit by the recession, and these are the ones that
find it diYcult after leaving school or college to get
a job, so let’s have a call to action for all private
companies and third sector and public organisations
to take on young people for work experience,
internships, voluntary work and apprenticeships.”
That way, we will not have a lost generation, which
is what happened in the 1980s, when there was
nothing for young people and they just moved from
being out of a job to being workless and then to
never working. We still see some of the consequences
of that failure even today.
We must stop that failure happening. I am delighted,
because all the bodies that sit on the Regional
Economic Cabinet are united behind that campaign
and are taking that out through all their networks to
encourage people to take opportunities. I am just
giving an example—this is not a comprehensive
list—of the three ways we work as a regional cabinet.

Q138 Judy Mallaber: I’m diverting you slightly, but
in all of that do you get complaints about funding in
the region? Has that just not featured in all the
discussions you have had on the economy, because
they obviously cover the broad range and would
touch on almost all the areas we have been looking
at in terms of funding?
Phil Hope: The agenda is about what the needs of the
region are, so we construct the agenda for the
Regional Economic Cabinet based on what its
members say is of concern to them. I know this
session is about public funding, but what we have
been really focused on over the last year is the
banking system. It is about providing financial help
for families in terms of mortgages and repossessions,
but primarily it is about businesses not getting the
loans and extensions of loans they need during the
downturn. We have done a lot of work and made a
number of representations, and I have had meetings
directly with banking representatives from the
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region. I have now appointed a representative from
one of the leading banks in the region to sit on the
Regional Economic Cabinet, because the biggest
concern people had, in terms of bidding for money,
was not so much about public sector money, but
about the private sector—the banking system—
pulling away from businesses.
The Regional Economic Cabinet meets every
month, and at the meeting on Monday a particular
concern was raised by businesses. The evidence
shows that we are now going into recovery, but it is
fragile, and one of the businesses representatives on
the cabinet made a very strong plea that we sustain
public sector funding in the period ahead because so
many businesses are surprised to benefit from that
level of public sector spend. We could easily
jeopardise the recovery by making the wrong
decisions. That is an important message that I am
taking back to Government as a result of that
discussion on Monday.
I want to be very clear, on the question of whether
we sit down to discuss police funding, health funding
or housing, that we have not yet discussed police or
health or local authority funding in that way. We did
discuss housing on Monday. I specifically asked
about that because I was worried about the eVect of
the downturn on housing. I was pleased that we have
won extra money for housing because this region got
its act together. We were able to demonstrate to
DCLG that we had got these sites and they were
ready to go. We put in bids for the Kickstart Housing
Delivery programme, rounds 1 and 2. I am not sure
whether your constituencies have benefited from
that, but I know that many have. As a result of being
ready and able, we were able to win more resources
than other regions comparatively, not because of a
formula that allocated them, but because we had our
act together.

Q139 Chairman: It will not surprise you to know
that we have been looking at public spending per
head in the East Midlands compared with England
and the UK as a whole. In almost every spending
area, the East Midlands gets substantially less per
head spending than England, and certainly than the
UK as a whole. On the face of it, that does not
seem right.
Phil Hope: The diYculty of taking any geographical
area, drawing a line around it and asking, “What
does this area get?” is that whether or not the
amount per person is more or less than an average
across the whole country depends on where that line
is drawn. It comes back to the intellectual argument.
Is it because there is something wrong with the
funding formula, which is discriminatory in some
way; or is it because, when a fair funding formula is
rolled out—after taking into account population
growth, size and sparsity and the other such things—
given our geographical boundaries and the fact that
we are all part-urban, it adds up in our region to an
amount per head that is diVerent from another
region? I suppose the question I am asking is: is there
a problem? If it feels as though there is, I would be
interested to hear the intellectual case for arguing for

regional weighting, which is I guess where this takes
us. If there is regional weighting, what would be the
justification for it?

Q140 Chairman: Let me give you an example of
regional weighting. Public spending per head in the
East Midlands is £6,827, which is 32% less than in
Scotland where it is £9,032. Both you and I knock on
a lot of doors. People in Hopwell, for example, and
I guess in Corby would say, “On the face of it, this
doesn’t seem right. Why are our relatives
Scotland”—and there is a good connection between
Corby and Scotland—“getting more Government
money spent on them?”
Phil Hope: You have conflated two issues, which I
would like to separate out. One is the Barnett
formula, and as a Regional Minister I don’t have a
view about that.
Chairman: Everybody else does—go on.
Phil Hope: The Barnett formula is the way that we
allocate block grants to Scotland and Wales, and the
rest is rolled out by a national formula for England.
There may or may not be a case for arguing for
changes to the Barnett formula, but you will forgive
me if I do not enter into that territory. That is way
beyond my ministerial brief.
That is diVerent from the question why, if you take
a geographical patch and add up all the spending in
that patch, the per head figure is diVerent from the
figure for another geographical patch. That is
because those funding formulae take into account
the size of the population and factors such as
sparsity and so on when they arrive at their amounts.
In that geographical patch, in this case the East
Midlands, it adds up to an amount per head. Is that
in itself a problem? One might ask, “Why do they get
more in that region than in that region?” but that is
because, given the population and the way the
formulae are allocated, that is how it works out. It is
not because there has been regional discrimination.
There has been a fair national funding formula.
People might want to argue that the funding formula
is not fair, and that is fine, but is it unfair for those
reasons? I don’t see evidence of it being unfair for
those reasons.
Stephen Hillier: I was going to add a gloss to that
from one service that I know quite well from my
background, which is schools. I want to mention the
London eVect. When you look at an England
average and compare all the regions to that, the
England average is always heavily inflated by the
uplift for London. If you look at figures for schools
in all the regions other than London, they are
bunched around £4,100 per capita to £4,300. The
London figure is £5,260, which inflates the England
average to nearly £4,400. So actually the East
Midlands are not doing too badly compared to other
regions, but we are all doing badly compared to
London, for reasons everybody will understand.

Q141 Chairman: Let’s just pursue that for a minute.
Let’s stick with education. We’ve had evidence from
Leicestershire county council, which says, “The
amount per pupil received by Leicestershire is 5.4%
less than the average of neighbouring counties, 6.2%
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less than average of shire counties, 11.6% less than
the average of England, 7.7% less than Rutland and
13.5% less than the City of Leicester.” That’s not
right for kids who go to Leicestershire schools, is it?
Stephen Hillier: I would go back to the discussion
that we’ve had so far, which is that that would be
based on national formulae. There would be a whole
complex range of factors—the way in which
deprivation is measured; all of these things are
consulted on, on a regular basis. Authorities make
their representations. Generally the LGA has been
very supportive of the way these diVerent formulae
have come out, and the one thing I would say about
the school service is that I think it’s better at dealing
with the population lag than some of the other
services, because there are these annual surveys of
pupils, which keep that reasonably up to date.

Q142 Judy Mallaber: Can I please get you to
acknowledge that the fact that you have a national
funding formula based on consistent regression
analysis over a very substantial number of factors
does not necessarily mean that you therefore have to
say that that is fair? I say that from a position in
Derbyshire where we made our comparisons on
education, when I was first elected, with southern
counties of a similar nature. Indeed, our gap with
them has narrowed substantially in a way I think
Leicestershire’s may not have. You surely are not
saying that just by virtue of the fact that there is a
national formula it is therefore fair; because it totally
depends on who won the battle between
Government and the LGA, and within the LGA, on
which of the factors have the highest weighting. So
you must accept that is the case, and I say that
because we have had considerable success in
Derbyshire in closing the gap.
Stephen Hillier: I think you can say that the word
“fair” is maybe a word best avoided, so apologies if
I introduced it, but the thing about national
formulae is that they are transparent. They are
consulted on; people can have their say. There will
always be some people who will feel that the end
result is not quite right. That’s inevitable in any
process of this sort.

Q143 Judy Mallaber: You might accept, maybe, that
it’s not that transparent, because you have so many
factors; and for the lay person—and I remember
your point that there were only three people in the
UK who could understand the local government
finance system—I just want to unravel that we don’t
have on the record something that suggests that just
by virtue of having a national funding formula there
is therefore not necessarily a case for grievance,
which we might wish to express.
Phil Hope: The point I want to make is because there
are diVerences in the region. I think Leicestershire’s
argument makes the point, because it was pointing
out that within the region there are diVerences,
because of the way national funding formulae work.
And you can argue whether they are fair, and that is
the key point; that isn’t a regional debate; that’s a

national debate about weightings and so on, based
on poverty or deprivation, population size and
sparsity, and if that’s right.
Indeed, I’ve certainly argued in the past, before I
became a Member of Parliament, that the funding
formula that existed then was desperately unfair,
particularly for the county that I was then an elected
county councillor for. We’ve changed a lot of the
funding formulae as a Labour Government, and I
think we’ve made the funding formulae fairer than
they were. We then can question the pace of roll-out
of those funding formulae.
The point I’m trying to make is that you’ve
mentioned diVerence between somebody in Corby
and somebody in Scotland—well, what about
somebody in Rutland and somebody in
Leicestershire, which I think is the example given by
Leicestershire? Exactly the point. These are funding
formulae that have a diVerential impact on diVerent
areas within the region, as well as between regions. If
Leicestershire is saying it thinks the national funding
formula is unfair, that is one thing. That’s not the
same as saying the East Midlands, for which I have
regional responsibility, is in some way disadvantaged
by those national funding formulae, because those
roll out within the region diVerentially as well as
between regions.

Q144 Mr. Laxton: Can I just chuck into the debate
something that is not an issue of Rutland against
Derbyshire, Leicestershire or whatever: the totality
of funding—fair funding—formula for police
authorities?
Chairman: We will come to police authorities.
Mr. Laxton: Okay. We’re going to come to that.
Phil Hope: I’ll wait until we get to that.

Q145 Chairman: I know we’re running out of time,
so let me just check this with you. We’re going to talk
about Midland main line and police authorities and
we may run slightly over, so I just wanted to check
you are happy with that. Before we leave this point,
I know of twins who live in the city of Nottingham,
one of whom goes to a city school and one of whom
goes across the border to a school run by
Nottinghamshire county council. The variation in
funding per head is 20%. That does not seem right.
Whatever you say, Stephen, about the formula, this
looks slightly bizarre.
Stephen Hillier: In years gone by, I have been
responsible for school funding formulae, although
we are going back quiet a few years. I will not take
personal responsibility for the current system, not
because I don’t think it’s good, but just because that
would be wrong. Whenever we tried to work on the
idea of a national funding formula or a common
funding formula, on which we were trying to work
many years ago, there were always problems
concerning the objectivity and transparency of
formulae.
I agree in many ways with the proposition that it is a
private view, not a Government view. Sometimes the
formula gets too complicated and some of the
factors can cancel each other out. But, in a way, the
more rudimentary the formula, the more you get
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winners and losers. Coming back to your earlier
point about the physical climate that we are going
into, if you can deal with losers because there is
plenty of money, that is one scenario. If there isn’t so
much money, dealing with winners and losers
becomes a big problem and you get back into
damping and other things. Whatever the intellectual
arguments, with which I am very familiar from
personal work on the national funding formula or
the common funding formula, there are always
practical, often political—small ‘p’ and big ‘p’—
issues that have to be confronted. Such issues are
very messy and diYcult.
Phil Hope: One final point about the twins. Are the
two schools the same? Does one have a sixth form or
does it have a special needs allocation? How many
children with statements go to that school? We know
that the amount per pupil may vary because of some
very good reasons of the kinds I have just listed. We
don’t know about such factors. On the face of it, that
may sound strange or unfair, but when you look at
the detail, maybe it is or maybe it isn’t.
Ultimately, what’s most important is that since 1997,
revenue funding per pupil in this country has gone
up by 39%. There is much more resource going into
our schools on average—there may be variation
between schools for all the reasons we have just been
talking about—and that’s what’s important to the
mum or dad of those twins. These schools are
incomparably better. Practically every school I know
has had some kind of capital investment or rebuild.
I know we are here to look at issues around fairness
of funding, but we should not lose sight of the huge
and substantial increase in funding. I think you
made the point earlier, but I didn’t want to let the
matter go without making it again.
Chairman: Let’s talk about something you have been
keen to talk about all afternoon: the Midland main
line. We’re keen to talk about that and to see the
success of the campaign to electrify the Midland
main line.

Q146 Mr. Laxton: Yes, do you have any idea when
a decision might be taken on the electrification of the
Midland main line? Are you able to give a bit of a
taster, hint or nudge as to when that may happen? Of
course, the backdrop to all that is the current
economic situation. Is that likely to impact on a
decision?
Phil Hope: The first thing to say is how hugely
encouraged I was by the statement made by Lord
Adonis at the campaign launch only a few weeks
ago. I was very pleased to hear him say that
electrifying the Midland main line isn’t a matter of
if; it’s a matter of when. That, for me, represented a
massive win for the whole campaign. Clearly, he is
persuaded of the fact that it is the one remaining area
of track that he would like to see going to the
electrification programme. I think we’ve been very
persuasive about the wider economic case: the
benefits it would bring, the impact on businesses, the
impact on individuals, the environmental impact
and so on. Now it’s when rather than if, we should
regard ourselves as having won a major victory.

When might the decision happen? The impression I
got from Lord Adonis was that he’s keen to do this
as soon as he can, given resources within the
Department and the negotiations that he’s no doubt
having with the Treasury. I see my role and the role
of the whole campaign in the region as giving him as
much backing as possible, to give power to his elbow
when he’s making those arguments within his own
Department and with the Treasury. I don’t know—
that is the short answer to the question about when
he might make the decision. I think it’s our job to do
two things. One is to maintain a general campaign
among all the players. Also, specific issues may need
to be addressed, such as replacement of rolling stock,
calculations that are made about when that should
happen and the costs and benefits of it, the fact that
we seem to have too many bridges—well, we don’t
have too many bridges; we have the right number of
bridges. I’m talking about the detailed assessments
and costs that you have to deal with if you’re going
to electrify the line. The more we can look at these
issues, address them and persuade those we need to
persuade that they are fully understood, costed and
put into our proposals, the more likely we are to get
an earlier answer.

Q147 Mr. Laxton: So, as the Government Minister,
you are four-square behind it.
Phil Hope: Absolutely.

Q148 Mr. Laxton: And you accept completely the
economic benefits referred to in the case for
electrification for the region.
Phil Hope: I think the argument is compelling and I
think that’s why we got the answer we got, which
was so pleasing—it’s not a matter of if; it is just a
question of when. This is a good example of when we
are in competition. It isn’t based on funding
formulae and things that I feel I can’t influence. It is
about making that case, campaigning and
persuading the people who need to be persuaded,
both in the Department for Transport and in the
Treasury, that electrification will have direct and
positive economic benefits; indeed, it will save
money—if we take the full lifetime costs—for the
Government. It’s an investment; it’s not a case of
money that’s spent and then we do not see a financial
return on it. I think we have a very good case.

Q149 Mr. Laxton: You were talking earlier about
your engagement and involvement in the issues of
the A46 dualling etc. Have you any views on the case
for road schemes vis-à-vis electrification—those
sorts of choices about cost-eVectiveness? There’s
something buzzing around in my head about the fact
that the sheer cost of widening the M1 is in the
zillions to achieve what would probably be not much
improvement ultimately in journey times by road,
compared to the impact that electrification can have
on journey times on the rail network.
Phil Hope: In general terms, for environmental
reasons if nothing else, we do want to switch to more
freight by rail and more journeys by rail. Indeed, the
statistics tell us that even without electrification of
the Midland main line, that is exactly what has been
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happening—and, to an extent, across the whole of
the country. Do I think it is either/or? Probably not. I
think it is probably both—and. We know the benefits
that that road construction in terms of the A46 will
bring to Nottingham—for example, the impact on
the tramway. These things are all interrelated. These
are complex rather than simple arguments to make.
My job is to champion the needs of the region, and
I am convinced we need to have this electrification;
I think it will make a huge diVerence. I am also
convinced there are road schemes—I’ve talked
about them—that will also bring economic benefits
and some environmental benefits by reducing
congestion. I don’t think it’s a simple case of one or
t’other. I think it’s about having a regional plan with
clear priorities that we then make the case for when
we argue for regional funding allocations and so on
with the Department for Transport.

Q150 Mr. Laxton: That’s very helpful and positive.
Thank you. Sticking slightly to the railways but
moving a little bit oV electrification, EMDA is
tomorrow launching a report that talks about
industrial matters very close to my home and my
heart—Derby. To paraphrase, it’s about trains,
planes and automobiles, and the success story
around Toyota, Rolls-Royce and Bombardier.
I have not seen all the report, but I guess that some
of it is technical. I think there are some health
warnings in it. One health warning is the issue of
Bombardier and its bid for rail contracts. I had a
little something to say about the IEP business when
contracts were awarded to Hitachi rather than
Bombardier. The options now are between Siemens
and Bombardier for the Thameslink contract. There
are dangers, because I suspect that if it does not win
that, it will end up with no work, and that would
pose all sorts of problems, and put at risk 2,500 jobs
in Derby and, importantly, would aVect 10,000
people in the supply chain throughout the whole
region.
You said earlier that you picked issues that you
intervened on when you thought that they were
strategic and important enough. This might be one
that is worth considering in terms of doing some
work, perhaps with the Department for Transport
on behalf of the region, on how it is important that
some of the works are for UK plc. If Bombardier
goes, we will not be building any trains in this
country per se.
Phil Hope: There are two answers. First, EMDA’s
work in producing this analysis has been
extraordinarily helpful. In fact, I think I regard it as
one of the most successful regional development
agencies in terms of its investments to returns. For
every pound, we get £9 to £15-worth back from
EMDA’s work. I think we can be very pleased. The
report that it is publishing tomorrow highlights
opportunities for transport in terms of trains and so
on, and signals for us some areas where we were at
risk. In accompanying that, that for me sits within a
broader strategy about new industry, new jobs. We
discussed that on Monday at the Regional
Economic Cabinet. We are trying to identify, not
winners, but areas where investment will give us the

ability to attract inward investment, sustained
economic growth and job-rich growth, and which
will give us a platform for competition globally in
advanced manufacturing, the digital industry, low-
carbon industries, and green manufacturing.
As a region, we are well placed with some excellent
existing facilities, and we must connect up the
business community with the universities and those
involved in inward investment and infrastructure to
make sure we make the most of these four, five or six
areas for growth and development. EMDA not only
leads that in the region, it chairs the region of regions
at the moment, and is leading the whole strategy
nationally as well and doing an excellent job.
On the specifics of bids for particular contracts by a
particular company, I must be careful about getting
involved in commercial negotiations and
discussions, because it would be inappropriate to try
to influence a commercial decision. You have just
alerted me to this particular issue, Bob, and I will go
away and look at it. I met Bombardier at the time of
the original decision and the diYculties that it might
have created for it. It is certainly my job to know
about these things and to meet the people involved,
and if there is an appropriate role for me to play,
because of the potential size of the impact, positively
or negatively depending on the outcome, I am happy
to try to play that role. That is appropriate.
I cannot be involved in commercial decisions made
by a Department when issuing a contract. As long as
I can identify an appropriate role to play with
something that will have such a big and strategic
impact, I will do that.

Q151 Chairman: Phil, because you have followed
this, you know that the key to improvement on the
Midland main line is a freight loop at Desborough,
and straightening the line at Market Harborough.
Network Rail has done some work on that. The
freight loop would cost £10 million, and the work at
Market Harborough would cost £17.5 million—
£27.5 million together. Taking that £27.5 million
with the work already committed to the Midland
Main Line, would it surprise you to learn that that
amount is less than the amount being spent on
improving car parking on the west coast main line?
Phil Hope: These are new figures to me, Chair. That’s
exactly the point I’m making about issues to do with
transport, where I think we, as a region, need to be
clear about the priorities and then articulate and
advocate them. I know Daventry and Market
Harborough well and I know the routes. I don’t
know the detail of the engineering works that require
doing, but certainly it’s a good case of where,
perhaps, relatively small investments in terms of
train spend can have bigger impacts. We have to
make the case for that cost-benefit analysis, because
where we make it well we win. In my job I have to
make a judgment about that. As a Minister I can’t
take up every small project across the whole region.
That’s why the Midland electrification is an
appropriate thing to do. In terms of particular issues
like that, local Members of Parliament might get
involved too. As I’m not far away from Market
Harborough I might take that thought away as well.
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Chairman: I might take you to Market Harborough
station. Next time you’re there, have a look at it and
you’ll see that the new buildings are laid back out of
line so that the line can be straightened. That work
was done 30 years ago by the last Labour
Government, in preparation. It would be a good
photo opportunity for the general election
campaign.
Finally, let’s turn to the police, which, as you know,
is a pressing issue.

Q152 Judy Mallaber: Just before doing that may I
comment on how sad it is that—as part of what
we’ve lost—Butterley engineering works, which did
all the wonderful ironwork at St. Pancras station,
from which we seek our wonderful high-speed train,
has gone? How sad it is that those things go hand
in hand.
Bob’s keenness to jump in on policing, as you know,
reflects the screams that come from within this sector
in relation to funding levels and fairness. Although
diVerent police authorities scream to greater and
lesser degrees, it is a region-wide issue and not just
one authority against another. We can go into more
detail on this, but what’s your response to the
assertion of East Midlands police authorities on the
region not being suYciently funded in terms of
policing—although they acknowledge that there has
been an increase in funding—and that that is not
fair?
Phil Hope: First, the amount of funding for police
has gone up, as we know, in the region. Overall,
across England since 1997 there has been a 20%
increase in funding in real terms and, in the region,
a 27% increase in funding in real terms. I do not want
to argue, and I am sure that you do not, that
therefore we should now be taking cuts in police
funding, given that we’ve had 7% more than the
average, because that is just the way that the funding
and allocation formulas have happened to work out
for us in the region. It’s diYcult to argue, therefore,
that we have been disadvantaged regionally, given
that comparison, if there’s a regional concept about
funding. I’ve already given you my doubts and
concerns about thinking in those terms. On the other
hand, on the question about the formula rolling out
over a period and the damping and the floors and
ceilings, and the fact that every police force is
guaranteed at least 2.5%, we are talking in the region
of 3.1%—I think I’ve got my figures right there—so
we’re getting more, but the size of the damping is
quite small and it takes longer to get the roll-out of
the formula to apply.
I’m not sure I can share an analysis that says there’s
a regional problem, but diVerent police authorities in
the region may be receiving diVerences that they are
unhappy about, because of the way that the national
funding formula works. I am aware that there’s a
police allocation formula working group with which

I would hope that those police authorities would
engage. I have told my staV at the government oYce
to make absolutely clear how and when they can
make the representations that I don’t think they have
been making, from what I read from their
submission, prior to this.
Chairman: We’ll take one more question, we’ll
answer it and then we’ll adjourn the meeting.

Q153 Judy Mallaber: There are two issues here. One
is that the formula has been done on the basis of
what police authorities in the East Midlands needs,
in comparison with similar police authorities and
with requirements elsewhere. The diYculty with the
damping formula is that the cuts will never reach the
levels set out, because they are creeping up to them
so slowly. The new police allocation formula
working is a further stage; we’ll never catch up with
what has been acknowledged as the problem. Would
you not accept that that creates a considerable
diYculty?
Phil Hope: For me, this does not feel like a regional
problem, because it aVects every police authority
across the country, not just in the East Midlands. If
they had applied a diVerent damping formula to the
East Midlands and the West Midlands and that had
felt unfair and wrong, it would have been
appropriate for me to argue the case you make. They
haven’t done that; they’ve applied the funding
formula in a way to reflect—

Q154 Judy Mallaber: But it has applied across all the
East Midlands authorities and it totals £19 million
annually.
Phil Hope: But it is applied across all the other police
authorities in other regions as well.
Chairman: Sure, but against their target, they are
underfunded.
Phil Hope: That is why the funding formula is there,
but the damping mechanism slows the pace at which
it is applied. It does that because there is no extra
money; it you put a floor in, there has to be a ceiling
to pay for it. The height of the floor—it is 2.5% to
protect police services and help fight crime in other
areas—has created this long and slow roll-out of the
formula to achieve the formula funding that we
should be getting.
Judy Mallaber: And we’re not going to reach it while
cutbacks in public spending are coming along. But I
do contest your point that this is not a regional
problem, because the mechanism has aVected
authorities across the region.
Phil Hope: It has aVected—
Chairman: We will take that as a statement. I thank
you and Stephen for coming. Again, I repeat our
thanks to the oYcials from the Government oYce
for the region. You oVered many of us good wishes,
and I wish colleagues of whatever political party
who are standing again in the East Midlands—
particularly in Corby—the best of luck.
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Memorandum submitted by Arts Council England East Midlands (EM2-10)

1. Who is Arts Council England?

1.1 Arts Council England work to get great art to everyone by championing, developing and investing
in artistic experiences that enrich people’s lives. As the national development agency for the arts, we support
a range of artistic activities from theatre to music, literature to dance, photography to digital art, carnival
to crafts.

1.2 How we fund the arts nationally:

Between 2008 and 2011, we will invest £1.03 billion of regular funding in around 880 arts
organisations across England, including Opera North, Sadler’s Wells, the Royal Shakespeare
Company, Punchdrunk, the Royal Liverpool Philharmonic, and Southbank Centre.

2009–10 national budget

Regularly funded organisations 60%
Grants for the arts 9%
Managed funds 8%
Creativity, Culture & Education 7%
Other Lottery programmes 8%
Administration 8%

Arts in the East Midlands

1.3 At Arts Council, East Midlands the next three years 2008–11—are pivotal. We will invest
£46.5 million from government and the National Lottery into the region’s arts; our focus is not only on
igniting the ambitions of our artists, arts organisations and regional partners but also raising the region’s
international profile as a place for artistic innovation.

1.4 Completion of the £130 million programme of capital investment into East Midlands arts venues
during 2008–09 will transform our arts opportunities. Through our funding partnerships we will have
created a range of world-class arts facilities in both performing and visual arts. One of our priorities will be
to support the leaders of these and our other large arts organisations so they are better equipped to build
audiences and to connect with artists both internationally and locally. Three of these venues have cultural
diversity and disability at their heart and they will bring about a huge improvement in provision for disabled
and Black artists, participants and audiences in our region.

1.5 The priorities for us in the East Midlands are:

— Digital opportunity.

— Visual Arts.

— Children & Young People.

— London 2012 (Cultural Olympiad).

Through the use of Managed Funds, Grants for the Arts and work with our Regularly Funded organisations
we will work to prioritise the above areas and develop work based on these area

1.6 We also have prioritised the two counties of Northamptonshire and Lincolnshire for arts development
work up to 2011. Despite some recent capital investment, Lincolnshire and Northamptonshire remain “cold
spots” for the arts. In Lincolnshire we will work closely with local authorities, tourism, the National Trust,
and regeneration partners, to create a more sustainable future for arts. As part of a regeneration programme
for Lincolnshire’s coast we will support a series of international arts projects. In Northamptonshire, as the
county gears up for 100,000 new homes and 400,000 more people, we will be working to understand what
people need, piloting new approaches to providing the arts and supporting artists to broker partnerships in
Northampton and Corby and the outlying rural areas.

2. Historical Investment in the Arts in the East Midlands

Arts Council England provide funding through three main strands:

— Regular Funding for organisations (Exchequer).

— Managed Fund (Exchequer).

— Grants for the Arts (Lottery).
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Regular Funding for organisations—Exchequer

2.1 In the East Midlands Between 2007–08 and 2010–11 DCMS allocated just over £46 million Exchequer
funding to Arts Council England East Midlands to invest in professionally run arts organisations. The
funding for organisations ranges from anything above £25,000 up to several million for larger organisations
annually. Arts Council England East Midlands aims to invest in a range of organisations in terms of art form
and so funds theatres, galleries, dance organisations and participatory arts organisations.

2.2 An example of one of the organisations we fund is a dance organisation DEDA. Derby Dance oVers
a programme of performances by emerging and established choreographers, as well as a wide range of classes
and outreach work. Our increased investment allows the centre to oVer competitive salaries to attract and
retain staV, and to develop their artistic associate programme over the longer term. Annually they receive
£220,565.

2.3 Summary of RFO allocation for counties (including cities) in the East Midlands region from 2008–11:

County Year Total (£) Overall total

Derbyshire 2008–09 193,567,300
2009–10 225,056,000
2010–11 232,293,000 £6,509,163

Leicestershire 2008–09 2,701,575
2009–10 3,045,685
2010–11 3,127,973 8,875,190

Lincolnshire 2008–09 687,860
2009–10 662,435
2010–11 700,290 2,050,585

Northamptonshire 2008–09 793,260
2009–10 814,675
2010–11 836,675 2,444,610

Nottinghamshire 2008–09 4,080,925
2009–10 4,345,830
2010–11 4,445,015 12,871,770

Rutland 2008–09 —
2009–10 —
2010–11 — —

Total sum for 2008–09 % £10,199,293

Total sum for 2009–10 % £11,119,185

Total sum for 2010–11 % £11,432,840

Monitoring our Regular Funded Organisations

2.4 All organisations we fund on a regular basis are assigned to an Arts Council region and allocated a
lead oYcer as their main point of contact. Organisations have an ongoing relationship with their lead oYcer
who understands the unique contribution that each organisation makes.
There are three key events in the funding cycle that are standard for all organisations: annual submission,
annual review and funding agreement.

Annual submission

Organisations submit their annual submission every year by the deadline, which is usually in June. The
submission collects information relating to an organisation’s activity. We collect and publish key data and
topline tables from the annual submission each year.

Annual review

Organisations have an annual review to monitor the use of our funding. It takes place every year between
August and October. The annual review is managed by the lead oYcer and usually consists of a meeting
followed by assessments and feedback.

Organisations are monitored for artistic quality, management, finance and public engagement.

Each area is scored one of the following: met—outstanding, met—strong, met, potential, not met.

Organisations are also monitored for risk. Risk is measured as high, medium or low, under the headings
of: governance and management, operational, financial, environmental, compliance, and overall risk
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Funding agreement

Organisations negotiate and sign a funding agreement for each funding period. The timing of these
negotiations depends on when we receive our settlement from government. The funding agreement is the
contract that governs our relationship with organisations.

Grants for the Arts—Lottery

2.5 Grants for the Arts is ACE’s open access grant programme. Grants for the arts is for arts activities
that engage people in England, or that help artists and arts organisations carry out their work. It is for
activities carried out over a set period and which engage people in England in arts activities, and help artists
and arts organisations in England carry out their work. Grants for the Arts is funded by the National
Lottery. Individuals or organisations are eligible to apply from £1,000 to £100,000 regionally or up to
£200,000 for national touring.
2.6 In the East Midlands between 2007–08 and 2010–11 the total successful awards were just over
£10 million. Of this amount £8.8 million was for organisations and £1.5 millions went to individual artists.
The table below details the total awards for Grants for the Arts by county (inc cities) from 2005–2009 for
individual artists and organisations

County Year Amount (£) Total (£)

Derbyshire 2005–06 849,56
2006–07 464,177
2007–08 460,368
2008–09 359,455 1,368,956

Leicestershire 2005–06 220,641
2006–07 328,447
200–08 281,177
200–09 254,462 1,084,727

Lincolnshire 2005–06 530,579
2006–07 1,082,200
2007–08 414,064
2008–09 338,261 2,365,104

Northamptonshire 2005–06 551,551
2006–07 765,434
2007–08 664,448
2008–09 566,139 2,547,572

Nottinghamshire 2005–06 502,201
2006–07 772,053
2007–08 225,434
2008–09 366,802 1,866,490

Other 2005–06 3,256,940
2006–07 3,018,040
2007–08 1,758,532 9,792,044

Managed Funds—Exchequer

2.7 Our managed funds allow us to identify new opportunities for the arts to flourish, by developing
projects that reach and engage the public.

They enable us to establish new partnerships that can generate further funding for the arts, and achieve
great art for everyone through major fixed-term projects delivered through our regional oYces. These funds
are not normally open to application.

Our managed funds projects include Artists taking the lead, Cultural Leadership Programme, Made in
England, Artsmark, Own Art, and Take it away.

Within the region much of our managed funds allocation has been allocated towards projects that enable
us to achieve our priorities. For example the Lincolnshire coast is a geographical priority and we have been
working with East Lindsey District Council to develop a free festival in Skegness called SO10. £100,000 has
been allocated from the Managed Funds budget of 2010–11 towards this.
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The Managed Funds from 2007–08 up to 2010–11 is as follows:

2007–08 2008–09 2009–10 2010–11 Total 2007–11

1,070,000 1,000,000 890,000 890,000 2,780,000

5 October 2009

Memorandum submitted by the Government OYce for the East Midlands (EM2-01)

Summary

— Most public sector funding is allocated on a national basis and there is no regional funding pot as
there is for Scotland or Wales.1

— Funding is allocated based on policy priorities through a variety of methods; each Department has
their own funding mechanisms to deliver their business objectives.

— Regional funding is a complex area, as the level of resource and discretion available to each public
body is determined separately and individually by its own sponsor Department, its specific remit
and its governance structures.

— The Government believes the funding mechanisms in place are appropriate and that the East
Midlands gets a share of funding commensurate with need.

— The Government is committed to helping the East Midlands make the best use of the resources
it receives.

1. National Overview of Government Funding and how Allocations are Determined

1.1 Parliament votes a resource budget for each departmental group; with Annex 1 showing the resources
provided to Government Departments. Departments allocate budgets to support their objectives using their
own funding methodology. Budgets are allocated at a national, not regional level. Most public expenditure
is targeted to benefit categories of individuals, rather than discrete geographic areas.

1.2 Information about public sector resources available in or benefiting English regions is available from
diVerent sources. They are:

(i) Public Expenditure Statistical Analyses (PESA)2 presents statistical analyses of public
expenditure by region—see Annexes 2–6. It shows the region receives 6% share of expenditure. All
regions have seen increases in public expenditure and the regional proportions have remained
similar over time. The East Midlands total identifiable expenditure on public services per head has
risen yearly for the last five years; a 32% increase between 2003–04 and 2008–09.

(ii) Regional Agency3 programme budgets for spending on particular programmes. These give an
indication of the regionally managed expenditure over which there is some influence or control.
There is a wide range of public agencies operating at regional level: their budgets and use are
determined by their own objectives—see Annex 7.

2. Limitations on Regional Expenditure Data

2.1 Because public expenditure is planned and controlled on a Departmental basis rather than by
reference to specific regions, PESA is put together as a statistical exercise by Treasury. Departments
apportion their expenditure on the basis of where the benefit was experienced, rather than from actual spend
data. This provides an indication of all spending by central and local government and public corporations
in regions. Analyses are broken down further by specific functional headings such as transport, economic
aVairs and public services—see Annex 5.

2.2 Departments allocate budgets on the basis of need using a formula approach. The sophistication of
the needs based formula allocations varies by Department and a variety of factors such as population,
poverty and sparsity are taken into account.

2.3 Regional boundaries are not intended to create areas of equal size, population or need. DiVerences
in public expenditure reflect the diVerences in the regions. The majority of funding streams do not divide on
a regional basis and are allocated on a local authority or primary care trust basis. Apportioning funding in
this way inevitably leads to diVerences between regions, because these institutions are not evenly distributed.

1 The method used by Treasury for allocation of funding to Scotland Wales and Northern Ireland is known as the Barnett
Formula. www.parliament.uk/commons/lib/research/rp98/rp98-008.pdf

2 www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/d/pesa 180609.pdf
3 This excludes Local Authority, Police and Health budgets funded directly by Central Government.
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3. Significant Funding Streams coming into the Region

3.1 Public sector or total expenditure on services broadly represents the current and capital expenditure of
the public sector, and so is similar to the National Accounts measure of Total Managed Expenditure (TME).
Expenditure on services is the spending required to deliver services, not just the purchasing of services. The
most significant revenue funding streams are identified below and capital funding is covered in section 4.

Police services

3.2 Funding for police authorities is chiefly allocated using a funding formula that distributes resources
on the basis of relative need. In 2009–10 the East Midlands region received £511.8 million in police general
grants, an increase of 3.1% (15.2 million) over 2008–09. Every police force in England is guaranteed a grant
increase of at least 2.5% every year until 2010–11. In 2009–10 East Midlands received an increase above this
level. In total Government police grants to the East Midlands region increased by £256.5 million (66.4%, or
27.1% in real terms) between 1997–98 and 2009–10.

3.3 Nationally the Police Service has benefited from a significant increase in resources over a sustained
period. On a like-for-like basis Government grant for the police will have increased by over 60% or over
£3.7 billion between 1997–98 and 2010–11.

3.4 Ministers promised to review the funding formula again for the next Comprehensive Spending
Review. The Police Allocation Formula Working Group includes representatives from ACPO4 and the
APA.5

Health services

3.5 Department for Health (DH) regional revenue funding allocations to NHS were–£6.4 billion in
2009–10 and—£6.7 billion in 2010–11. It represents approximately 8% of the national (England) share of
revenue allocations totals of £80 billion in 2009–10 and £84 billion in 2010–11. NHS revenue allocations are
made primarily to Primary Care Trusts (PCTs) as they are the commissioning organisations. Hospitals and
Mental Health Trusts generate their income from being commissioned (primarily by the PCTs) to provide
health and social care services.

3.6 Under the pre-2009–10 funding formula all PCTs in the East Midlands were “under target”—actual
funding was less than the assessed funding needs. All nine PCTs in the region remain under target at present
with eight PCTs in the worst 20 for distance from target. This has led to claims that the region’s health
organisations are being under-funded and that the region not receiving its “fair share”.

3.7 The new (2009–10) funding formula recognises the higher needs of PCTs in the East Midlands and,
as a consequence, East Midlands PCTs benefit directly from higher levels of growth funding. The average
growth in allocations for PCTs in the East Midlands is 12.3% over the two years, 2009–10 and 2010–11,
compared with the England average of 11.3%. All but one of the region’s PCT (Derby City PCT) is in the
top two deciles for growth over the two years 2009–10 and 2010–11. Bassetlaw PCT received the highest
growth of any PCT for 2009–10 and 2010–11—17.1% over the two years.

3.8 Funding is allocated nationally by DH using a new (for 2009–10) weighted capitation formula
overseen by ACRA6—an independent committee that advises Ministers on possible changes to the
formula prior to each round of revenue allocations. Funding is allocated to PCTs on the basis of the relative
needs of their populations. The weighted capitation formula is used to determine PCTs’ target shares of
resources to enable them to commission similar levels of healthcare for populations with similar healthcare
need. The formula is made up of several components—population, age, need, market forces and health
inequalities.

School and Children Services Funding

3.9 Non-schools children services are funded through the local government finance system managed by
Communities and Local Government (CLG), from a combination of Formula Grant and Area Based Grant.
Ring-fenced grants support the Sure Start programme and Children Centres and a small number of other
initiatives.

3.10 Funding for schools and children services are mainly distributed to local authorities on a formula
basis. Most of the distribution formulae take account of population (for school funding, pupil numbers)
and levels of deprivation (including educational disadvantage, the costs of services in the area, and sparsity).

3.11 The main recurrent funding for schools is through the Dedicated Schools Grant
(DSG), which local authorities must spend in support of their Schools Budget. Other specific
grants are also paid to local authorities and schools to support national priorities such
as raising standards, extended services, personalised learning, and introducing diplomas.

4 Association of Chief Police OYcers
5 Association of Police Authorities
6 Advisory Committee on Revenue Allocation. ACRA is an independent committee that makes recommendations to Ministers

on possible changes to the funding formula, prior to each round of revenue allocations to PCTs. ACRA’s membership
comprises, GPs, academics and NHS managers.
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The East Midlands received £2.777 billion in school grants (8.3%) in 2008–09, rising to £2.847 billion (8.2%)
in 2009–10. DSG national average per pupil funding will increase from £4,066 in 2008–09 to £4,398 in
2010–11 (! 8.2%). The equivalent figures for East Midlands are £3,855 rising to £4,164 (! 8%).

European Social Fund (ESF)

3.12 The East Midlands allocation under the 2007–13 ESF England and Gibraltar Programme is
ƒ243 million.7 Funding was allocated across the English regions using a methodology that reflected the
programme priorities to tackle worklessness and low skills across all regions. 50% of the funds were allocated
on the basis of the worklessness indicator, 25% for no qualifications, and 25% for low qualifications. A safety
net and cap meant that no regions received an increase or reduction of more than 20% in its proportion of
funding compared with the 2000–06 programmes.

3.13 East Midlands ESF funding reduced by 37% compared with 54% across England as a whole. The
share of funding increased by 2.5% compared with 2000–06. The East Midland per capita figure of
ƒ52 compares with ƒ83 in the North East and ƒ25 in the South East. The England per capita figure is ƒ48.

European Regional Development Fund (ERDF)

3.14 The European Commission decided how much ERDF should be allocated to diVerent Member
States for the current 2007–13 programming period. The distribution within the UK was agreed between
central Government and the Devolved Administrations, mainly on the basis of geographical and population
coverage. England was allocated a total of ƒ3.3 billion from the ERDF for the current programming period
of 2007–13. This comprises ƒ458.1 million for the Cornwall and Isles of Scilly Convergence programme and
ƒ2.84 billion for nine Regional Competitiveness and Employment (RCE) programmes.

3.15 The allocation of ERDF between English regions ensured that funds were targeted on the regions
with the greatest economic need, in keeping with the Government’s agenda for regional policy.
Consequently, the six underperforming regions, including the East Midlands, received nearly 89% of the
total English ERDF allocation.

3.16 The East Midlands RCE programme was allocated a total of ƒ268.5 million ERDF to support the
promotion of innovation and knowledge transfer; stimulating enterprise and supporting successful business;
ensuring sustainable development, production and consumption; and building sustainable communities.

Local Government Grants

3.17 Government supports local authority revenue expenditure through formula grant,8 area based
grant and specific grants.

3.18 Formula Grant is an un-hypothecated block grant, consisting of redistributed Business Rates,
Revenue Support Grant and, where appropriate, Police Grant (from the Home OYce). Total amount of
Formula Grant is determined through the Spending Review and distributed to local, police and fire & rescue
authorities.

3.19 The distribution of Formula Grant takes account of the social and economic characteristics of each
area as well as its relative ability to pay council taxes. Stability is provided by floor damping, which sets a
lower limit to the year on year change in formula grant for any authority. To give councils predictable grant
settlements, the Government have adopted a policy of three year settlements, which means that proposed
allocations of Formula Grant are announced in advance for each authority for each year of a spending
review.9

3.20 In 2008–09 Formula Grant for the EM was £2,029 million (7.4% share).

3.21 Area Based Grant is a general grant allocated directly to local authorities as additional revenue
funding to areas. It is allocated according to specific policy criteria rather than general formulae. Local
authorities are free to use all of this non-ringfenced funding as they see fit to support the delivery of local,
regional and national priorities in their areas. In 2008–09 the EM received £229 million in ABG (7.5% share).

7 £193.5 million using the programme planning exchange rate of ƒ1 % 78 pence.
8 In 2008–09 Formula Grant totalled some £28 billion, funding around 28% of budgeted local authority revenue expenditure.
9 For a more detailed overview of local Government and its finance see www.local.odpm.gov.uk/finance/stats/lgfs/lgfs15/

chapter1.htm<f
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The Fire Service

3.22 Fire & Rescue Authorities (FRAs) also receive Formula Grant based on service needs based on a
national formula. For the years 2009–10 and 2010–11, all FRAs receive un-ringfenced Capital Grant to
assist them with their capital asset management planning.

Funding through the Learning and Skills Council (LSC) to Further Education.

3.23 Revenue funding for post-16 education and skills is calculated using a national funding
methodology by the LSC and allocated in line with expected delivery of Further Education (FE) and skills
provision in line with national and regional priorities. Following the Leitch Review of Skills (2006), a more
demand led funding approach for adult skills was taken. From 2008–09, the majority of participation
funding is split into two major streams—adult learner responsive and employer responsive. The system
ensures that funding is more responsive to demand expressed by learners and employers, and directs funding
towards areas of greatest skills needs.

3.24 Total LSC programme expenditure for the East Midlands Region (for FE and Skills including Train
to Gain and Apprenticeships), as reported in the LSC accounts 2008–09 was £983 million, a 14% increase
on 2006–07 financial year (£861 million).

Rural Development Funding

3.25 There is no specific rural element of Government department budgets and funding is allocated to
policy headings rather than geographical areas. Government policy is that rural areas should receive an
equitable share of the funding allocated for expenditure. The needs and interests of rural people, businesses
and communities are required to be reflected departmental policies and programmes as they are rolled out
within the region. In addition, RDAs spend a significant element of their own funding in rural areas, as do
local authorities, who are responsible for the delivery of many day-to-day services to rural people. In
addition to funding provided through mainstream policies, Defra is devolving around £60 million of Rural
Development Programme for England (RDPE) funding to the East Midlands Development Agency over the
period 2007 to 2013 (11% national budget). The RDPE is jointly funded by the EU and Defra co-financing.
Regional allocations were determined using the proportion of agricultural labour per region and level of
rural population (weighted towards economically lagging areas).

Transport Funding

3.26 For 2009–10 to 2018–19 the region is allocated £2.1 billion for regional and local transport schemes,
10% of the national total of £20.8 billion, the seventh highest share of the eight regions. Annual expenditure
by the region is limited by DfT, although the Department is allowing the region to overspend in early years
to accommodate the simultaneous construction of the A46 and A453 schemes, with an additional
£174 million being allocated by DfT to the region as part of the Fiscal Stimulus package to bring forward
and accelerate the construction of the A46 scheme.

HMCS Funding

3.27 HM Courts Service (HMCS), an executive agency of the Ministry of Justice, funds the operation
Crown, County and Magistrates’ Courts. The Midlands Region of HMCS covers the Government Regions
of East and West Midlands. Allocation of available funding is determined according to a number of
workload based/performance outcome methodologies dependent on the type of court. In 2008–09, the
funding allocated for the running of the courts in the East Midlands was £35 million (4.3%) of funding
allocated to HMCS regions in total.

NOMS Funding

3.28 From 2009–NOMS Regional Director of OVender Management functions have been created to
provide clear authority and enhanced local presence in brigading oVender management within each region
and lead a coherent strategy for delivering a robust regional commissioning model.

3.29 The regional funding is in line with NOMS national priorities. East Midlands is the 3rd largest region
and has a budget of £330 million (11 %) of the 2009–10 regionally allocated budgets to fund oVender
management in the region, principally through a £260 million prisons and £68 million probation resource
budget. This based on a budget reduction from 2008–09 of 3.9% regional, 3.4% nationally. East Midlands
is the 3rd largest region and has a budget of £312.6 million (10.8%) of the 2009–10 regionally allocated
budgets to fund oVender management in the region, principally through a £245.3 million prisions and £67.3
million probation resource budget. This is based on a budget reduction from 2008–09 of 3.9% regionally and
3.4% nationally.
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Regional Agencies

3.30 Annex 7 identifies the quantum of resources available to some of the biggest agencies in the region.
There are other agencies, operating at regional levels which have not been included as they are numerous
and their expenditure is not aggregated on a regional basis.

4. Capital Expenditure

4.1 Departments have capital budgets which are not normally devolved down to regional level. Priorities
for capital funding for transport and housing are identified through the Regional Funding Allocation
mechanism which provides advice to Treasury. Capital projects are delivered via diVerent Departmental
mechanisms. For example Partnership for Schools is the Public Body established to deliver the DCSF
Building Schools for the future programme.

4.2 Examples of Capital projects delivered in the region in 2008–09 include:

— £17 million investment in the reopening of Corby Railway Station.

— £25.5 million investment in the East Midlands Parkway Station.

— 3,205 new aVordable homes built in 2008–09.

— The £20.6 million A47 Earl Shilton Bypass in Leicestershire.

— Derby Hospitals NHS Foundation £312 million PFI super hospital

— £14.5 million investment in the new J29A of the M1 at Markham Vale in Derbyshire.

4.3 Planned capital expenditure projects for 2009–10 include:

— School buildings at Oakfield Special school, Bulwell Academy and Nottingham University
Samworth Academy.

— £348 million for dualling of the A46 between Newark and Widmerpool in Nottinghamshire

— £345 million on the widening of the M1 motorway between junctions 25 and 28 in Nottinghamshire
and Derbyshire.

— £70 million for the A1073 Spalding to Eye Improvement in Lincolnshire.

Learning & Skills Council, Further Education Capital

4.4 Excluding Corby College, the total approved FE capital funding by the LSC for the East Midlands
since April 2001 is £176 million to December 2008. There was also £67 million grant for Northampton
College in 2009.This equates to about 6.1% of the total national approved grant.

School Capital

4.5 Support for capital investment in schools is delivered through devolved, targeted and strategic
programmes. Funding for these is delivered through grant, supported borrowing and PFI credits.

4.6 Over 2008–09 to 2010–11, nearly £1.3 billion has been allocated to the East Midlands region so far.
This is around 7% of allocations to England as a whole.

4.7 Devolved, targeted and primary school allocations have been made on a local authority basis, and
the same methodology was used for all local authorities in England. Allocations were made on the basis of
pupil numbers and anticipated pupil growth. The Building Schools for the Future (BSF) programme
allocations were made on the basis of relative need, with all local authorities ranked. The BSF allocations
during this period (2008–11) include £193 million for Derby, £54 million for Derbyshire, and £98 million for
Nottinghamshire.

5. National Funding Bodies

Lottery funding

5.1 DCMS issues policy directions setting the strategic distribution framework within which the
independent Lottery distributing bodies10 work. These directions require distributors to take into account
a number of issues when making funding decisions, including the need to ensure that all areas have access
to Lottery funding, and the need to reduce economic and social deprivation through their grant making.
Lottery distributors have done much to build capacity in areas which have tended to lack the expertise to
submit successful Lottery applications. Lottery money is only awarded in response to competitive
applications and there is no target or guaranteed level of funding to particular geographical or regional

10 www.communities.gov.uk/documents/statistics/pdf/1240022.pdf
These are the four national Arts Councils; four national Sports Councils, the UK Sports Council, the Heritage Lottery Fund,
the Big Lottery Fund, Scottish Screen, and the UK Film Council.
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areas. Distributors occasionally apply indicative regional allocations for specific funding programmes to
ensure there is a good geographic spread of Lottery funding. However, this is no guarantee and projects still
need to submit good quality applications.

5.2 For 2008–09 organisations and individuals in the East Midlands region received a total of 1012 grants
from the Lottery distributing bodies totalling £80 million—8.5% of the total awarded throughout the UK.11

6. Government Actions on Multiple and Cross Cutting Funding Streams

Pooled funding: Local Area Agreements (LAAs) and Multi-Area Agreements (MAAs)

6.1 LAAs12 act as a vehicle for bringing together national and local priorities through a negotiated
process, and allowing partnerships to identify how best to direct resource to meet these priorities. General
income Area Based Grant13 supports LAAs and all other parts of local authority activity. Many previously
separate funding streams are routed through the LAAs, as well as mainstream and pooled funding received
by the various members of the local strategic partnership.

6.2 The Leicester and Leicestershire MAA14 means that nine Local Authorities are working in
partnership to deliver better services across administrative boundaries. In doing this they will examine the
potential for shared services; joint commissioning; joined up delivery and joining up of multiple funding
streams.15

Transparency: Local Funding Reports

6.3 The Sustainable Communities Act 2007 places a requirement on the Secretary of State to make
arrangements for the production of Local Spending Reports. On 20 February 2009 Government launched
a consultation on the first arrangements.16 The reports provide information on expenditure by bodies
exercising public functions. The aim is to assist local authorities, their partners and local people by providing
information about public spending in their area.17

Regional influence on future funding priorities: Regional Funding Advice

6.4 The recent Regional Funding Advice (RFA) exercise allowed regions to set out their future funding
priorities for economic development, transport and housing based on allocations in the Comprehensive
Spending Review for 2008–11 and indicative allocations for 2011–19. Regions were also invited to set out
priorities for skills funding. This process has enabled regions to have a say in shaping priorities. The East
Midlands RFA submission18 and the Governments response19 are public documents.

EYciency: the Total Place Pilots Initiative

6.5 Total Place Pilots build on a background of eYciency work across many sectors and places. Thirteen
areas, including Leicestershire, will use a “supply-side” mapping exercise to show how public money is spent
in the area, and “demand-side” customer analysis to show the existing and future needs of the people who
use these services—to identify what is needed and find innovative approaches to delivery. The improvements
and eYciencies they identify may be deliverable through leadership: changes to the way things are delivered
at the local level, whereas some may need to be “allowed” or incentivised by Government.20

Annex 1

Table 1.5

RESOURCE BUDGETS, 2003–04 TO 2010–11

£ million

National Statistics
2003–04 2004–05 2005–06 2006–07 2007–08 2008–09 200910 2010–11

estimated
outturn outturn outturn outturn outturn outturn plans plans

Resource DEL by departmental group

Children, Schools and Families 11,933 12,593 14,326 42,098 44,904 46,848 49,232 51,302
Health 63,605 69,118 76,372 80,428 88,408 92,455 99,897 104,025

of which: NHS England 61,865 66,873 74,168 78,468 86,402 90,940 98,217 102,272
Transport 6,114 6,085 6,076 6,921 6,794 6,546 6,398 6,371

11 These figures are taken from the DCMS Lottery Grants Database as of 8 September 2009. The Database is searchable at
www.lottery.culture.gov.uk and uses information on Lottery grants supplied by the Lottery distributors.

12 www.communities.gov.uk/localgovernment/performanceframeworkpartnerships/localareaagreements/
13 www.communities.gov.uk/localgovernment/localgovernmentfinance/areabasedgrant/
14 www.communities.gov.uk/localgovernment/performanceframeworkpartnerships/multiareaagreements/
15 www.communities.gov.uk/documents/localgovernment/pdf/1119496.pdf
16 www.communities.gov.uk/publications/localgovernment/localspendingreportssors1
17 www.communities.gov.uk/documents/statistics/xls/1213368.xls
18 www.emda.org.uk/uploaddocuments/East%20Mids%20RFA%20Final%2018.02.09.pdf
19 www.hm-treasury.gov.uk/d/rfa east midlands.pdf
20 www.localleadership.gov.uk/totalplace/
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£ million

National Statistics
2003–04 2004–05 2005–06 2006–07 2007–08 2008–09 200910 2010–11

estimated
outturn outturn outturn outturn outturn outturn plans plans

Innovation, Universitites and SKills 12,169 12,603 13,595 14,088 15,459 16,666 17,224 17,905
CLG Communities 3,419 3,611 3,476 3,630 4,224 4,274 4,545 4,459
CLG Local Government 40,915 43,316 46,244 22,541 22,751 24,647 25,596 26,296
Home OYce 7,913 7,969 8,296 8,334 8,552 8,926 9,354 9,474
Justice 7,487 7,577 8,018 8,366 8,932 9,283 9,465 9,382
Law OYcers’ Department 575 646 688 698 736 733 732 703
Defence 31,390 31,330 33,494 33,490 35,723 37,889 38,582 36,718
Foreign and Commonwealth OYce 1,513 1,718 1,879 1,837 1,878 2,025 2,029 1,600
International Development 3,447 3,645 4,107 4,247 4,478 4,835 5,440 6,231
Energy and Climate Charge 644 932 709 1,031 649 1,016 1,106 1,142
Business, Enterprise and Rgulatory

Reform 1,237 1,271 1,384 1,373 1,792 1,594 1,774 1,331
Environment, Food and Rural AVairs 2,276 2,618 2,608 2,884 2,704 2,654 2,709 2,682
Culture, Media and Sport 1,218 1,268 1,438 1,544 1,594 1,633 1,681 1,733
Work and Pensions 7,832 8,017 8,022 7,876 8,086 8,059 9,051 9,929
Scotland 18,421 19,459 20,791 22,354 23,805 24,599 35,421 26,129
Wales 9,643 10,379 10,987 11,677 12,331 12,970 13,556 13,990
Northern and Ireland Executives 6,058 6,445 6,799 7,210 7,596 8,117 8,389 8,659
Northern Ireland OYce 1,044 1,150 1,176 1,252 1,343 1,342 1,186 1,174
Chancellor’s Departments 4,279 4,600 4,782 4,951 4,716 4,826 4,637 4,516
Cabinet OYce 1,282 1,406 1,578 1,724 1,795 2,049 2,260 2,411
Independent Bodies 681 746 848 748 761 806 906 950
Modernisation Funding — — — — — — 300 300
Del Reserve — — — — — — 700 2,900
Allowance for Shortfall — — — — — "600 — —

Total resource DEL 245,095 258,501 277,693 291,300 310,012 324,192 342,100 352,300

Resource departmental AME by departmental group

Children, Schools and Families 6,575 6,344 8,037 8,599 10,704 10,914 10,346 10,969
Health 6,294 6,451 9,409 10,450 10,723 13,934 13,534 14,139
of which: NHS England 100 55 129 223 549 547 1,007 704
Transport 2,326 2,741 3,076 3,315 3,514 3,878 4,265 4,493
Innovation, Universities and Skills 123 130 152 154 178 274 223 217
CLG Communities 256 179 322 303 273 152 534 "138
CLG Local Government 304 461 524 1,036 842 660 463 463
Home OYce 40 1 4 291 353 363 498 730
Justice 58 62 57 84 265 725 121 141
Defence 4,798 4,468 5,181 4,931 6,693 6,864 6,848 6,768
Foreign and Commonwealth OYce 40 3 "22 27 "4 "7 20 20
International Development 129 132 140 469 135 397 196 159
Energy and Climate Change 954 "831 5,315 5,557 5,979 4,589 179 74
Business, Enterprise and Regulatory

Reform 380 283 495 497 518 819 842 753
Environment, Food and Rural AVairs 73 72 126 "5 "28 "52 5 "9
Culture, Media and Sport 3,719 3,219 3,519 3,669 3,880 3,911 3,950 4,085
Work and Pensions 103,759 110,591 115,094 119,074 127,222 135,546 147,676 153,179
Scotland 1,449 1,737 2,211 4,042 2,730 3,129 31,014 3,217
Wales 532 224 292 340 323 520 483 527
Northern Ireland Executive 5,272 5,777 6,338 10,018 7,472 8,142 8,581 9,303
Northern Ireland OYce — 208 212 214 236 264 276 289
Chancellor’s Departments 19,978 21,802 23,054 24,790 26,416 80,757 33,884 33,680
Cabinet OYce 5,015 5,378 5,725 6,043 7,625 7,221 7,148 7,486
Independent Bodies 2 5 1 18 24 24 3 23

Total resource departmental AME 162,076 169,437 189,262 201,916 216,074 283,024 243,089 250,568

Total resource budget 407,171 427,938 466,955 493,216 526,086 607,216 585,200 602,800
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Annex 2

Table

TOTAL IDENTIFIABLE EXPENDITURE ON SERVICES BY COUNTRY AND REGION, PER
HEAD 2003–04 TO 2008–09

£ per head

National Statistics
2003–04 2004–05 2005–06 2006–07 2007–08 2008–09
outturn outturn outturn outturn outturn plans

North East 6,762 7,135 7,535 7,778 8,156 8,783
North West 6,497 6,921 7,299 7,688 8,118 8,751
Yorkshire and the Humber 6,021 7.432 6,787 7,029 7,329 7,848
East Midlands 5,555 5,979 6,330 6,525 6,827 7,339
West Midlands 5,912 6,374 6,796 7,090 7,475 8,034
East 5,239 5,624 5,979 6,201 6,507 7,001
London 7,321 7,717 8,159 8,451 9,005 9,666
South East 5,277 5,721 5.972 6,188 6,483 6,921
South West 5,625 6,022 6,365 6,559 6,913 7,400

England 6,018 6,433 6,795 7,054 7,426 7,971
Scotland 7,277 7,567 8,203 8,575 9,032 9,538
Wales 7,040 7,340 7,800 8,147 8,493 9,162
Northern Ireland 7,878 8,345 8,716 8,967 9,577 10,003
Northern Ireland 7,878 8,345 8,716 8,967 9,577 10,003

UK identifiable expenditure 6,228 6,629 7,018 7,291 7,675 8,219

Chart

TOTAL IDENTIFIABLE PERCENTAGE EXPENDITURE ON SERVICES BY ENGLISH
REGION, 2003–04 TO 2008–09
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Annex 3

Chart: Public Expenditure by Region by Year

Expenditure by Region by time series
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Table

UK IDENTIFIABLE EXPENDITURE ON EAST MIDLANDS PUBLIC SERVICES BY
FUNCTION, PER HEAD, 2008–09
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Annex 6

East Midlands UK Identifiable Expenditure 2008-09
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1. General public services 2. Defence

3. Public order and safety 4. Economic affairs

5. Environment protection 6. Housing and community amenities

7. Health 8. Recreation, culture and religion

9. Education 10. Social protection

Annex 7

PUBLIC AGENCIES—EAST MIDLANDS REGION

Annual budgets
£m

Natural England 53
EMDA
Single Budget 158
European Programmes 30
Homes & Communities Agency 682
Forestry Commision 4
Environment Agency 63
Learning & Skills Council 983
Culture East Midlands 303
Arts Council 37
Sport England 16

Notes:
Figures presented are for indicative purposes only. They are compiled from the latest published information and
other sources. They may relate to diVerent years or be an average of a multi-year award. This list is not intended
to be exhaustive.

Where agencies cover more than one region the East Midlands share is estimated.

9 October 2009

Memorandum submitted by English Heritage (EM2-02)

Summary

— Expenditure on grant aid by English Heritage in the East Midlands is roughly proportionate to the
region’s share of heritage assets in which English Heritage has a statutory interest.

— Overall regional expenditure (including operational costs) is of a slightly smaller proportion
because English Heritage has a property portfolio in the East Midlands which requires
comparatively lower staYng levels, and some services for the region are delivered outside it.

Introduction to English Heritage.

1. English Heritage (the Royal Commission for Historic Buildings and Monuments in England) is the
government’s statutory adviser on the historic environment. We are a Non-Departmental Public Body
funded by the Department of Culture Media and Sport and by revenues from our properties and other
activities.

2. Our statutory duties are:

(a) to secure the preservation of ancient monuments and historic buildings situated in England;
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(b) to promote the preservation and enhancement of the character and appearance of conservation
areas situated in England;

(c) to promote the public’s enjoyment, and advance their knowledge of ancient monuments and
historic buildings in England and their preservation.

3. To fulfil this role, English Heritage provides advice and grants, conducts research, and maintains
properties which are in its ownership or guardianship.

Determinants of spending by English Heritage

4. Information is provided at page 4 on expenditure by English Heritage on activity designated as being
in the East Midlands in the last financial year (2008–09 actuals) and this financial year (2009–10 budgets).

5. Nearly half of English Heritage’s expenditure is on national activities which cannot be allocated to
regions the expenditure which can be allocated to regions, the proportion received by the East Midlands
is identified in the right hand column. This regional funding includes both the grant-aid and operational
expenditure of English Heritage in the region.

6. English Heritage makes initial budget allocations to “territories” on the basis of previous expenditure.
The East Midlands is in English Heritage’s East Territory along with the East of England region. For grants,
the two regions agree a split of the Territory allocation. Spending by all regions is monitored throughout the
year, and if necessary later in the year adjustments made to regional allocations. In the interests of eYciency
a number of specialist services are provided at Territory level, mostly from English Heritage’s Cambridge
oYce. Because they are located outside the East Midlands, some costs associated with Territory-wide
services are allocated to the East of England region, and are not reflected in the regional figures provided.

7. In practice the targeting of English Heritage expenditure at regional level, on both grant aid and
operations, is largely determined largely by the distribution, significance and condition of sites in which
English Heritage has a statutory interest. This gives rise to variation in spending between and within regions.
The principal factors aVecting expenditure are explained in more detail below.

Distribution of properties in English Heritage guardianship

8. The number of English Heritage properties in each region is the product of historical factors, from the
property’s origins to more recent decisions about acquisition and disposal. The last year has seen some
significant investments in East Midlands properties. However the East Midlands has less than 6% of all
monuments in English Heritage care. The region also has relatively few major English Heritage properties,
the most visited being Bolsover Castle. StaYng levels for properties are therefore also lower than many
regions.

Distribution of designated heritage assets

9. English Heritage’s expenditure on grants, and on the provision of advice connected with the statutory
planning process, largely reflects the location of listed buildings, scheduled monuments and other
“designated” assets. In the East Midlands in 2008–09, grants ranged from a total of £560,252 for Elvaston
Castle, Derbyshire, to numerous allocations each of less than £5,000 for management agreements for field
monuments.

10. The proportion of each type of asset in the region is as follows:

%

Listed buildings (Grade 1, II* and II) 7.9
Scheduled monuments 7.7
Registered parks and gardens 8.5
Registered battlefields 11.6
Registered wrecks 0
Conservation areas (estimate) 12.1

11. Among listed buildings outside London, only Grade I and II* listed buildings are eligible for grants.
Because Grade II buildings are eligible in London, the region has only 6.0% of listed buildings eligible for
English Heritage grants.

12. Further factors determining the distribution of grant funding include the following:

— Heritage significance: Not all applications for repairs to eligible buildings can be funded. One of
the criteria for the prioritisation of funding is therefore the significance (for instance, historic or
artistic) of the asset

— Need for repair: English Heritage also seeks to prioritise the cases in most urgent need of repair

— Capacity and ambition: By their nature grants schemes require potential applicants to have
suYcient capacity to submit applications. English Heritage has two mechanisms for overcoming
the inherent risk of under-represented groups and communities failing to capture their fair share
of funding. In some cases English Heritage will invite applications for grant aid. Furthermore each
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region manages a Capacity Building Fund to enable voluntary and community organisations to
develop their ability to take on grant-aided projects. For instance Heritage Trust of Lincolnshire
has been awarded £52,423 over the two financial years to engage communities in protecting their
“heritage at risk”.

Conclusions

13. Expenditure of 8% and 9% of regional grant aid this year and last year is broadly consistent with the
region’s endowment of 6% of grant-eligible listed buildings, 8% of scheduled monuments and 12% of
conservation areas.

14. English Heritage’s Regional Capacity Building Fund can be used to maximise the share of English
Heritage funds captured by the region, but this analysis suggests that the scope for such an increase in
limited.

15. If operational costs are included, the region is allocated 4% and 6% of total regional expenditure in
2009–10 and 2008–09 respectively. This lower proportion reflects English Heritage’s more modest property
portfolio in the region, and the provision to the region of some joint services from English Heritage’s oYce
in the East of England.

2008–09 ACTUAL EXPENDITURE

All regionally
Expenditure in Total designated
East Midlands expenditure expenditure

£ £ % in EM £ % in EM

Grants 1,829,246 23,707,904 7.7 20,200,993 9.0
Total expenditure 5,333,483 182,332,781 2.9 95,385,370 5.6

2009–10 BUDGETED EXPENDITURE

All regionally
Expenditure in Total designated
East Midlands expenditure expenditure

£ £ % in EM £ % in EM

Grants 1,545,000 24,470,537 6.3 18,994,000 8.1
Total expenditure 3,918,825 179,849,774 2.2 91,690,693 4.3

“Total expenditure” includes grants, operational and running costs, sales and promotions and payroll.

5 October 2009

Memorandum submitted by the Heritage Lottery Fund (EM2-03)

1. The Heritage Lottery Fund (HLF) is the largest dedicated funder of the UK’s heritage, with
£180 million a year to invest in new projects. HLF has committed over £4.3 billion to more than
28,800 heritage projects across the UK since 1995.

2. HLF’s view of heritage is broad, progressive and inclusive. Understanding, valuing and sharing diverse
histories changes lives, brings people together and provides the foundation of a confident, modern society.

3. The Fund’s focus is on conserving, sustaining and sharing heritage. Through its grant making it
aims to:

— help people to learn about their own and other people’s heritage;

— conserve the UK’s diverse heritage for present and future generations to experience and enjoy; and

— help more people, and a wider range of people, to take an active part in and make decisions about
their heritage.

Summary of Evidence

4. Heritage Lottery Fund has made grants worth around £227 million to projects in the East Midlands
over the fifteen years from April 1994 to March 2009. In 2008–2009, HLF awarded £11,458,977 to the region.

5. HLF projects have helped produced tangible benefits to tourism, local economies and regeneration
and have allowed a more diverse range of people in the East Midlands to experience their heritage.
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For example, the HLF Trustees awarded a grant of £5,953,000 in 2005 towards total project cost of
£20 million for the conservation and conversion of the Grade II* listed former Devonshire Royal Hospital
at Buxton into a University Campus with public access. The building had lain vacant since 2000 and was
on English Heritage’s Register of Buildings at risk.

The building is now used by the University of Derby as a centre of excellence for training in tourism and
hospitality. It contains a library and learning centre and is open on at least six days a week to the general
public as well as students attending the University. The dome area is the natural focus for student and visitor
activity and now contains a café as well as interpretation explaining the history and architectural significance
of the site.

The completion of this project has already had a significant impact on the economic regeneration of
Buxton. It has also inspired Derby College to take on and carry out a similar conservation-led regeneration
project at the Grade II* listed Derby Roundhouse, former home of the Midland Railway Company. An
HLF award of £3.5 million, together with other partners, ensured the sensitive repair and restoration of these
buildings, that are now used by 16,500 students for courses such as engineering, to link well with the city’s
railway heritage. Over 30,000 public visitors are also expected to enjoy the building and its polygonal form,
which represented cutting edge railway architecture when first opened in 1839.

How HLF Awards Grants

6. The Heritage Lottery Fund has mixed streams of funding. All funds are demand-led and are
competitively decided, some by our Board in response to applications received, whilst other funds are
allocated to regions on a per capita basis with decisions made by regional committees.

7. The Board of the Heritage Lottery Fund makes decisions on applications over £1 million (£58 million
budget annually) and on the UK-wide targeted programmes, Townscape Heritage Initiative (£10 million),
Parks for People (£20 million), Repair Grants for Places of Worship (£18 million) and Landscape
Partnerships (£10 million).

8. Projects with budgets up to £1 million under three main programmes (Heritage Grants, Your Heritage,
Young Roots) are allocated on a per capita basis and decision making is delegated to 12 regional and country
committees made up of local people recruited through open advertisement. They are supported by teams
based in the nine English regions (including the East Midlands), Scotland, Wales and Northern Ireland.

9. The 12 teams work with local communities and organisations to support applications and to assess
them once submitted. The country and regional oYces oversee the processing of applications in their
particular area. They are also responsible for outreach and other activities in their country or region, and
the heads of region or country take delegated decisions on small grants up to £50,000.

10. For 2009–10, the East Midlands team is responsible for a budget of £4.5 million. This includes
£1.3 million for small grants (Your Heritage and Young Roots) and £3.2 million for Heritage Grants, which
are grants of more than £50,000.

11. All decisions made by The Heritage Lottery Fund, at every level, are independent of political influence
and are based entirely on the quality of the application and the available budget.

HLF Funding to the East Midlands

12. Within the East Midlands region, HLF has granted 2,887 awards to 2,503 projects worth a total of
£226,864,321. Of these, 294 were awarded to targeted programme projects (for parks, townscapes,
landscapes, and places of worship) amounting to £60,941,619. More detailed breakdowns are provided in
Appendix 1.

13. Of the applications submitted, 65.62% were successful. This is close to the national average success
rate of 66.83%.

14. HLF has awarded £54.36 per capita in the East Midlands. The national average spend per head is
£74.78 per person, although two areas (the East of England and South East England) have both received
less funding per capita than the East Midlands.

15. The HLF Board’s decisions about individual applications are made entirely independently and on the
basis of UK wide competition. The distribution of this funding is dependent on the quality of applications
received and is not equally spread across the UK, although the geographical pattern of past funding is one
of the matters that may be taken into account in decision-making.

16. As the success rate of East Midlands projects is approximately the same as the national average, the
region’s below average funding seems to be due to a shortage of quality applications, particularly from the
three cities of Derby, Leicester and Nottingham. This could be considered to demonstrate a lack of ambition
and recognition of the importance of heritage assets, both in themselves and as tourism and economic
generators.

17. HLF funding has attracted over a further £104.5 million in partnership funding in the East
Midlands region.
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Development Areas

18. HLF Development areas were introduced in our second Strategic Plan, 2002–07, which included an
aim to bring about a more equitable spread of our grants across the UK. HLF identified local authority
areas within the region that had been less successful in attracting HLF funding.

19. Our small East Midlands Development team, comprising two staV members based in our
Nottingham oYce, was set up to work with local community groups and organisations to promote our
funding schemes and help develop project proposals.

This development work successfully increased applicant capacity and enabled increased HLF funding to
be achieved in the former development areas of Corby, Leicester, Chesterfield, West Lindsey and Bolsover.

20. This development work was so successful that HLF has prioritised three diVerent areas in its latest
Strategic Plan 2008–13. These three areas were chosen to meet specific themes: deprived former coalfield
communities [Ashfield]; a rural area that suVered from rural deprivation and had not secured much HLF
funding previously [South Holland], and a deprived area that falls within the Milton Keynes/South
Midlands Growth Area [Wellingborough].

Our Development team is now working with groups in these areas to develop high quality heritage
projects. Three Regional Committee members have also agreed to act as champions for these areas and are
helping to advocate heritage funding with the areas’ respective decision-makers at a strategic level.

21. Appendix 2 notes the other UK Development areas.

Examples of HLF Funding in the East Midlands

22. Our funding seeks to conserve the UK’s diverse heritage for present and future generations to
experience and enjoy, help more people, and a wider range of people, to take an active part in and make
decisions about their heritage and help people to learn about their own and other people’s heritage.

23. Our projects have produced tangible benefits in a range of areas and we have regenerated and
revitalised cities, villages and landscapes in the East Midlands and beyond. Examples include:

British Waterways was awarded £1,782,000 in 2004 for the Foxton Locks project. This enabled them to
improve access to eight hectares of built and natural heritage, develop interpretation, partially restore the
rare “inclined plane” infrastructure to conserve it for the future and improve the appearance of the site’s
industrial heritage. The finished project was formally opened in the summer last year. The development has
already led to an increase in visitor numbers and supported increased tourism for the district, whilst ensuring
the needs of the local people are taken into account.

24. Since Grade II* listed Buxton Opera House underwent repairs and refurbishment in 1999, with help
from a £600,000 HLF grant, an extra 50,000 performance tickets have been selling each year. A wider range
of events are being staged that appeal to more diverse audiences. The number of permanent staV has risen
from 35 to 45. The increased popularity of the site is also benefiting local businesses. The site is attracting
visitors from outside Buxton, on day trips and overnight stays. Their extra spend in the town is estimated to
support 20 local jobs—a third more than before the refurbishment project. Taking into account all economic
impacts of the site, including procurement of goods and services as well as salary spend by opera house staV,
Buxton Opera House is now estimated to be supporting 70 local jobs.
The Opera House is an asset that is highly valued by the local community. A random face-to-face survey of
local residents and workers has found that 90% agree the site helps to make Buxton a good place to live and
99% say it makes the town more attractive. 90% agree the HLF funded work has improved the appearance
of the building and half say it has actually enhanced their quality of life.

25. New Walk, Leicester, an 18th century promenade that connects the city centre with the former race
course site, now a park, has been regenerated with HLF funds. The tree-lined pedestrianised avenue has
regained a sense of unity and much of its historic character after decades of neglect and insensitive
alterations—street furniture has been replaced, extensive replanting has been carried out and the surface of
the full 1 km walk has been renewed. A random survey of local residents and workers has found that 28%
now use the walk more frequently than before the work, 59% say it feels safer and 62% say it is important
for making Leicester “special.”

26. In 2004, the Northampton Theatres Trust applied for a grant worth £2,233,000 to restore
Northampton’s Grade II Listed Royal Theatre to its original (1889) design intent and to introduce
contemporary methods of conservation to ensure the continuing conservation of the historic fabric.
Following the redevelopment, the theatre now has two auditoria, a creativity centre that’s home to the Youth
Theatre and a wide range of workshops and projects for the local community. Every year more than
350,000 now visit the Royal & Derngate theatres in Northampton.

27. The Peak District National Parks Authority received £3,136,000 in 2000 to restore and conserve
moorland. As a result of this funding, visitors will be able to enjoy and discover the beautiful moorland that
has been conserved in a sympathetic and sustainable manner, saved for future generations to enjoy. Based
on the success of the HLF project, the Parks Authority and the other Moors for the Future partners have
this year received a further 6m Euro European Union LIFE grant award for what will be one of the biggest
moorland restoration projects in Europe.
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28. A smaller grant of £50,000 was awarded to the Tennyson Research Centre in 2008 for a major
exhibition called “Tennyson Transformed: Tennyson and visual culture 1840–1914”. This fund helped to
conserve and exhibit the significant material from the Tennyson Research Centre, Lincoln, alongside loans
from national institutions in order to develop knowledge of Tennyson. The exhibition formed the major
ingredient in a series of events in Lincolnshire to celebrate the bi-centenary of Tennyson’s birth. The grant
was spent on conservation, marketing and education to promote knowledge and understanding of
Tennyson, his association with the County and the archive in Lincoln.

29. HLF awarded a grant of £21,000 to a Young Roots project called My Highfields, Your Highfields, in
2003. This project involved 100 young people, aged between 13 and15, many of whom were young refugees
or from BME communities. The project set out to explore the heritage of the Highfields area of Leicester,
particularly the migration routes of families who settled there from overseas and the traditions and customs
that they brought with them. The project provided creative and enjoyable experiences that enabled young
participants to see the relevance of heritage to their lives and the final exhibition and other materials
contributed to a wider appreciation and understanding of the area’s cultural diversity.

30. Over £4 million of HLF funds has been invested in restoring Creswell Model Village through a
Townscape Heritage Initiative scheme. HLF’s THI programme funds the regeneration of Conservation
Areas of towns and cities that have particularly suVered from social and economic problems. Creswell Model
Village was built between 1896 and 1900 as a pioneering example of quality housing for miners. Since the
closure of the colliery in 1991, the village suVered from a lack of investment and many of the houses became
uninhabitable and boarded up. The scheme drew in £9 million of additional public and private investment
on top of the HLF award and enabled 285 run down and derelict buildings to be restored, as well as the
central village green.

The local community has been heavily involved in the regeneration, both in decision-making and as a large
part of the labour force, and the village has been physically transformed. Overall, the scheme has led to a
25% improvement in how residents rate Creswell as a place to live and the proportion who say they feel safe
on their streets has risen by the same amount. 70% of residents in the follow-up survey believed Creswell
would continue to improve in the coming years and their optimism is proving well founded. The village green
was awarded a coveted Green Flag in 2009—an acknowledgement that it is now among the best green spaces
in the country for meeting community needs.

Promoting links between the village and nearby Creswell Crags limestone gorge was one of the aims of
the THI and this objective became even more relevant when, in 2003, the earliest known cave art in the UK
was discovered at the site and it became of major press and international archaeological interest. Substantial
investment is now being made to develop the tourist potential of the Crags, including a £7 million project
to replace the existing museum with assistance of a £4.2 million grant from HLF.

The funding to the Model Village and the newly opened Creswell Crags Museum has made a
demonstrable diVerence to the quality of life of local residents of this formerly very run-down community.

31. Sconce and Devon Park in Newark received a grant worth £1,130,000 in 2008. This enabled Newark
and Sherwood District Council to fund works to enhance the appearance and accessibility of the park;
encourage and involve more users; provide educational, training, volunteering, employment opportunities
and conserve and improve an internationally important heritage feature—the Queen’s Sconce, a large Civil
War earthwork. This was our second Parks project in Newark; the first was at Newark Castle Gardens which
will be hosting the 2009 national Postcards in the Park exhibition in December on its sole stop outside
London.

32. The Grade II* listed Adams Building is situated in the Lace Market area of Nottingham. It suVered
from the decline of the textile industry, and, by the 1990s, faced the risk of demolition. A £15million
redevelopment project, to which HLF contributed £7.75 million, has enabled the building to find a new use
as the campus of New College Nottingham, providing a wide range of education and training opportunities
for both young people and adults. This has supported growth of the College, and increased footfall in the
Lace Market area.

This has encouraged an increasing number of bars and retail outlets to open to cater for this new market.
The renovation—as well as a previous HLF funded project to restore the neighbouring Shire Hall—has
acted as a catalyst for further regeneration of the Lace Market area, raising its profile and helping to build
confidence amongst private sector developers. All nearby derelict buildings have since been turned into flats
and there has been some new build on derelict sites, with a focus on mixed-use development. The project
has therefore been cited by many as the starting point for the urban renewal of the wider Lace Market.

HLF would be willing to expand on any of these points if that would be useful.

2 October 2009
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Appendices:

APPENDIX 1

BREAKDOWN OF HLF AWARDS BY FINANCIAL YEAR,
HERITAGE SECTOR AND GRANT PROGRAMME

Table 1:

AWARDS BY DECISION FINANCIAL YEAR (1 APRIL 1994—31 MARCH 2009)

Number of Value of East East
projects Awards in Midlands Midlands East

funded in East HLF Total awards as per capita Midlands
East Midlands Value of % of HLF all awards partnership

Financial Year Midlands (£) Awards (£) Total awards (£) funding (£)

1994–95 1 32,300 24,640,222 0.13% 0.01 30,700
1995–96 12 7,237,975 197,528,204 3.66% 1.73 1,083,973
1996–97 34 13,902,731 475,179,754 2.93% 3.33 15,264,353
1997–98 60 12,229,590 346,383,524 3.53% 2.93 2,950,493
1998–99 69 15,608,827 347,729,046 4.49% 3.74 6,382,256
1999–00 289 6,909,577 281,122,789 2.46% 1.66 5,604,328
2000–01 215 14,551,785 338,776,889 4.30% 3.49 2,415,157
2001–02 169 32,063,130 306,376,778 10.47% 7.68 –10,130,695
2002–03 176 27,758,202 330,523,647 8.40% 6.65 12,492,268
2003–04 203 20,122,218 315,552,714 6.38% 4.82 1,115,460
2004–05 290 18,587,903 362,751,279 5.12% 4.46 9,524,944
2005–06 435 10,688,890 317,811,846 3.36% 2.56 8,619,139
2006–07 256 20,361,322 314,365,226 6.48% 4.88 32,553,043
2007–08 176 15,350,894 276,696,170 5.55% 3.68 7,732,437
2008–09 118 11,458,977 160,789,854 7.13% 2.75 8,926,380
Total 2,503 226,864,321 4,396,227,942 5.16% 54.38 104,564,235

Table 2

AWARDS BY GRANT PROGRAMME (1 APRIL 1994—31 MARCH 2009)

Grant Programme value (£) number of projects funded

Awards for All, Home Front Recall, Microgrants 4,627,260 1,393
Collecting Cultures 330,000 2
Conservation Area Partnership Scheme 3,129,543 20
Heritage Grants 146,712,126 264
Joint Places of Worship 1,549,045 28
Landscape Partnership 1,768,000 1
Local Heritage Initiative 3,149,215 207

Major Museums Archives & Libraries Programme
Millennium Festival Community Award 801,922 23
Museums & Galleries Access Fund 166,010 3
Project Planning Grants 1,129,800 35
Public Parks Initiative, Parks for People 33,583,429 42
Repair Grants for Places of Worship 7,071,427 185
Townscape Heritage Initiative 13,510,175 16
Young Roots 1,581,629 76
Your Heritage 7,754,741 208
Total 226,864,321 2,503

Data for Awards for All, Home Front Recall, Microgrants and Parks for People programmes includes
contribution from other lottery distributors.
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Table 3

AWARDS BY HERITAGE SECTOR* (1 APRIL 1994—31 MARCH 2009)

Heritage Sector* value (£) number of projects funded

(No heritage area) 95,300
Historic buildings and monuments 100,188,287 427
Industrial maritime and transport 14,513,856 42
Intangible heritage** 14,490,690 1,724
Land and biodiversity*** 60,421,728 151
Museums libraries archives and collections 37,154,460 159
Total 226,864,321 2,503

* Classification takes into account the fact that some projects are multi-sectoral. eg a railway museum
project could be classified as both Industrial Maritime & Transport, and as a Museum, If this is the case,
the figures are split evenly over the number of heritage sectors; eg if two heritage sectors are identified for
the same project, the award value is split 50:50; if three heritage sectors are chosen the award value is divided
by three.

** For example, oral history, language heritage and cultural traditions

*** Land and Biodiversity: includes Parks

APPENDIX 2

HLF DEVELOPMENT AREAS ACROSS THE UK

Country or region Local authority priority area for development work

East Midlands Ashfield
South Holland
Wellingborough

East of England Basildon
Castle Point
Fenland
Luton
Peterborough
Southend
Thurrock

London Havering
Enfield
Sutton
Bexley
Ealing

North East Blyth
Wansbeck
Stockton-on-Tees
Redcar & Cleveland
Darlington

North West Salford
Burnley
Wigan

Northern Ireland Castlereagh
Newtonabbey
Omagh
Strabane

Scotland Renfrewshire
South Lanarkshire
Falkirk
Inverclyde

South East Gravesham
Havant
Milton Keynes
Worthing

South West Caradon
Gloucester
Plymouth
West Wiltshire
Swindon
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Country or region Local authority priority area for development work

Wales Blaenau Gwent
Caerphilly
Merthyr Tydfil
Torfaen

West Midlands Tamworth
East StaVordshire
Walsall
Birmingham
Nuneaton and Bedworth

Yorks & Humber Barnsley
Bradford
Craven
Doncaster
Hambleton
Kirklees
Richmond

2 October 2009

Memorandum submitted by the East Midlands Police Authorities (EM02-04)

About the East Midlands Police Authorities

The East Midlands has been identified as an area, which faces high risk in terms of counter terrorism,
major crime, serious and organised crime, critical incidents (eg firearms), civil contingencies, strategic roads
policing and public order. Unfortunately, funding for the East Midlands Region does not reflect this level
of risk.

The five police authorities in the East Midlands Leicestershire, Lincolnshire, Derbyshire,
Nottinghamshire and Northamptonshire have established the East Midlands Police Authorities Joint
Committee, which provides a focus for joint working to enhance eVective policing across the region.

Successful collaboration to date includes:

— Establishing the East Midlands Special Operations Unit which is now the main resource for dealing
with serious and organised crime across the region. This Unit is also seen as a national model for
such work.

— Setting up the East Midlands Counter Terrorism Intelligence Unit.

— Regional collaboration on procurement.

— Introducing regional crime training.

— Mobile data, where we are making over 4,500 mobile data devices available to police oYcers and
front line staV.

All of the five East Midlands Police Forces are disadvantaged by the operation of current funding
arrangements. They are concerned that the financial situation will impact on further collaborative work and
the delivery of eVective policing across the region.

Summary

— The East Midlands is not a well funded region. Our region receives the 4th lowest level of
Government funding for policing out of the 9 English regions.

— A full implementation of the Police Grant funding formula would deliver £19 million for policing
in the East Midlands.

— The tax-base for East Midlands’ forces is much lower than for other shire forces as shown by the
tax-base per head of population.

— The East Midlands receives less support than other regions from specific Home OYce grants such
as the Neighbourhood Policing Grant and the Crime Fighting Fund.

— The East Midlands is the fastest growing region in the UK. Funding formula changes are slow to
reflect population growth meaning funding hasn’t kept pace with demand caused by a rising
population.

— The East Midlands has the third highest level of crime per 1,000 population of the nine government
regions but has the fourth lowest spending per head across the nine government regions.

— East Midlands Authorities ask that the Funding Formula is now implemented in full.
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— Rather than a full and time consuming reform of the funding formula, swift action is needed to
ensure that funding keeps pace with population changes and future investment needs.

— The East Midlands Special Operations Unit is an example of eVective regional collaboration and
identified nationally as a template for other regions. The success of the unit has been underpinned
by Home OYce funding committed until 2010–11. The withdrawal of funding risks the future of
collaborative working in this area.

1. The Current Funding situation

1.1 The East Midlands is not a well funded region

The East Midlands receives the 4th lowest level of general Government funding for the Police and the 4th
lowest level of grant funding per head across the 9 UK Government regions:

— Lincolnshire Police Authority receives the lowest level of grant per head of any force nationally.

1.2 The East Midlands is subsidising other regions

The Government decision to phase in the new funding formula means that each year forces in the East
Midlands Region subsidise taxpayers in other regions. On average, each East Midlands resident loses out
on £4.31 of police funding. This totals some £19 million annually across our region. This is the second biggest
regional loss of grant nationally:

— Nottinghamshire & Derbyshire suVer the 4th and 5th biggest loss of grant nationally.



Processed: 24-03-2010 17:56:06 Page Layout: COENEW [E] PPSysB Job: 002221 Unit: PAG4

Ev 68 East Midlands Regional Committee: Evidence

1.3 The East Midlands receives the lowest level of specific grants

The Government provides these specific grants in addition to the general grant to promote new
government initiatives eg Neighbourhood Policing. The general grant formula is not used to distribute this
grant. Instead diVerent criteria or indeed a bidding process will be used to distribute these grants.

Grants for specific policing activity includes:

The Crime Fighting Fund: which was introduced in 2000 to fund additional police oYcers. The East
Midlands receives the 4th lowest funding per head of population. This translates into fewer additional
police oYcers:

— Lincolnshire has the lowest level of funding nationally per head of population from this fund.
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The Neighbourhood Policing Fund: was introduced in 2004 to fund additional Police Community Support
oYcers to enhance community policing and focus on anti-social behaviour. These oYcers play an important
role in helping forces build confidence in local communities. The East Midlands has the 2nd lowest level of
funding per head of population from the Neighbourhood Policing Fund. This translates into fewer
additional police community support oYcers to tackle anti-social behaviour:

— Derbyshire has the lowest level of funding per head of population nationally from this fund.

Capital Grants: fund major building projects and maintain authorites’ property estates. These grants also
help forces to invest in new buildings and technology to generate savings for the future. These grants have
failed to keep pace with inflation. The East Midlands receives the 3rd lowest level of capital grant per head
of population nationally. This impacts on the ability of the East Midlands to invest in essential infrastructure
and to generate eYciency savings.
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1.4 The Council Tax Yield for the East Midlands is low

The tax-base for East Midlands’ forces is much lower than for shire forces in other Government regions.
The East Midlands has a greater proportion of properties in the lower council tax bands (A, B & C) than
most other regions. This can be measured by the tax-base per head of population.

EVectively this means that East Midlands’ forces are in a worse position than most other regions to
generate council tax income at a time when government grants are more and more restricted. Put simply an
extra pound on the council tax bill for each household in the East Midlands will raise much less than a pound
on the council tax bill for each household in the South East or South West or indeed the West Midlands.

— Nottinghamshire has one of the lowest council tax yields of any shire force nationally.

— Leicestershire, Derbyshire & Lincolnshire are also in the bottom quartile for council tax yields in
shire forces.
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1.5 The East Midlands has less to spend on Policing than most other Government Regions

Relatively low government grants coupled with lower than average council tax income means that overall
funding for policing across the East Midlands is low. The East Midlands has the fourth lowest available
spending per head across the 9 government regions:

— Lincolnshire has the lowest spending per head of any force nationally.

— In the last five years Northamptonshire, Leicestershire, Lincolnshire and Derbyshire have all been
subject to Government imposed capping limits.

1.6 Population Growth presents another funding challenge

The East Midlands is the fastest growing region nationally. The regional population is estimated to grow
by 11% by 2016. This growth in population is 33% faster than the national average. The East Midlands has
already had the second fastest population growth between 2001–07. This places even greater pressure on
policing services in the region, particularly as this population growth is slow to feed into increases in
grant funding.

— A study by the University of SheYeld in 2008 showed Northamptonshire and Lincolnshire had the
second and third highest population change between 1981 and 2006 of anywhere in the country.



Processed: 24-03-2010 17:56:06 Page Layout: COENEW [E] PPSysB Job: 002221 Unit: PAG4

Ev 72 East Midlands Regional Committee: Evidence

1.7 Regional Funding Gap

Police Authorities across the region estimate that they will face a funding gap of some £17 million in total
next year, just to maintain the level of service they provide currently. Many forces plan to use reserves to
help close a significant share of this funding gap. This is at best a short term strategy as these reserves will
soon run out.

2. The Policing Risk in the Region

2.1 The region faces a higher level of policing risk

Most forces across the East Midlands face average or indeed above average policing risk. While crime
levels in the East Midlands have fallen substantially over recent years, the region still faces substantial
policing risks compared to most other regions.

The simplest measure of policing risk is the level of crime per 1,000 population. The East Midlands has
the fourth highest level of crime per 1,000 population of the nine government regions.

— The HMIC study on Force’s capability to deal with Serious and Organised crime “Closing the Risk
Gap” identified the East Midlands as the most at risk region in the Country.

— HMIC Force Threat Ranking for Serious and Organsied crime, across 43 English & Welsh forces,
ranked two East Midlands forces in the top 50% of forces nationally—Nottinghamshire (16th) and
Derbyshire (19th).

— The same threat ranking showed the other three East Midlands forces still faced significant policing
risk—Leicestershire (24th), Northamptonshire (26th) and Lincolnshire (32nd).

More specifically,

— Counter Terrorism continues to place heavy demands on the East Midlands. A number of national
counter terrorism incidents have originated in the East Midlands. This means that our region is
heavily involved in key counter terrorism operations aimed at reducing the national counter
terrorism threat.

— Despite significant reductions, Nottinghamshire faces one of the highest levels of crime per
1.000 population.

2.2 Funding does not match Policing Risk
The above average policing risk faced by the East Midlands region is not matched by above average funding.
The East Midlands Region has the lowest level of grant nationally relative to the level of crime in the East
Midlands Region. Current it receives some £1,330 to deal with every crime committed in the East Midlands
Region, compared to the North East Region which receives some £800 more in grant to deal with every crime
in their region.
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2.3 The East Midlands has the lowest per-capita spending per crime

Based on current 2009–10 budgets and the latest 2008–09 annual crime figures, East Midlands forces
spend £1,950 for every crime in their region. This is the lowest level of spending nationally.

For comparison the Met has £3,127 to spend for every crime while forces in the North East Region have
£2,597 to spend for every crime in their region. Put another way North Eastern forces have nearly £650 extra
to spend on dealing with every crime committed in their region.

2.4 Funding shortfalls mean fewer police oYcers in the Region.

The low level of funding relative to crime levels means that the East Midlands has relatively fewer police
oYcer to tackle each crime committed in the East Midlands.

Forces across the region have 24.6 oYcers to deal with every 1,000 crimes committed in our region. This
is the lowest number of oYcers relative to crime numbers across the nine regions. In the North East region
forces have some 36.3 oYcers to deal with every 1,000 crimes committed in their region.
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3. Striking a Fairer Balance

3.1 The existing formula would deliver equitable funding if fully implemented

We believe that the existing Police Grant funding formula recognises the risks faced by the East Midlands
region and the relative needs of its five Police Forces. The formula has however not been fully implemented.
The use of damping arrangements over the past six years has protected funding for other regions, but means
that the East Midlands doesn’t receive funding to match its policing need. If the formula were implemented
entirely, it would deliver an extra £19 million of Government funding to police the East Midlands, which is
very close to the extra £22 million which the five East Midlands Police Authorities estimate they need to
spend an to address the immediate policing risks that they face.

East Midlands’ Police Authorities have worked together with their MPs to lobby for a fairer grant
settlement and the full implementation of the funding formula.

3.2 The Police Grant Funding Formula should be implemented in full

Police forces in the East Midlands are disappointed that the opportunity wasn’t taken to phase in the new
grant arrangements over the current three year funding settlement, which would enable forces who stood to
lose grant, time to plan for this.

It is frustrating that the Government has chosen to adopt this approach for most other classes of
authorities (education, fire and district authorities) but has not done this for the Police.

3.3 Police authorities are concerned that tighter funding settlements will make reform more diYcult in the
future

With far tighter funding settlements in the future, the East Midlands region is concerned that there will
be even less opportunity to redress the imbalance in funding between the East Midlands and other regions.
This doesn’t just create a greater risk across the East Midlands but also nationally. EVectively it means that
resources on a national level are not being targeted at those areas of greatest policing risk, which
undoubtedly will impact on national crime levels.

4. Future Formula Changes

4.1 The Current Funding Formula provides a reasonable assessment of policing need.

The Department for Communities & Local Government and the Home OYce have recently embarked on
yet another review of the funding formula. Police authorities realise that no funding formula can provide
the “perfect” distribution of resources. The current formula has been developed and refined over many years
to oVer a relatively objective grant distribution system and provides a good assessment of the needs faced
by all Police Authorities.

Changes to the fundamentals to the system will simply risk making funding disparities much worse.
Specific reforms to the current system would be much more eVective in ensuring funding equality.



Processed: 24-03-2010 17:56:06 Page Layout: COENEW [O] PPSysB Job: 002221 Unit: PAG4

East Midlands Regional Committee: Evidence Ev 75

4.2 Population Growth presents a challenge within the formula

The main flaw with the current funding formula is the way it deals with population and the time lags
inherent in the formula, which fail to recognise the pace of population growth. The emphasis on historic
capital spending to distribute capital resources rather than future investment need is also questionable.

4.3 Any changes to the formula would be ineVective unless fully implemented

Another revision of the funding formula is worthless if there is no commitment to ensure its
implementation. While damping arrangements remain in their current form, the funding formula has little
impact on the grant received by individual authorities.

4.4 Specific Policing Grants need to keep pace with inflation

Specific grants (eg Neighbourhood Policing Fund, Crime Fighting Fund) have failed to keep pace with
inflation. This means that the value of these grants continues to be eroded over time.

Similarly the Capital Grant that authorities receive has also failed to keep pace with inflation. This puts
in jeopardy the important new projects that the Government is seeking to encourage and equally makes it
harder for East Midlands Authorities to invest in projects that will generate longer term savings, for example
IT investment to link up systems and deliver eVective shared services across a number of authorities.

5. Investing to Save

5.1 Collaboration has provided more cost eVective Policing in the East Midlands

Current funding levels have already placed East Midlands forces under great pressure to deliver eYciency
savings and look at new and innovative ways to be more eYcient.

Police Authorities within the East Midlands are at the heart of collaboration with a Joint Committee and
Regional Collaboration Team established to look at ways that East Midlands forces can work together to
improve the service they provide and save money at the same time.

The East Midlands Special Operations Unit (EMSOU) is perhaps the best example of this. EMSOU
brings together specialist oYcers and police staV from across the region to tackle serious and organised crime
aVecting the whole region. The unit has already been identified nationally (by the Policing Minister OYce,
Cabinet OYce, HM Inspectorate of Constabulary) as an example of good practice. It is identified in the
Green Paper as a model for other regions to follow.

5.2 Maintaining Home oYce funding is important for the future of collaboration

Authorities and forces in the East Midlands have lobbied hard maintain Home OYce support for the unit
up until 2010–11. Clearly it is of real concern to forces in the region that this successful unit may be placed
in jeopardy with the withdrawal of government funding at a time when all five contributing forces are faced
with considerable budget pressures.

5.3 Collaboration often requires significant initial investment

Further collaboration will require some initial investment. The current level of capital funding means that
the East Midlands forces are not as well placed as many regions nationally to invest in these collaborative
opportunities and generate savings for the future.

Where the region is able to invest we do this to good eVect. The five East Midlands police forces submitted
a joint bid for government funding for mobile data. The region received 17% of the government funding
available and will deliver 46% of the national target number of mobile data devices.

6. Conclusion

6.1 Under-funding is harming policing in the East Midlands

The East Midlands is not a well funded region and funding doesn’t match the policing risk. The East
Midlands region has the fourth lowest level of funding to deal with the 3rd highest level of crime per
thousand population nationally. This funding impacts directs on the oYcer resources and indeed other
resources that forces across the East Midlands have to deal with crimes in their area.

6.2 The most eVective way to deal with the funding inequality faced by the region is through the full
imprementation of the Police Grant funding formula.

It has taken too long to implement the Funding Formula in full, despite the finding of the Flanagan
Review. East Midlands Authorities have few major concerns with the formula, apart from the way it deals
with population growth. They re-iterate their position that the funding formula is implemented in full.

2 October 2009
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Memorandum submitted by Sport England (EM02-05)

1. Who is Sport England?

1.1 Sport England is a Non-Departmental Public Body (NDPB) sponsored by the Department for
Culture Media and Sport (DCMS), charged with creating a world-leading community sport system. Our
aim is to grow and sustain levels of adult sporting participation and to nurture those with talent to achieve
their potential.

1.2 Our remit covers all sport except in-curriculum school sport and elite level sport.

1.3 To achieve our ambition we have set out the following targets:

— One million people doing more sport by 2012–13.

— A major contribution to the five hour oVer to children and young people (eg school club links;
Sport Unlimited).

— Reduce “drop off” in participation between the ages of 16 and 18 in nine sports.

— Increase participants’ satisfaction with their sporting experience.

— Improve talent development systems in at least 25 sports.

1.4 We receive approximately £250 million per annum—Exchequer (£135 million) and Lottery
(£160 million)—to achieve our outcomes for sport.

2. Historical investment in sport in the East Midlands

Sport England has a long history of investment in the East Midlands. In 2008 we published a new strategy
for the period 2008–11, which built upon our previous strategy period from 2004–08. Both overlapped two
Comprehensive Spending Reviews periods (2004–07 and 2008–11). The points overleaf reflect this.

Exchequer

2.1 Between 2004 and 2008 DCMS allocated over £366 million Exchequer funding to Sport England to
invest in community sport and specific local sporting interventions. The majority was distributed to national
projects aVecting all areas of England. For example, the National Sports Foundation invested in the FA
Skills intervention, which helps young people develop their football skills and was delivered in all regions
of the country. Step into Sport is another national programme which is delivered in all regions, and helps
young people get involved in volunteering in sport.

2.2 Of the projects that were delivered in the East Midlands £17.4 million was allocated to 146 projects.
An example of this is an award of £400,000 towards a six—court badminton facility at Etwall Leisure Centre
in Derbyshire.

Lottery

2.3 In the period 2004–08, £630 million lottery funding was available to Sport England to distribute to
projects across England.

2.4 Of this figure £39.5 million was invested into projects specifically based in the East Midlands in
accordance with “Change for Sport”, the regional plan for sport in the East Midlands 2004–08, which drew
priorities from the national plan a “Framework for Sport in England”.

2.5 As with Exchequer funding, the region benefited from funding via national awards such as
£330,000 for a gymnastics analysis centre at Loughborough University. £750,000 was also awarded to
Loughborough SportPark via the regional lottery allocation. This funding was matched by a national
allocation—the National Investment Fund—making the organisation’s contribution £1.5 million.

2.6 Every county across the East Midlands has benefited from our lottery funding and a complete
breakdown of lottery distribution since 1994 is attached.

2.7 Major capital investments since the start of the Lottery in 1994 include:

2.7.1 Grantham Meres Leisure Centre, Grantham, Lincolnshire received £3,092,300 of the total project
cost of £8,646,500.

2.7.2 The National Ice Arena, Nottingham received £22,496,601 of the total project cost of £36,861,039

2.7.3 The RadcliVe Road Stand, Trent Bridge, Nottinghamshire received £5,250,000 of the total project
cost of £9,084,000.00

2.7.4 The Gateway Centre, Derby received £1,508,775 of the total project cost of £4,131,225

2.7.5 The Athletics High Performance Centre, Loughborough University, Leicestershire received
£5,695,250 of the total project cost of £5,760,493

2.7.6 The 50m swimming pool, Loughborough University, Leicestershire received £6,092,662 of the total
project cost of £7,092,662
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2.7.7 The Benham Arena, Northamptonshire Association of Youth Clubs received £825,396 of the total
project cost of £1,261,935

2.8 Finally, Sport England has invested over £5 million since 2004 into the operating costs of Holme
Pierrepont in Nottingham. In addition to the running costs, we have invested in various upgrades to the
facilities, the latest of which was £900,000 in 2008–09 to renovate the water park.

3. Sport England’s Funding Strategy 2008–11

3.1 In June 2008, Sport England published a new strategy with a mission to create a world-leading
community sport system. To achieve this we have focused our eVort on delivering specific outcomes, and
directed our investment in strategic partnerships to best deliver these outcomes.

3.2 As part of our strategy, we commissioned 46 national governing bodies of sport (NGBs) to invest
£480 million Lottery (70%) and Exchequer (30%) over a four-year period (2009–13) to increase and sustain
participation, and encourage those with talent to reach their potential. As a return on investment the NGBs
are required to deliver an absolute increase in participation in their sport through attracting new and
retaining existing participants. For example, cycling received £23 million to deliver 125,000 additional
participants to the sport and swimming received £20 million to deliver 270,000 more people.

3.3 We have also invested £10 million Exchequer funding into National Partners (such as the Women’s
Sport and Fitness Foundation) to support the NGBs to eVectively target women, black and ethnic minority
groups, disabled athletes and low socio-economic groups.

3.4 Each County Sport Partnership has received £200,000 lottery funding to lever more funding into
sport, connect NGBs with local authority initiatives and develop more eVective coaches and clubs to support
the sporting infrastructure. This benefits five county areas in the East Midlands directly.

3.5 Sport England is also investing in every community through our various initiatives to get more
children and young people staying involved in sport beyond age 18, as part of the Government’s five-hour
oVer. Approximately £13 million (Exchequer funding) per annum over three years is being invested
nationally, of this £3.8 million is being invested into the East Midlands.

3.6 The Sustainable Facilities Fund has allocated £10 million (£6 million Lottery and £4 million
Exchequer) to capital projects across England. In the first funding round 11 projects have been awarded
funding. One project in the East Midlands has been successful.

3.7 This year we are making £20 million lottery funding available through our Themed Rounds, which
aim both to address barriers and create new opportunities for participation in sport in under represented
communities or where there are particular needs. The Rural Communities Fund, (£10 million lottery
funding) is the first of the Themed Rounds and was launched in June 2009. A proportionate number of
applications from the East Midlands have progressed through to stage two evaluation. Final award
decisions will be announced in February 2010.

3.8 Current figures available for the first quarter of the year—April 2009 to June 2009—show that
173 projects have been awarded funding from our Small Grants programme (up to £10,000) from a pot of
£5 million per annum. Of these, 47 are projects in the East Midlands.

3.9 Sportsmatch, which distributes £3 million Exchequer funding per annum, has awarded six grants in
the East Midlands from a total of 44.

3.10 We have also recently opened our Innovation Fund, which invests in projects which can change the
patterns of people’s participation habits and £5 million lottery funding is available to projects across the
country.

3.11 Finally, Sport England administers and advises on the funding allocation of the capital element of
the Government’s free swimming initiative, which provides local authorities registered with the scheme with
the opportunity to upgrade their swimming pools. We have advised the Department of Children, Schools
and Families in the administration of £14 million for capital upgrades to swimming pools used for
educational purposes, of which £3.1 million was spent in the East Midlands. We also responsible for
administering an investment of £10 million into public pools, of which £2.4 million was allocated to the East
Midlands.

4. The Process of Allocating Funding

4.1 Our new strategy uses a market driven approach to understand what types of sport people want to
take part in and what keeps them motivated to stay involved, so that investment is targeted to achieve the
greatest impact. Investment is awarded following a competitive process and there is no target or guaranteed
level of funding.

4.2 All applications are considered against other applications from across the country, and the success of
an application depends upon its quality and how eVectively it can help us achieve our outcomes. The process
is extremely competitive and strict, so only the best applications receive funding.

4.3 We use regular and rigorous measurement to understand what is working, how we can extend eVective
projects and where we can add value.
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4.4 DCMS policy directions to the lottery distributing bodies include the desirability of ensuring all areas
of England have access to the money distributed. In response, Sport England has done much to build
capacity in areas which have tended to lack the expertise to submit successful applications. The role of the
County Sport Partnerships is instrumental to achieving success in this area.

5. Conclusion

5.1 Sport England is not simply about awarding grants; we work with the private sector and local
authorities to lever additional funding into grassroots sport, as well as providing expert advice through our
centres of excellence. We have just agreed a commercial with Facebook worth £20 million over four years.
This investment will help 20 universities enable their sports clubs to reach out to a wider audience.
Universities in the East Midlands involved in the scheme include Nottingham Trent University and
Loughborough University.

5.2 While the majority of investment benefits a particular area, some national investment has a much
wider geographical benefit. These types of grants are not recorded against a particular district or region, even
though all regions benefit. An example of this is funding allocated to NGBs who run programmes which are
delivered nationally, and benefit all regions. Sport England does not hold records of this type of grant award.

5.3 It is worth noting that investment in sport in the East Midlands has had an impact on participation.
The Active People Survey which measures sports participation amongst adults, showed that in 2008–09 that
16.7% of people (603,000) in the East Midlands take part in 30 minutes moderate intensity sport activity
three times per week. This compares with a national average of 16.52%, demonstrating that the investment
in the East Midlands has had an impact on levels of participation.

5.4 The ability of Local Authorities and County Sports Partnerships in the East Midlands to support the
development of strong applications will help secure future investment for East Midlands projects.

5.5 It is clear that the East Midlands has, and will, continue to benefit proportionately, from Exchequer
and Lottery investment made by Sport England, alongside every region in England.

5.6 Sport England is happy to provide further detailed information if requested by the Committee.

5 October 2009

Memorandum submitted by Nottinghamshire County Council (EM02-06)

Summary

— The East Midlands railway system has been subject to persistent under-investment compared to
other regions’ railway lines, and to the road system.

— As a result rail journey times from Nottingham to other parts of England are the worst of any
English “regional capital city”,

— In line with the Eddington report’s recognition of the importance of agglomeration to regional
economies, having the worst rail connectivity to elsewhere is a serious constraint on our economy

— This disadvantage is most seriously manifested in:—

1. Poor connections to London

a. Midland Main Line (MML)

— The MML has, for decades, received less investment than the other Inter-City routes;

— Average speeds on the MML are lower than on other Inter-City routes;

— Even so, patronage has been rising faster on the MML than on other Inter-City routes;

— This shows there is a huge need for investment to speed up MML services, and also that such
investment would be extremely well used;

— Despite this it is planned that the MML will get just 4% of the investment that has been allocated
to London Inter-City routes over the next five years;

— Network Rail has developed an extremely cost-eVective scheme to cut journey times but there is
only a very small sum allocated to deliver it, the output has recently been reduced by the rail
Regulator (ORR), and the pattern of station stops will need adjusting to take proper advantage
of it.

— What is needed:

— Recognition of what excellent value for money of the MML scheme,

— Delivery of the original output, as set out in ORR’s Periodic Review,

— A modest amount of additional funding, in particular to do works near Market
Harborough, and
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— A commitment by DfT that when the franchise is relet in 2014 it will require journey time of
90 minutes from Nottingham, and related journey time reductions from Leicester, Derby and
other stations,

The Select Committee’s support for this would be extremely helpful.

2. Poor connections to Other Regions

— Nottingham has worse inter-regional rail connections than comparable cities elsewhere, with very
slow train services to Birmingham, Leeds and Manchester—far slower than any other English
regional capital city.

— Very significant journey time reductions could be achieved with relatively modest investment

— Network Rail is currently assessing what works would be needed,

— Bringing speeds up to the level that is normal in other regions would make the services significantly
cheaper to operate and far more attractive to use

1. Poor connections to London

a. Midland Main Line

1.1 The M1—Britain’s motorway number 1—is England’s primary transport corridor. The first
motorway to be completed in the 1960s, it forms the spine of England’s motorway network. It connects
London to five of England’s 18 principal urban areas—Leicester, Nottingham, Derby, SheYeld and Leeds—
runs the length of the East Midlands and into two other regions, and serves a catchment of almost 20% of
England’s population.

1.2 It is therefore inexplicable that the parallel railway, the Midland Main Line (MML), which has been
persistently starved of investment, is the perpetual poor relation of England’s Inter-City rail routes,

1.3 The MML has historically had far less investment than any other Inter City route.

— The West Coast Main Line (WCML) was electrified over 40 years ago, and the East Coast Main
Line (ECML) was electrified 20 years ago. The MML was not.

— 125mph “High Speed Trains” (HST) were introduced on the Great Western Main Line (GWML)
in the 1976, and on the ECML shortly thereafter. Simultaneously, both routes had their track
upgraded to permit 125mph running. The MML was the last route to receive HSTs, and even then
none of its track was upgraded for 125mph. So, for the last 27 years, every MML train has had to
run at below its top speed for every inch of every journey. There is no other Inter City route for
which this is the case.

1.4 The result is that average speeds to London on the MML are markedly lower than on other Inter-
City route, and East Midlands’ cities have disadvantageous journey times to London eg Doncaster is
30 miles north of Nottingham, but its journey time to London is 15 minutes less, whilst some trains to York,
which is 50 miles north of Nottingham, have the same journey time from London.

1.5 The underinvestment continued over the last ten years. Whereas other routes had massive expenditure
on their infrastructure, the MML was limited to having some additional trains (as did the GWML, WCML
and ECML) and some investment in stations (although less than other Inter-City routes).21 The new MML
trains—although there were only 23 of them—helped MML patronage grow very strongly.

1.6 The recent East Midlands Route Utilisation Strategy reports that between 1996–07 and 2007–08 long-
distance MML patronage to London grew 122%. This is twice the rate of GWML and ECML growth
reported in their RUSs.22 The absolute numbers on the MML are lower than on the other routes, but the
MML is catching up fast.

21 Detail given in supporting annex A, which gives full data and sources
22 Detail given in supporting annex B, which gives full data and sources
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Patronage growth since 1990s reported in Network Rail 
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1.7 Since 1997, of the four inter-City routes to London, the MML has received just 11% of the total
investment in stations, and, incredibly, under 1% of the total investment in track and other infrastructure.23

This is the reason why the MML has lower speeds than the other Inter-City routes

1.8 The fact that patronage on the MML grows faster than other Inter-City London routes, even when
the MML received proportionately far less investment and has the lowest speeds, indicates the huge
potential for growth were the route to receive a normal level of investment and have comparable speeds.

1.9 In July 2007, DfT published a White Paper “Delivering a Sustainable Railway”, that formed the High
Level Output Statement (HLOS) which is the formal definition of what the Government requires the railway
industry to deliver. DfT’s HLOS “Specimen Capacity Options” specified four requirements for “Long
distance (InterCity) services”, one of which was
“Midland Main Line—Reduced journey times of between seven and eight minutes on the Midland Main
Line for all services operating between London and Derby as a result of line speed improvements from
infrastructure enhancement.”24

1.10 Following the HLOS, on 31 October 2008 the OYce of Rail Regulation (ORR) published its final
determination for the periodic review of Network Rail’s outputs and funding for control period 4, ie
2009–10—2013–14, including enhancement schemes and expenditure. This confirmed the outputs required
for the Midland Main Line scheme, and under a heading Enhancements in England & Wales required to
give full eVect to the HLOS” listed four “schemes which provide journey time improvements”, including “St
Pancras to SheYeld line speed improvements: a package of track, signalling and junction remodelling to
reduce journey times by around 10 minutes”25

1.11 In 2000, Railtrack had priced the work needed to cut ten minutes oV MML journey times as
£100 million. This equates to £129 million at 2009 prices. In 2008 Network Rail priced the work at
£85 million. This 34% reduction reflects Network Rail’s reduction of unit costs.

1.12 Through a process which is not clear to regional stakeholders, this estimated £85 million cost was
subsequently reduced, including by ORR, which finally approved it at £69.4 million, including
contingencies.

1.13 Although the ORR Periodic Review makes some other general comments about eYciencies in
enhancement schemes, and does consider in depth the specific costs of many other issues, there is nothing
in it to indicate that the specific costs of the MML linespeed scheme have been assessed. It is therefore not
possible to tell from the Periodic Review exactly why the ORR regards £69.4 as being suYcient for a scheme
to reduce journey times on the MML by around ten minutes. In addition there will be investment of
£11 million on a separate scheme at Nottingham.

1.14 So:

— despite the minimal investment so far,

— despite having the disadvantage of being so much slower than the other routes,

23 Detail given in supporting annex A, which gives full data and sources
24 High Level Output Specification—Specimen Capacity Options, section 2 (page 2) DfT, July 2007
25 ORR Periodic Review Determination of Network Rail’s outputs and funding for 2009–14, October 2008, para 9.105.
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— and despite having such a good record of patronage growth, future plans again show the MML as
receiving far, far less investment than other Inter-City routes over the coming five year period.26

PLANNED TOTAL INVESTMENT IN INTER-CITY TO LONDON 2009—2014 IN £ MILLIONS
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1.15 Indeed, the £69 million allocated for the linespeed scheme for the entire MML is 25% less than the
£90 million scheme that is now starting just to upgrade the car parks at WCML stations!
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1.16 The parallel M1 is having over £1,500 million spent on upgrading it, also between London–SheYeld
ie more than 20 times the money allocated to the MML upgrade.

26 Detail given in supporting annex A, which gives full data and sources. High Level Output Specification—Specimen Capacity
Options, section 2 (page 2) DfT, July 2007
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1.17 As far as the regional partners are aware, there has never been a case of an Inter-City route having
a 10 minute reduction in journey time for as little as £69 million, nor even for anywhere near as small a sum.
The 1960s WCML electrification, the 1970s GWML 125mph scheme, the 1980s electrification of the ECML,
and the more recent WCML upgrade all cost far, far more than £69 million for every ten minutes saved.
Given the historic disadvantage of the MML, it is not clear why anyone would think the MML only deserves
this belated reduction in journey times (albeit less than other lines) if it can be done for miraculously low
levels of expenditure.

1.18 On 3 September 2009, ORR wrote to Network Rail formally setting out its view of the
“CP4 Enhancements Delivery Plan” for putting into eVect requirements of the Periodic Review. This
changes the output required from the MML linespeed scheme to “This project will improve the capability
of the infrastructure to enable a minimum eight minute improvement in journey times for services between
London and SheYeld for services calling at Leicester, Derby and Chesterfield”. It appears that this eight
minute reduction will include two minutes at Ambergate (north of Derby), reducing the time saving south
of Trent to six minutes—less than was specified in the HLOS documents and the Periodic Review.

1.19 It seems that this reduction in the required output (ie the lesser journey time saving) is because the
funding provided is insuYcient to deliver the ten minutes journey time saving set out in the periodic review.
In particular it appears insuYcient to do anything more than minor works at Market Harborough, and
nothing between Trent and Nottingham, where a modest additional sum could save another couple of
minutes.

1.20 The likely eVect of the revised time savings set out by ORR will be to still leave the MML as the
Inter-city route with the slowest speeds27

27 See Annex C, which gives full data and sources
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Average speeds after the MML scheme

72
74.6

80.5 80.9
82.6

88.3
90.7

99.2

60

65

70

75

80

85

90

95

100

Nottingham Sheffield Bristol TM Birmingham Leeds Manchester Liverpool York

2013

now

This is without taking into account the plans to significantly speed up the GWML by electrification, or
London–Birmingham–Manchester by a high speed line, which would see the MML fall even further behind.

1.21 For the reasons set out in the Eddington report, the entire East Midlands economy, and the economy
of South Yorkshire, need the agglomeration benefits that would result from reduced rail journey times to
London. The regional economy cannot aVord to forego this at all, and we trust it will be understood why
regional stakeholders have to resist any attempt to water down the outcomes. What is needed is average
speeds to London that at least equal those of Bristol, Birmingham and Leeds, and preferably those of
Manchester and Liverpool etc. In Nottingham’s case this requires a journey time to London of 90 minutes,
at an average speed of 84mph.

1.22 Regional stakeholders are in close contact with Network Rail to establish the most cost-eVective way
that can be done, but it is almost certain to require some more money than the £69.4 million currently
allocated. It is not yet clear where this might come from, but it is encouraging to note that, under Lord
Adonis’ guidance, a first tranche of additional funding has been made immediately available to a £32 million
scheme to install extra track between Swindon and Kemble that will be used by 36 trains per day. Funding
for that scheme was specifically turned down by ORR’s periodic review as not being required by the
Government’s HLOS, but in a DfT press release of 3 April Lord Adonis was able to announce that
“Doubling 12 miles of the single track between Swindon and Gloucester is an excellent project which has the
potential to make a real diVerence to people travelling through the South Cotswolds on this line”, and “My
Department will now work with the South West Regional Assembly and Welsh Assembly Government to
explore other funding opportunities for the full scheme”. If the South Cotswolds line justifies funding over and
above the periodic review, then how much more does the MML with five times as many trains and around
ten times as many passengers.

1.23 Regional stakeholders would welcome the East Midlands Regional Select committee’s support for
a similar declaration from DfT that it will now work with the Regional Assembly to explore other funding
opportunities for the full MML scheme, in particular the extra funding to enable the journey time saving
opportunity at Market Harborough and some other locations to be realised in full.

1.24 Even if a modest extra amount is needed, that would still represent exceptionally good value for
money when compared to the costs of any equivalent rail or road scheme.

Electrification

1.25 Network Rail recently established that the two routes with the best business case for electrification
are the MML and the GWML. “In the case of the MML, the value for money is technically infinite given
that it involves a net cost saving … largely in the cost of train operation28“, that more than pays for the
upfront investment cost. In the case of the GWML the business case has a range of values, being strong
for London to Bristol, whereas from Bristol to CardiV and Swansea “is a relatively low value for money
element”.29

28 Network Rail Network RUS Electrification Strategy draft for consultation, May 2009, page 76
29 Network Rail Network RUS Electrification Strategy draft for consultation, May 2009, page 79
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1.26 In July, DfT announced approval for a programme of electrification, encompassing the GWML,
including the section from Bristol to Swansea that was relatively low value for money, but not the MML
despite the unalloyed long term net cost saving.

1.27 It is a source of great frustration to regional stakeholders that, even when the MML has the best
business case for investment in some element of its railways, it still continues the historic pattern of other
lines being prioritised for investment.

1.28 As well as its own merits, the linespeed scheme described earlier should be completed before
electrification, so as to maximise the benefits of electrification. One way of funding those elements of the
linespeed scheme at Market Harborough and elsewhere that are currently unfunded would be as part of an
electrification scheme.

High Speed Line

1.29 Similarly, unless the region is to miss out yet again, a High speed line along the M1 corridor is needed,
to serve Nottingham, as well as SheYeld, Leeds and Newcastle. This needs to be a direct High Speed line,
just as other regions are expected to have. An indirect route, incurring much unnecessary distance and time,
would miss the whole point of high-speed, and fail to achieve its objective

2. Poor Connections to Other Regions

2.1 Greater Nottingham is the largest conurbations in the East Midlands—the “regional capital”.
Compared to other regional capital cities it has far below average speeds for its rail connections to
adjacent regions
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2.2 All 3 of Nottingham’s services have had far less investment in the infrastructure than other inter-
regional express services. Network Rail’s emerging “East Midlands Route Utilisation Strategy” (RUS)
shows that there is a strong business case for investment in the 3-Cities’ inter-regional routes.

2.3 Very significant journey time reductions could be achievable with relatively modest investment.
Network Rail is currently assessing what could be done, and at what cost. Until the detailed work has been
completed precise costs cannot be known, but it is expected that the appropriate measures will have a good
business case.

2.4 It is worth noting that, as well as making the service much more attractive, such investment would
produce a permanent reduction on operating costs of at least £1

2 million per annum. This comes about
because if services are faster, each train can make a round trip in less time, which means that fewer trains
(and drivers and conductors) are required to operate any given level of service. Trains are hired from the
rolling stock companies, and the lease for a 2-coach train costs £1

4 million per annum, with the crewing costs
being at least another £1

4 million. Thus speeding up a service suYciently to operate it with one less 2-coach
train set would save at least £1

2 million per annum. The achievable time savings that would bring the 3-Cities’
inter-regional services up to the normal average speeds of other inter-regional services would enable each of
them to be operated with one less 2-coach train set, and would thus save over £1

2 million per annum on each
route. The principle of this point is explicitly recognised by Network Rail in the RUS.
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2.5 Every five years the government specifies the outputs that it requires from the rail industry in a “High
Level Output Statement” (HLOS). Connections between the biggest cities in each region have a substantial
eVect on the national economy. Recognition of this was the reason that the last HLOS specified “fast services
between Manchester and Leeds (should be) cut to 43 minutes”.30

2.6 It is crucial to the our economy that there is an equivalent recognition in the next HLOS of the
importance of the equivalent services from Nottingham to Birmingham, Manchester and Leeds, as the
HLOS will inform which schemes have priority from whatever funding is allocated for 2014–19. The Council
would urge the Select committee to support the Nottingham getting the same recognition as other regions,
albeit belatedly, in the next HLOS, so that its historic inter-regional disadvantage is finally addressed.

28 September 2009

Memorandum submitted by Big Lottery Fund (EM02-07)

1. Introduction

1.1 The Big Lottery Fund (BIG) welcomes the opportunity to contribute to the second inquiry into the
share of funding received by the East Midlands region. We aim to answer the question: does the East
Midlands region receive an appropriate share of Lottery funding?

1.2 BIG distributes half of the good cause money raised through the National Lottery. It was launched on
1 June 2004 as the operating name for the New Opportunities Fund and the Community Fund. The National
Lottery Act, which received Royal Assent in July 2006, established the Big Lottery Fund as a single body
distributing funds to good causes with four main outcomes: health, education, environment and charitable
purposes. BIG’s mission is to bring real improvements to communities and the lives of people most in need

1.3 BIG is responsible for giving out half the money raised for good causes by the National Lottery. BIG
awards more than £600 million in grants every year and, with its predecessor bodies, has committed over
£6 billion so far across the UK through a range of programmes.

1.4 In addition, BIG has successfully delivered non-Lottery funding in the last two years through two
programmes: Community Asset Transfer for OYce of Third Sector and myplace for Department of
Children, Families and Schools.

1.5 BIG has taken a lead across Lottery Distributors in involving the public in deciding where Lottery
money should be spent. Approaches have ranged from:

— Consultation (3,400 responses to our recent “Big Thinking” consultation on our strategic
framework).

— Young People Fund programme where 50% of our committee members were young people.

— People Millions programme (run in partnership with ITV) where members of the public voted for
their favourite project.

— The Fair Share Programme where communities decide how to spend the money themselves.

1.6 BIG’s understanding of local communities is integral to how we work with applicants and grant
holders, ensuring that communities are at the heart of our funding. This was noted by the Public Accounts
Committee (PAC) in 2008 who recommended that “Grant-makers should seek to learn from Big Lottery
Fund’s approach, including its regional outreach operations.”

1.7 In 2008–09 BIG received over 23,000 applications worth over £2.4 billion against new funding of
around £520 million. We anticipate demand for our funding to increase as the impact of the recession means
there is less funding available and the demand for the kind of community services we fund, increases.

1.8 Responding to the increasing pressure facing the Voluntary and Community Sector (VCS), BIG has
also reprioritised and refocused its portfolio and increased the budgets of some of its most popular
programmes this year, to the tune of around £45 million. All these adjustments have been made to help get
funding fast to where VCS voices are saying it is needed most. An additional £43 million is to be invested
across the UK to tackle the longer-term eVects of the recession on the UK’s communities.

1.9 BIG has increased its undertaking to the VCS to a target of at least 80% across the UK by 2015 (in
2008–09 88% of BIG funding went direct to the VCS).

1.10 The National Audit OYce’s report “Making grants eYciently in the culture, media and sport sector”
showed that our costs compared favourably with public sector funders and with other funders in the
voluntary sector. We seek to spend income on administrative costs only where these add value to the impact
of the money we distribute: in the financial year 2008–09 our operating costs were 8.6% of income received,
down from 9.1% the previous year.

30 Delivering A Sustainable Railway, DfT, July 2007, para 6.22, page 65
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2. Big Lottery Fund working in the East Midlands

2.1 BIG has provided £567,576,531of Lottery funding to thousands of projects benefiting hundreds of
thousands of people across the East Midlands as at March 2009.

2.2 BIG allocates funding through programmes which groups then apply to, usually in a competitive
process through applications. It is common for there to be a regional indicative allocation as opposed to a
guarantee of funding. The amount of funding is normally determined by combining deprivation and
population statistics to provide a percentage amount of the programme funding. The general indicative
allocation for the East Midlands is 7.9%.

2.3 The East Midlands has actually received 7.6%of the available funding between June 2005 and
December 2008 which is very close to the expected amount. (See Appendix 1).

3. The work of the BIG regional office

3.1 Every region has a regional team of eight staV in order to ensure communities have the same
opportunities to benefit from BIG funding as any other. The role of the regional team is to promote BIG
programmes, provide regional context for decision making and promote public awareness of Lottery
funding. The team also seeks to ensure that there are good quality applications from across the region and
from communities of interest such as disability, BME, and rural.

3.2 Approaches include:

— Organising briefing events for potential applicants and attending funding fairs.

— Encouraging pre and post award events where projects can share experiences and good practice.

— Working with approximately 80 helper agencies across the region who then provide local
communities with accurate and up to date information and tips.

— Identifying priority areas and developing action plans to ensure a good spread of funding across
the region.

— Linking in with stakeholder networks to share information and on occasions calls to encourage
applications.

— Establishing good links with other funders and enhance customer care by signposting to
appropriate funders.

— Working with MP’s to encourage applications and awareness of Lottery funding—for example, the
region piloted an Awards for All session for MP aides in September so they can signpost
constituents to appropriate funding programmes.

4. Big Lottery Fund

4.1 Big Lottery Fund projects range from very small grants for grass roots community organisations, to
larger grants to established charities and voluntary and community sector organisations as well as statutory
organisations. Since 1994, it has distributed funding through strategic and open programmes. See below for
examples of some of our funding programmes, and examples of the awards made through them.

i. Advice Plus

Eight projects in the region were awarded a total of £3,230,119 in 2007–08 from BIG’s Advice Plus
programme to support organisations oVering advice services. One example is Lincoln Citizen’s Advice
Bureau, which received £416, 872 of funding in 2007 to expand its advice service to disadvantaged
communities in outlying areas of the city.

ii. BASIS

Thirty five projects were awarded a total of £9,593,844 in the region, from BIG’s BASIS programme in
the last two years. BASIS was designed to provide support to community and voluntary sector infrastructure
organisations. This included an award of £314,526 to Regeneration in East Midlands in March 2009 to
create a sustainable and thriving regional funding adviser network. Voluntary Action Leicester was awarded
£362,807 also in 2009 to form an innovation and development unit that will improve and expand the work
and capacity of VCS infrastructure organisations throughout Leicestershire to deliver services and support
to frontline VCS organisations.
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iii. Children’s Play

Big Lottery Fund has supported the development of children’s play opportunities in the East Midlands
through a number of programmes. These have included:

Children’s Play: Playful Ideas funded four projects in the region which between them benefitted from
awards totalling £432,631. Examples include an award of £140,103 to Greater Nottingham Groundwork
Trust in 2007, for its St Ann’s Play Rangers project, to bring local children parents, carers and grandparents
together to revive old games and discover new ones. Project Play Rangers work with the community in
parks, schools, open-spaces and play schemes, engaging all age groups to improve community relations.

Forty projects were awarded a total of £10,695,307 from BIG’s Children’s Play funding programme in
2007–08. This included an award of £454,994 to Northampton Borough Council to provide accessible and
innovative play opportunities to benefit over 15,000 children and young people in the borough. The projects
will include after school and lunchtime activities, free play sessions in school holidays, new play equipment
and Skate Park.

iv. Community Buildings

Communities have been supported in the region, with 35 community buildings being supported through
awards totalling £5,666,136. The majority of these projects were rural community halls such as Packington
Memorial Hall in North West Leicestershire which was awarded £250,000 in 2007 to extend the existing hall
so that it can oVer a greater range of activities. It will be an economically and environmentally sustainable
building that will provide opportunities for young people to take part in healthy activities and give greater
access to services for elderly people and those with disabilities.

v. Community Libraries

The region has benefitted from four community library awards in the region totalling £5,654,915. This
included the first community library to open in the country, in the village of Newbold Verdon in
Leicestershire. Since its opening in April this year, demand for the library’s services have seen a dramatic
increase, with children’s book issues alone increasing by 238%

vi. Family Learning

BIG’s Family Learning programme was designed to encourage families to learn together. The region saw
12 projects funded from the programme totalling £3,225,793. This included an award of £385,257 to
Beauchamp College in Leicestershire, which includes a family friendly environment for fathers and an award
of £148,096 to Lutterworth Grammar School & Community College to encourage families to engage in
science and technology sessions.

vii. Heroes Return

BIG has enabled over 900 East Midlands veterans and their carers to return to their place of combat to
commemorate their service in World War II. One of the most moving stories we have received from our
region came from Mrs Sue Ahsan, the daughter of Harold Dudman who sadly died while on his Heroes
Return trip to Normandy. Harold’s last day was spent at ceremonies at Ranville War Cemetery and
celebrations at Pegasus Bridge He also managed to find the very spot on Sword beach where he had landed
on D Day which meant a great deal to him. Sue said: “we shall always have such great memories of how
happy he was on that last day.”

viii. New Opportunities in PE & Sport (NOPES)

Awards to improve school and community PE provision were made to 154 projects totalling
£39,792,856 from 1999 to 2004. These included new sports halls, multi use games areas, and flood-lit pitches.
For example, Grantham Sport and Technology College was awarded £1,171,496 in 2004 to build a 4-court
sports hall with fitness suite, multi-purpose room and changing rooms. This facility allows the school to
deliver two hours of PE for all its students and provides a much-needed facility for five other local schools,
none of which have sports halls. It is estimated that the project benefits 2,252 school users and
4,028 community users.

ix. Reaching Communities

This programme is one of BIG’s open programmes, with grants between £10,000 and £500,000 available
for up to five years. Since it was launched in 2005, 103 projects in the region have benefitted from awards
from the programme, totalling nearly £23 million. Examples of funded projects include:

— £ 211,016 to Chesterfield Law Centre in 2009, to support disadvantaged communities in their fight
against hate incidents and harassment in the area

— £431,518 to Home-Start Blaby District Oadby and Wigston in 2008, to support families with
young children



Processed: 24-03-2010 17:56:07 Page Layout: COENEW [E] PPSysB Job: 002221 Unit: PAG4

Ev 88 East Midlands Regional Committee: Evidence

— £218,994 to Derbyshire Association for the Blind in 2007 to provide a range of local support
services for visually impaired people and their carers

— £344,290 to New College Nottingham in 2006, for a learning bus, which will travel to hard-to-reach
groups to teach them basic. A community partner works with participants to build their confidence
and help overcome negative perceptions about learning.

x. Peoples Millions

This is one of BIG’s public engagement programmes and is run in partnership with ITV. Twenty two
projects in the East Midlands have benefitted from awards totalling £1,197,816 since 2005. Projects that won
the public vote include Kings CliVe & Area Community Sports Project in Northamptonshire which was
awarded £80,000 in 2007 to transform an area of wasteland into a purpose-built, naturally landscaped youth
leisure area.

xi. Young People’s Fund

BIG has funded 51 grants totalling £7,630,247 in the support of activities for young people in the region.
To be successful with this programme, projects had to involve young people in generating ideas and through
the application process. Projects examples include: £66, 255 to Rainbows Children’s Hospice in
Leicestershire in 2007, to oVer youth facilities for young people aged 11–25 years old aVected by cancer or
a life limiting threatening condition. Rev and Go in Nottinghamshire was awarded £55,975 in 2006 oVering
oV road motor cycling riding & maintenance skills development to 12–17 year olds in exchange for a contract
of good behaviour with the aim of reducing anti-social behaviour in the village of Cotgrave.

5. Lottery Distributors Working Together

5.1 The Lottery distributors work together in the region on a number of shared programmes and projects.
For example, in 2008, we celebrated the fact that over £1 billion of Lottery money had been invested in the
region, in a shared publicity campaign. This campaign involved two world renowned artists creating a three
dimensional drawing and Olympic medallists acting as spokespeople. As a result, considerable media
interest was achieved, with over £1.7 million worth of PR gained for a small outlay.

5.2 We also work on joint programmes, where more than one distributor can bring expertise to the table.
Parks for People was a joint programme between Big Lottery Fund and Heritage Lottery Fund, whereas
Active England was a joint programme between Sport England and Big Lottery Fund.

i. Parks for People

The Parks for People programme uses Lottery funds to support the regeneration, conservation and
increased enjoyment of public parks. The programme aims to improve the local environment and put parks
firmly back at the heart of community life and oVered grants between £250,000 and £5 million from
2006 to 2009.

So far two projects in the region have reached second stage approval, with two more reaching the first
stage decision phase.

One of the successful projects is StaVord Orchard in Quorn, Leicestershire, which was gifted to the people
of the village in 1922. It consists of open grass areas, mature trees and recreation facilities and adjoins
Buddon Brook, a tributary of the River Soar. The application was put together by village volunteers and
will allow the park to be revitalised with new planting, a sensory garden, easier access and new recreational
areas. Enhancements to natural habitats, particularly in the park’s brook area, form a key part of these
proposals. An award of £645,500 from the programme will help with these plans and to enable the park to
gain Green Flag status.

ii. Active England

Launched in 2005, the aim of the programme was to improve the health and well-being of individuals and
communities, through actively promoting sport and other forms of healthy exercise. A total of £9 million
was awarded in the East Midlands region to 36 projects. Big Lottery Fund contributed 70% of the funding,
with Sport England making up the remaining 30%

Project examples in the region include South Derbyshire District Council which was awarded £460,000 for
its Get Active in the Forest project at Rosliston Forestry Centre. Funding partners included Derby and
Derbyshire Economic Partnership, South Derbyshire District Council, Forestry Commission, National
Forest and Rolls Royce. This encouraged local people to take up a range of activities including a cycling
club for the over 50s, a walking group for Asian women and training programmes for volunteers to coach
and lead sports such as cycling and archery.
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6. Summary

— The East Midlands is receiving 7.6% of BIG funding , this is slightly under what the region might
expect to receive based on deprivation and population indices ie 7.9%

— Through working with stakeholders the regional team seek to ensure good quality applications are
submitted which benefit communities across the region

— Helper Agency work is an important tool BIG utilises to ensure the region benefits from funding
opportunities

— Programmes such as BASIS have helped significantly improve the support available to VCS/Third
Sector groups across the region which in turn will improve the quality of applications and help with
sustainability of projects once the Lottery funding ends

— BIG will continue to work with other funders to maximise the impact of our funding and to provide
good customer care

— BIG is committed to excellent service provision to customers and is constantly looking at
improving our processes and oVer

— BIG is happy to provide further detailed evidence if required.

Appendix 1

BIG Expected and actual share of funding June 2004 – December 2008

Expected Share of Funding Actual Share of Funding

% Regional % Regional Total funding
Funding Funding based 1 Jun 04–

based 100% on 50% pop/ 100% on 31 Dec 08 Regional
regional pop 50% dep deprivation (£m) Share

East 11.0% 7.2% 3.4% 70.6 7.9%
East Midlands 8.6% 7.9% 7.2% 68.0 7.6%
London 14.8% 18.0% 21.2% 137.3 15.4%
North East 5.1% 6.9% 8.6% 62.3 7.0%
North West 13.6% 17.7% 21.7% 149.6 16.8%
South East 16.2% 10.5% 4.8% 96.2 10.8%
South West 10.1% 7.4% 4.7% 105.1 11.8%
West Midlands 10.6% 12.6% 14.6% 104.5 11.7%
Yorkshire & the
Humber 10.1% 12.0% 13.9% 98.7 11.1%
England-wide n/a n/a n/a 111.9 n/a

Total 1,004.3

Population figures based on mid–2005 OYce of National Statistics estimates

Deprivation figures based on Index of Multiple Deprivation 2007 figures and the total population living
in the 20% nationally most deprived LSOAs.

Middle “Expected Share of Funding” column in bold is the standard indicative allocation approach we
take on programmes such as Reaching Communities

9 October 2009

Memorandum submitted by East Midlands Regional Assembly (EM02-08)

Introduction and Executive Summary

EMRA’s submission draws on the experience and expertise of its Scrutiny and Joint Housing, Planning
and Transportation boards. The key points are;

(a) The East Midlands does not receive its “fair share” of public funding

(b) The East Midlands lags UK spend per head particularly in areas of public order and safety,
economic aVairs, transport, environment protection and housing and community amenities.

(c) The region has the fastest growing population in the UK and requires increased funding for the
strategic infrastructure and housing to support such growth.

(d) There should be a clear and consistent methodology for decisions by Ministers on funding
nationally strategic infrastructure (road, rail etc) that aVect regions.

(e) Government should clarify the role of regulators (ie the rail regulator) in eVectively controlling
spend on infrastructure.
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(f) The region’s share of funding for aVordable housing takes no explicit account of projected
household growth,

(g) The Region’s Police Authorities face a significant funding shortfall.

(h) More spending should be devolved from national level and subject to greater democratic oversight
by elected councillors.

(i) The Regional Funding Allocation (RFA) process is an example of how local authorities and
stakeholders in the East Midlands worked eVectively together to determine spend priorities. This
process should be built upon.

1. Devolution of Funding

1.1 The distribution of public spending around the UK should be demonstrably fair and eYcient and
provide appropriately for the needs of each region. EMRA considers that the East Midlands does not
currently receive an equitable share of public funding.

1.2 The East Midlands has the fastest growing population of the English regions.31 The OYce for
National Statistics forecast that between 2006 and 2016 the East Midlands’ population will increase by 11%
or 0.5 million to 4.8 million. Government needs to provide greater investment in the region to ensure this
regional growth is sustainable.

1.3 When the IPPR analysed the distribution of public expenditure it found that the East Midlands got
a particularly poor deal. IPPR analysed spend per head against two proxies of need: economic performance
(GVA per head) and poverty (relative household income).

1.4 The East Midland’s GVA per head (£17,698) is below Scotland’s (£19,152). Public spending per head
in the East Midlands (£6,827) is 32% less than in Scotland (£9,032). If spending is related to GVA, Scotland
receives 11% more and the East Midlands 19% less than it needs, making it the most underfunded region in
the UK on this measure. London currently receives 65% more funding per head on this measure.

1.5 Using household income as a proxy of poverty the East Midlands again receives a poor deal on public
funding. The East Midlands comes equal bottom with the East of England in spending to address poverty
before housing costs and third bottom after housing costs.

1.6 Recognising that this is not a full needs analysis, that overall regional performance can conceal
disparities within regions and London, as a capital city, will inevitably attract a large proportion of public
expenditure, the IPPR still concludes;

“…public spending across the nations and the regions of the UK does not correlate with either of our
measures of need. Of most interest is where the results from the two indicators concur. ……… Both
suggest that it is the East Midlands region, rather than the Northern regions, that fares least well on
both measures.”32

2. Expenditure by Theme

2.1 The East Midlands lags behind UK and England levels in many areas of public spending particularly
public order and safety, economic aVairs, transport, environment protection and housing and community
amenities (see Figure 1).

Figure 1:

PESA SPENDING PER HEAD 2007–0833

East % less than £ less than
Function Midlands England UK UK UK

1. General public services £106 £102 £119 12% £13
2. Defence £1 £1 £1 0% £0
3. Public order and safety £384 £474 £478 24% £94
4. Economic aVairs £488 £572 £626 28% £138

of which—Transport £203 £315 £334 65% £131
5. Environment protection £117 £142 £148 26% £31
6. Housing and community amenities £114 £186 £212 86% £98
7. Health £1,501 £1,626 £1,659 11% £158
8. Recreation, culture and religion £108 £111 £127 18% £19
9. Education £1,203 £1,259 £1,280 6% £77
10. Social protection £2,805 £2,953 £3,025 8% £220
Total Expenditure on Services £6,827 £7,426 £7,675 12% £848

(Regional totals may conceal larger variations in spend per head within the East Midlands)

31 Subnational Population Projections for England, OYce for National Statistics, June 2008
32 P25, Fair Shares? Barnett and the politics of public expenditure, IPPR, July 2008
33 Public Expenditure Statistical Analyses 2009, HM Treasury, 2009
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2.2 More details follow on the implications of the East Midlands deficit together with EMRA’s views on
how public funding is disbursed, how decisions are made on strategic infrastructure and the key financial
challenges facing local government.

3. How Public Expenditure is disbursed

3.1 In addition to the overall level of public funding in the East Midlands being inadequate, EMRA notes
that further diYculties are caused by the fragmented manner funds are disbursed through various agencies
each with separate objectives and targets.

3.2 Reflecting the “Total Place” initiative being pursued in the East Midlands through the Leicester and
Leicestershire Multi Area Agreement, EMRA favours mapping and co-ordinating public expenditure at a
strategic level. Stronger strategic co-ordination and accountability for public funding, which can bring
forward spending and operational eYciencies, should be based on decision making and scrutiny by elected
local councillors.

3.3 The Regional Funding Allocation (RFA) process demonstrated how councils and stakeholders work
collaboratively to frame strategic advice on major areas of public spending. However, the financial envelopes
within which regional priorities are decided are set by Government departments according to a number of
diVerent methodologies.

4. Strategic Infrastructure

4.1 Strategic infrastructure is delivered by a mixture of national agencies, private utilities and local
authorities, sometimes working in partnership with the private sector. The majority of public expenditure
is determined directly by central Government, although regions have greater influence over funding streams
that fall within Regional Funding Allocations.

4.2 There is a lack of clarity about how investment in strategic infrastructure is prioritised spatially by
Government. Decisions appear to be made on an ad hoc basis by Ministers “in the National interest with
no consistent basis for determining relative priorities between the regions”

4.3 It is unclear how the Government reached its recent decision to prioritise the electrification of the
Great Western Line above the Midland Mainline, particularly when analysis from Network Rail indicated
that electrification of the Midland Mainline would give an “infinite” return on investment.

4.4 Whilst it is right that in matters of national significance “Minsters decide”, it is also important that
such decisions are made within a clearly understood strategic context linked to the delivery of wider policy
objectives. It may be that National Policy Statements for major infrastructure (which appear to have “in
principle” cross party support) could start to address this concern.

4.5 Funding for flood defence works is area where national decisions have a huge impact on the East
Midlands. With climate change and sea level rise, greater pressure will be put on existing flood defences
whilst the Environment Agency’s budget for maintaining and improving them is uncertain. The priority
given to protecting London and the Thames puts more pressure on less aZuent areas like the Lincolnshire
Coast, despite Lincolnshire’s national importance for food security. The resulting uncertainty may start to
undermine investor confidence in coastal communities.

4.6 Another important determinant of infrastructure investment in public utilities (including rail) is the
decisions of the regulatory authorities. The primary role of the regulators is to protect the interests of the
consumer where services are delivered by a monopoly provider. Regulators also eVectively control
investment programmes because companies can only raise revenue from consumers to fund specific
infrastructure if the regulator agrees. Improvements needed to deliver regional objectives can be blocked or
delayed by the Regulator.

4.7 For example, the decisions to introduce a direct rail service between Lincoln and London via the East
Coast Mainline and to fund enhanced signalling improvements around Nottingham were originally blocked
by the Rail Regulator, before being agreed “on appeal”.

5. Regional Transport Funding

5.1 Regional allocations for transport major projects, set out in RFA Guidance are determined largely
by current population size. No direct account is taken of traYc growth, infrastructure deficit or indeed future
projected population growth.

5.2 This methodology does not benefit the East Midlands, which is projected to have the fastest growing
population in England,34 and which until recently also had the highest level of traYc growth. With a
dispersed “polycentric” settlement structure the Region does not have the historic patterns of regional
commuter rail lines that exist around Birmingham and Manchester. This makes adapting to a low carbon
economy challenging. Persistent under investment in the East Midlands railway system has resulted in the
slowest rail journey times to other parts of England of any region.

34 Subnational Population Projections for England, OYce for National Statistics, June 2008
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5.3 The scale of expected population growth is not evenly distributed across the Region. It is higher in
Northamptonshire, Lincolnshire, and Rutland, which traditionally have less well developed road and public
transport systems, than it is in Nottinghamshire, Derbyshire and Leicestershire.

5.4 Although the Region’s Growth Areas and Growth Points had access to Community Infrastructure
Fund for new transport infrastructure, grants have been determined nationally and the success rate of local
authorities has been poor relative to other regions.

5.5 The diYculties of funding major transport schemes from a limited regional budget were demonstrated
by the struggle to deliver the A46 Newark to Widmerpool improvement. The cost, relative to the Region’s
total transport indicative budget, was such, that without “fiscal stimulus” money from Government, it could
only have been attempted in phases over 10 years.

6. Regional Housing & Regeneration

6.1 East Midlands’ housing costs and prices are close to the national average. However the share of social
and aVordable housing as a proportion of tenure is well below the national average, reflecting very low
provision in rural areas. Regional Social Landlord housing is only 5% of the region’s stock compared to 8%
England-wide.35

6.2 The formation of the Homes & Communities Agency (HCA) brought together the very diVerent
funding regimes of the Housing Corporation (HC) and English Partnerships (EP).

6.3 Historically the HC based regional allocations for new aVordable housing and existing stock renewal
on complex needs indices. The East Midlands includes extremely deprived and aZuent communities. Such
disparities are not reflected in the overall regional score (close to the national average) that determined
funding allocations. Also, no explicit account was taken of the East Midlands having 10.9% of England’s
Projected Household Growth (2006-based), the fastest projected growth rate of any English region. The East
Midlands receives only 4.6% of the HCA’s National AVordable Housing Programme (NAHP) funding.

6.4 Analysis of Unit Grant Costs in the HC Programme, 2000–05 demonstrated that investment in the
region has delivered excellent value for money in the production and maintenance of aVordable homes.36

This continues despite the credit crunch. The East Midlands investment programme required £40,384 grant
per unit (Q3 2008–09),37 compared for example with £44,942 in the North West. This value for money
reflects the low costs achieved, the high quality of the products and innovation in using investment to achieve
wider objectives.38

6.5 The Region’s Growth Areas and Growth Points have accessed Growth Area Funding (GAF) to
support housing growth but the success rate of local authorities and local delivery vehicles has been mixed.
Recently GAF funding has been significantly cut by Government to support investment in new aVordable
housing through Kick Start, Local Authority New Build, and increased resource for NAHP. These
predominantly nationally distributed programmes take no explicit account of projected future household
growth.

6.6 English Partnerships determined investment in regeneration schemes on a national value for money
basis. The East Midlands has done well out of this approach, although assumptions about future capital
receipts will need to be reappraised in the light of current economic circumstances. The HCA now runs a
mixture of regional and national funding programmes, largely inherited from previous arrangements. It is
unclear how arrangements will evolve and the impact this may have.

7. Local Government Finance

7.1 Local Authorities in the East Midlands operate eYciently and eVectively and this is recognised in their
CPA scores with four of nine upper-tier councils have a four-star rating. Despite this, a rapidly growing and
ageing population, new regulations and constrained finance settlements are putting strain on local
government services, particularly in education and adult social care.

7.2 The 2007 Comprehensive Spending Review (CSR) provided for an average annual 1% real terms
increase in local government funding between 2008–09 and 2010–11. The Government delayed the
2009 CSR that was to cover 2011–12 to 2013–14. The Budget 2009 confirmed the provisional local
government settlement for 2010–11 but increased the 3% eYciency target set in 2007 to 4%.

7.3 There will be a significant pressure on public spending as a result of the recession with downward
pressure on grant settlements, and specific grants combined with increased demand for local government
services.

7.4 emda’s draft “East Midlands in 2009” states that;

“between 2006 and 2016 the East Midlands is projected to experience the fastest growth of all English
regions in the pensionable age group (15.6% compared to 10.1% in England overall)39“

35 CLG “Dwelling Stock by Tenure and Region”, Table 109, December 2008
36 The Benefits of Housing Investment in the Midlands” National Housing Federation and the Chartered Institute of Housing
37 HCA Investment Statement 2008–11 January 2009 East Midlands
38 “The Benefits of Housing Investment in the Midlands” National Housing Federation and the Chartered Institute of Housing
39 P10, Draft East Midlands in 2009, emda, 2009
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7.5 Pressures on adult social care budgets are increasing through government policy, an increase in
conditions such as dementia, higher public expectations and demographic trends. The demographic
pressures are most severe in the East Midlands, placing a disproportionate burden on the region’s local
authorities.

7.6 Local Authorities are facing pressures to maintain recent improvements in children’s and young
people services. Pressures include the move to more personalised learning, the transfer of responsibilities
for post 16 education from the Learning and Skills Council; dealing with falling pupil rolls, particularly in
secondary schools; improving school buildings through Building Schools for the Future and the
Modernisation Fund, co-locating services in schools; completing the roll out of the SureStart early years
programme; responding to the requirement for all 16 and 17 year-olds to remain in school, training or an
apprenticeship until they are 18 and helping young people deal with the impact of the economic downturn.

7.7 Local Authorities and schools are also at the forefront of dealing with safeguarding, child behaviour,
obesity, teenage pregnancies and drugs and alcohol. Many of these services are funded by a range of specific
grant streams which could be “mainstreamed” into general funding in the next CSR. The current DCSF
review of the Dedicated Schools Grant “historic cost!” allocation methodology is likely to result in funding
uncertainty that would compound any overall reduction in spend.

8. Policing

8.1 In their East Midlands Collaboration Plan for Policing 2009–2012, the region’s five police forces and
the five police authorities set out their concerns about the level of police funding in the East Midlands. They
state that;

“The region has some of the most under-funded forces in the country. All receive less funding per
capita than the national average. This is partially due to the government’s police funding formula
not being fully implemented; reducing funding by £57 million over the three years to 2010–11.”40

8.2 The Plan analyses the implications of the Government’s drive for greater public sector eYciencies in
2009 Budget. Whilst noting uncertainty about Police funding going forward, due to the delay of the
comprehensive spending review planned for 2009, the Plan suggests that current trends may exacerbate the
region’s historic under-funding. It forecasts a widening income shortfall amounting to £35.1 million over
three years (see Figure 2 below).

Figure 2

REGIONAL FINANCIAL FORECAST—POLICING: JUNE 200941

Forecast Forecast
£ m Act 2008–09 2009–10 2010–11 Total

Net shortfall of income 4.6 13.6 16.9 35.1
Use of reserves and one oV grants (1.6) (11.1) (7.2) (19.9)
Cash releasing eYciency savings (2.2) (2.3) (0.6) (5.1)
Residual Gap 0.8 0.2 9.1 10.1
Further investment required to improve service 26.1 21.0 22.7 69.8
Risk Adjusted Gap 26.9 21.2 31.8 79.9
Loss of grant receipts 20.5 19.1 17.6 57.2
Increase in borrowing 27.2 18.4 11.0 56.6

8.3 The plan states that;

“We rely heavily on the use of reserves and cash releasing savings to close this gap but this is not a
sustainable solution.”42

8.4 Moreover, it suggests that the true funding shortfall may be greater than the £35.1 million
suggested, stating;

“A more meaningful measure of the financial state of the region is to consider areas we have
identified as a risk but which have not been included in the medium term projections. East
Midlands forces are at diVerent stages in assessing these risks. Nevertheless, it is clear that forces
across the region face considerable un-met policing risk of £21.0 million in 2009–10 and
£31.8 million in 2010–11”.43

40 P20, East Midlands Collaboration Plan for Policing 2009–2012, Derbyshire, Leicestershire, Lincolnshire Northamptonshire
and Nottinghamshire police authorities and forces, 2009

41 P25, East Midlands Collaboration Plan for Policing 2009–2012, Derbyshire, Leicestershire, Lincolnshire Northamptonshire
and Nottinghamshire police authorities and forces, 2009

42 P25, East Midlands Collaboration Plan for Policing 2009–2012, Derbyshire, Leicestershire, Lincolnshire Northamptonshire
and Nottinghamshire police authorities and forces, 2009

43 P25, East Midlands Collaboration Plan for Policing 2009–2012, Derbyshire, Leicestershire, Lincolnshire Northamptonshire
and Nottinghamshire police authorities and forces, 2009
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8.5 The Assembly is concerned about the implications of the region’s current and future shortfall in police
funding for the residents and businesses of the East Midlands.

12 October 2009

Memorandum submitted by Nottingham City Council (EM02-09)

Nottingham City Council wishes to draw the Committee’s attention to the important issues raised in the
attached report.

The report, which has been prepared and submitted by Nottinghamshire County Council is fully endorsed
by Nottingham City Council and covers a variety of rail funding issues which need to be addressed if the
East Midlands is to fulfil its economic potential and compete equally with other regions.

What we would like to see is the completion of the on going East Midlands Signalling Renewal
programme and the committed Midland Main Line line-speed improvements. This must be done to ensure
that the OYce of Rail Regulation’s specified journey time reduction targets are achieved. Given the
compelling business case and associated environmental benefits we think the Government must now commit
to the electrification of the Midland Main Line. In securing this vital investment it will allow us to achieve
our ambition of a Nottingham to London rail service in 90 minutes, more comparable with other cities.

We would also like to draw attention to the issue of High Speed Rail. Although the initial work is focusing
on a route between London and the West Midlands, in order to avoid any future imbalance of investment
it is essential a network of routes is pursued. The case for a High Speed Rail line through the East Midlands
is justified through:

— The high planned growth rate for housing.

— High growth forecasts for population and employment.

— 2% per annum traYc growth rate, the highest growth rate of any region in England.

— High levels of congestion in the M1 corridor (amongst the worst in the country).

— St Pancras is the existing national rail gateway into Europe via HS1 and the Channel Tunnel.

— A high dependence on airports outside of the region which have poor existing rail connections from
the region.

— The relative uncompetitiveness of the Midland Main Line in terms of journey times.

— London is a key market and links are identified by the business community as a priority.

— Improve access to the growing economies of northern cities.

— High Speed Rail would free up capacity on the mainline for passengers and freight.

As a Core City, 9th largest urban area and largest economy in the region we believe a High Speed Rail
service should directly serve Nottingham City Centre. Through attracting additional visitors and inward
investment this will bring significant economic benefits to the wider region.

We would like the Select Committee to consider this evidence on rail under investment in their
deliberations and lend their support to securing the vital infrastructure improvements outlined above in
support of the economy of the East Midlands.

6 October 2009

Memorandum from TravelWatch East Midlands (EM2-11)

1. Summary

— The Midland Main Line continues to see less investment, and to lower standards, than
neighbouring routes.

— Lincoln still awaits direct trains to London.

— Inter-regional rail services from the East Midlands are variously lacking, slow or crowded.

— Local rail services vary and are often inadequate to encourage modal shift from car usage. The
Nottingham tram extensions face uncertain funding.

— Many stations lack step-free access.

— There is poor integration between rail and other modes.

— There is a need for a PTE-style regional transport authority and regional funding for investment
in public transport.

— Operation of the national concessionary fare scheme in the region has been grossly under-funded.
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2. Introduction

2.1 TravelWatch East Midlands is the public name of the East Midlands Passenger Transport Users
Forum, an alliance of groups representing the consumer interest across all modes of public transport.

An independent body which aims both to represent the interests and concerns of public transport
passengers across all forms of transport, and to assist local and regional authorities’ work towards an
integrated and seamless quality public transport network for the East Midlands region, it has received
support from the East Midlands Development Agency (EMDA), Regional Assembly and local authorities.

2.2 This response presents a passenger view of rail and other public transport investment arising from
consultations on issues of concern in the East Midlands. It draws on our work in determining passenger
requirements for the new rail franchises which came into operation in November-December 2007; a study
on accessing the railway by all modes; contributions to the development of Network Rail Route Utilisation
Strategies (RUS); and work (with Passenger Focus) on crowding issues, especially on the Liverpool-
Nottingham-Norwich route.

3. Main Line Services Between the East Midlands and London

3.1 The Midland Main Line

The East Midlands is served by the West Coast Main Line (WCML) on its western fringe (Northampton)
and by the East Coast Main Line (ECML) to the east (Grantham, Newark, Lincoln), but for most journeys
to London from the region passengers rely on the Midland Main Line (MML). The MML serves the “three
cities”—Leicester, Nottingham, Derby—and other centres including Chesterfield, Loughborough and
Kettering.

From a position of broad parity in service provision on the three lines in the late 1970s, the ECML has
benefited from upgrading and electrification in the 1980s and the WCML saw a major upgrade in the
1990s—the latter at substantial cost. The MML, meanwhile, has stood still, apart from the provision of some
new trains and increase in service frequency, and more recently new stations at Corby and East Midlands
Parkway. Journeys are little faster than when (second-hand) High Speed Trains (HSTs) were introduced in
1982, and slow by comparison with the ECML, WCML and Great Western Main Lines—on all of which
the maximum speed is 125 mph compared with 110 mph on the MML.

There has been no work since then to improve line speeds. However, work has at last been allowed for by
the OYce of Rail Regulation (ORR) during Control Period Four 2009–14 (CP4), but it is modest in
ambition, saving no more than eight minutes between St Pancras and SheYeld, and modest in cost (£69M)
compared with the hundreds of £ million spent on the WCML. There appears to be an emphasis on
budgetary restrain rather than investment for the long term, with minimal attention to the places where
restrictions are most severe, such as Market Harborough and Wellingborough. Indeed, regional
stakeholders had to lobby hard to get ORR to agree to £14 million expenditure in CP4 to remodel the
bottleneck approaches to Nottingham—had the draft decision to disallow this sum gone ahead the track
layout would have been renewed (“fossilised”) in its inadequate 1960s form, with consequent delays to
passengers for a generation or more.

The Network Rail Electrification strategy has identified the MML has having the best case of any route
for electrification, with a positive financial case over a 60 year appraisal period—operating cost savings
being suYcient to fund the work. Nevertheless, the government has chosen to go ahead with electrification
of the Great Western Main Line in preference to the MML, on which a decision is still awaited.

The new East Midlands Trains (EMT) franchise from November 2007 was let with no provision of
additional rolling stock, so the main line timetable has to serve various markets as best it can within the
resources available. Particularly disadvantaged are some intermediate passenger flows, such as from
Northamptonshire northwards, through reduction in service frequency to hourly.

Lack of investment in the MML is disappointing given the doubling of passengers on the route since 1999,
and the potential to further relieve the pressures on the M1 corridor—the M1 itself is seeing major
investment in widening works.

The draft East Midlands Route Utilisation Strategy (RUS) recognises that bottlenecks exist at Derby;
through Leicester; and, for freight trains, between Leicester and Kettering and south of Bedford. Capacity
problems at Leicester are likely to be exacerbated by anticipated growth of inter-modal freight trains
following the upgrade currently in progress of the route from Felixstowe to Nuneaton. It is important that
these constraints are dealt with in phase with the programme to replace 1960s–1970s signalling on the
Midland Main Line and connecting routes over the next few years.

3.2 Lincoln

Exceptionally and astonishingly, Lincoln, a growing sub-regional centre and university city has had no
direct through trains to London for 20 years, relying on haphazard connections into the ECML at Newark
and Peterborough. Where else but in the East Midlands would such a situation be tolerated for so long?
Lobbying during the specification of the EMT and East Coast franchises led to the introduction of a single
daily EMT train by a circuitous route to St Pancras and the promise of direct East Coast trains to Kings
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Cross from December 2010. However, the East Coast franchise operated by National Express has recently
been terminated, and there is concern as to whether or not the Lincoln service will go ahead during the period
of government control.

4. Inter-regional, Inter-urban and Local Services

4.1 Inter-regional links

The East Midlands adjoins five other English regions so good inter-regional links are essential to its
economic and social well-being. Leicester, Derby and Nottingham have good rail links to each other, but
beyond that services are patchy. Passengers aspire especially to good direct links to key nodal centres such
as Birmingham, Manchester and Leeds. Journeys to all three centres from Nottingham are slow; Leicester
and Derby have no trains to Manchester; and Leicester has none to Manchester and few to Leeds. Lincoln
has no services to significant centres in other regions other than SheYeld, and Northampton has none at all
except to Birmingham!

Service reductions to improve notional performance and simplify refranchising have led to the loss of
through trains between Leicester and CardiV, Shrewsbury, Liverpool and Norwich; Derby and Coventry
and the South Coast; Nottingham/Leicester and Coventry; Nottingham/Derby to Worcester/Hereford;
Lincolnshire/Nottingham and Stoke-on-Trent/Crewe; and Lincoln and Birmingham. Lincoln is one of the
largest places in England without trains to Birmingham.

However, two east-west services introduced in the 1980s which have survived and prospered are
Birmingham-Leicester-Stansted Airport and Liverpool-Nottingham-Norwich. So much so that crowding
now regularly occurs, and between Liverpool and Nottingham it is endemic with trains often carrying twice
as many passengers as seats provided. Surveys by TravelWatch East Midlands in 2008 found that 36% of
passengers on this route were able to get a seat on fewer than half of their journeys—and as the journey time
between cities on the route is about one hour, passengers have to stand for at least this length of time.

The reason, once again, is failure to provide additional rolling stock to meet growth in passenger numbers.
The Department for Transport (DfT) failed to allocate suYcient vehicles to the new franchises to meet
reasonable needs. The DfT is concerned lest commuters in London and other major cities have to stand for
more than 20 minutes, but is prepared to see inter-regional passengers stand for three times as long.

4.2 Inter-urban and local services

With changes in patterns of work, education and leisure the East Midlands has seen growth in rail usage
for inter-urban journeys of 15–40 miles and local travel into cities. New services have been introduced
between Nottingham, Mansfield and Worksop, train frequency increased between Nottingham and
Matlock, and stations reopened between Leicester and Loughborough—largely through local initiative and
funding. Elsewhere little has been done to encourage passengers to switch from car to train.

Nevertheless services are generally poor, with low service frequencies, and limited rolling stock leads to
crowding at peak times. Breaking of inter-regional routes has lessened the opportunities for cross-city travel.
The line between Sleaford and Spalding operates only over a nine-hour day, to avoid manning the route for
more than a single working shift. This means that the Lincoln to Peterborough service runs only for
restricted hours in the middle of the day, making commuting impossible, and not at all on Sundays. Nowhere
else in Great Britain does this practice persist, yet another example of the East Midlands being short-
changed by rail franchising.

Further developments, such as provision of a station at Ilkeston, and reopening the Leicester to Burton-
on-Trent line, face the handicap of current rail industry structures and funding mechanisms. The
Nottingham tram system is outstandingly successful yet authorised extensions face uncertain funding.

More account needs to be taken of demographic changes, as addressed by the Association of Train
Operating Companies (ATOC) Connecting Communities study, in the development of new services and
stations—and in reviewing the service at stations currently served by few trains.

5. Integration and Funding Issues

5.1 Stations

In the East Midlands most passengers access the railway on foot or by car. With some exceptions, notably
Loughborough, there is low usage of buses for travel to and from the station and the railways have little
engagement with the local authorities responsible for roads and buses. Simple details such as proper
information and signage for connecting bus services at rail stations are sadly lacking.

Only a handful of stations in the East Midlands, and fewer than in any other region, have been awarding
funding from the government “Access for All” scheme. Yet even well-used stations lack step-free access; the
most deserving case, Loughborough, was listed for funding in 2006 but work has yet to start.
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5.2 Concessionary Fares

Several local authorities in the region have been worried by the problems of funding the new English
National Concession Scheme.

The current DfT consultation paper on “Local Authority special grant funding in 2010–11 for the national
bus concession in England” confirms that the East Midlands has been grossly under-funded compared with
London and the PTE areas. Annex A of the paper proposes that the combined grant for 2010–11 for the three
cities (Derby, Leicester and Nottingham) should be more than doubled, by increasing it from £4.66 million to
£10.57 million. For the shire districts and Rutland, it is proposed that funding should increase in 18 cases,
remain the same in 11 and be reduced in eight. The increase in the combined funding for these 37 authorities
in the East Midlands is 37%.

The consultation paper reveals that the most under-funded authorities in England have been Chesterfield
and Derby.

5.3 General

The region suVers through lack of a Passenger Transport Executive (PTE) reporting to an Integrated
Transport Authority, as in the former metropolitan counties. Such a structure for Leicester/Derby/
Nottingham would help to ensure equitable investment in local public transport.

Most of the region benefits from well-managed bus operators who have invested heavily in their
commercial services and are willing to co-operate with local transport authorities in voluntary quality
partnerships on existing routes. However, shortage of funds (particularly where revenue funding has been
diverted to support concessionary fares) has meant a dearth of initiatives for new or improved services which
would not be profitable in the short-term.

Currently housing growth and other developments are planned through Regional Spatial Strategies and
Local Development Frameworks. Although Network Rail have the opportunity to contribute to these, rail
investment remains inward looking in that most proposals relate to catering for existing flows of passengers
and freight. Unlike with roads there is little sense that any proactive work with planners or developers to
serve predicted flows.

In our view transport and transport investment, other than for the trunk routes of national importance,
should be addressed on a regional basis with funds allocated equitably according to population and
identifiable needs. The modification to the Regional Funding Allocation (RFA) process so that it can now
include rail schemes is a welcome first step.

26 November 2009

Memorandum from Network Rail (EM2-12)

Executive Summary

— Network Rail has spent millions of pounds on major renewal and enhancement projects in the East
Midlands to increase capacity, upgrade track, structures signalling, stations and car parks and
improve line speeds;

— Over the next five year regulatory period, known as Control Period 4, large enhancement projects
impacting on the East Midlands include St Pancras–SheYeld linespeed improvements, major
station improvements across the region and increasing freight gauge clearance from Peterborough
to Nuneaton;

— The Midland Main Line is one of Network Rail’s priority areas for investment to meet our
customer’s aspirations for improved network availability on key routes through the “seven day
railway programme”;

— The East Coast Main Line is another route which is a priority for investment in Control Period
4 and into the next funding period. This investment will bring benefits to the more easterly part of
the East Midlands;

— On the future investment priorities, Network Rail’s recently published a draft Route Utilisation
Strategy (RUS) for the East Midlands sets out a plan to provide more seats, more services and
better journeys for rail users throughout the East Midlands; and

— Network Rail studies demonstrate an extremely strong business case for the electrification of the
Midland Main Line.
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Renewals

Recently completed major renewals projects include:

— Upgrading of Derby station platforms and passenger facilities, and a complete renewal of the
canopies;

— Bradway tunnel (between Chesterfield and SheYeld) renewal;

— A new signalling control centre at Derby using the latest technology;

— Major re-signalling between Chesterfield and Loughborough—the final element is to be
commissioned in January;

— Major resignalling and track layout improvements in Lincoln; and

— On going track and structures renewals throughout the region.

Recent and Forthcoming Enhancements

Over the last couple years Network Rail enhancements to the rail network in the East Midlands have
included;

— A new station at Corby (part funded by the East Midlands Development Agency, EMDA);

— A new station at East Midlands Parkway (part funded by EMDA);

— A third line from Kettering to Harrowden Junction (north of Wellingborough);

— Line speed improvements on the Robin Hood line (between Nottingham and Mansfield);

— Car parking schemes at Chesterfield and Market Harborough;

— New power doors and lifts for Derby station.

By January the following projects will be completed;

— The doubling of Trent East Junction to improve performance and increase capacity;

— Line speed improvement on the slow lines between East Midlands Parkway and Leicester to
improving the “Ivanhoe” service;

— A new facility for East Midlands Trains’ Meridian trains at Derby Etches Park depot.

The following projects are authorised and ready for implementation;

— A third platform at Chesterfield station;

— The Nottingham Hub project—a £67 million plan to transform Nottingham railway station into
a world class transport interchange.

The following projects have been allocated funding in the current five year regulatory period, known as
Control Period 4;

— Midland Main Line speed improvements leading to an eight minute journey time reduction for
limited stop services between London and SheYeld;

— East Coast Main Line upgrade to provide increased capacity and improved performance for
passenger services from London to the East Midlands (more easterly areas), Yorkshire, the North
East and eastern Scotland and increased capacity for freight;

— Platform extensions at Loughborough;

— Renewal and enhancement to the layout of the tracks at Nottingham station;

— Station improvements at:

— Derby.

— Leicester.

— Kettering.

— Skegness.

— Access for All facilities (to improve access for those with mobility diYculties) at:

— Long Eaton.

— Loughborough.

— Peterborough to Nuneaton W10 project—involving increasing gauge clearance for this freight
route to Peterborough to Nuneaton.
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Increasing Network Availability

The Midland Main Line is one of Network Rail’s priority areas for investment to meet our customer’s
aspirations for improved network availability on key routes through the “seven day railway” programme.

The industry has been working together to understand what a seven day railway would actually mean for
the eight routes that have been selected for the programme, including the Midland Main Line. This includes
defining necessary interventions to increase the availability of the network.

Future Investment Priorities

East Midlands Route Utilisation Strategy

Network Rail’s draft Route Utilisation Strategy for public consultation sets out a plan to provide more
seats, more services and better journeys for rail users and improved capability for freight trains throughout
the East Midlands over the next ten years to meet growing demand.

The plan identifies a range of schemes to meet this growth—subject to funding availability—and ease the
pinch-points to improve journeys for passengers and freight users.

Demand for commuting into London and other important economic centres such as Leicester, Derby and
Nottingham has grown considerably in recent years, and this growth is expected to continue over the next
decade. The RUS broadly predicts a 28% increase in passenger demand across the East Midlands over a
10 year period, though demand for services to and from Birmingham is set to increase by 40%.

The options to increase capacity and create better rail journeys throughout the region include:

— Schemes to provide more seats

— Long distance services into London—trains in the peak should be lengthened up to a
maximum of 11 carriages at peak times as soon as rolling stock becomes available;

— Leicester and Nottingham—further train lengthening on long distance and some local services
to provide extra capacity;

— Liverpool-Norwich—extending trains between Liverpool and Nottingham to four carriages
with two carriages continuing to Norwich and extension of 13.52 Liverpool to Nottingham
service to Norwich; and

— Birmingham-Stansted Airport—in the short-term train lengthening to four carriages on the
busiest services combined with some platform lengthening; followed by a combination of train
lengthening and extension of some of the existing services between Birmingham and Leicester.

— Schemes to improve freight services

— A southbound loop south of Bedford to allow heavier daytime freight trains to run;

— Loops between Kettering and Leicester, near Market Harborough;

— Gauge enhancement of key intermodal routes;

— Increased track capacity in the Leicester area which would also benefit increasing the frequency
of Birmingham—Cambridge/Stansted Airport passenger services.

— Schemes to improve regional connectivity

— Providing an additional stop every hour on the Derby/SheYeld semi-fast service at Kettering;

— If possible, more regular services to be provided between Peterborough and Lincoln once the
upgrade of the GN/GE joint line has been completed; and

— Further development of a potential flyover at Newark to improve services between
Nottingham and Lincoln and on the East Coast Main Line.

Electrification of the Midland Main Line

Network Rail’s recently published Electrification Route Utilisation Strategy concludes that the
electrification of the Midland Main Line—the main route from London St Pancras to Derby, Nottingham
and SheYeld—has an extremely attractive business case and could, over the course of 60 years, pay for itself
with the savings made from cheaper running costs and maintenance outweighing the initial investment to
electrify the route. Electrification also brings considerable environmental benefits including increased energy
eYciency and reduced air pollution.

11 December 2009
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Memorandum from East Midlands Trains (EM-13)

1. Summary

1.1 There is substantial investment underway to improve the region’s rail services, funded by East
Midlands Trains and Network Rail.

1.2 East Midlands Trains is supporting Network Rail and other delivery partners on a number of key
investment projects within the region.

1.3 East Midlands Trains supports rail electrification and note the strong business case to electrify the
Midland Main Line north of Bedford.

1.4 We believe that conversion of our Meridian trains to enable them to operate electrically south of
Bedford will provide an innovative solution, enabling the region to achieve rapid benefits from electrification
of the Midland Main Line at a lower cost than full fleet replacement.

1.5 We are in active discussions with the DfT to secure additional rolling stock vehicles for the Liverpool-
Norwich route, which suVers from severe overcrowding. However DfT funding to address overcrowding on
other routes in the region is unlikely to be forthcoming.

1.6 There are opportunities to improve rail services and grow rail usage in the region by EMDA taking
a more active role in funding additional rolling stock for local services in the region (as Yorkshire Forward
have done in Yorkshire) and by the Highways Agency/DfT funding improved road signage to East Midlands
Parkway station to promote sustainable modal switch from car to train.

2. Introduction

2.1 East Midlands Trains welcomes the opportunity to respond to the Regional Select Committee’s
inquiry.

2.2 East Midlands Trains is the principal operator of passenger train services in the East Midlands region.
East Midlands Trains is the operator of the East Midlands franchise between 2007 and 2015 through a
franchise agreement with the Department for Transport.

2.3 East Midlands Trains operates 470 train services a day using 92 trains, employs around 2,000 people
and is responsible for 89 stations on its network, including Nottingham, Leicester, Derby and East Midlands
Parkway.

2.4 East Midlands Trains have made capital investment totalling £30 million in improving the region’s
rail services since the start of the franchise in November 2007 with a further £22.5 million of investment
scheduled for completion in the first half of 2010. In addition to this, East Midlands Trains pays an annual
charge to enable Network Rail to recover its outlay in respect of the £25 million cost of East Midlands
Parkway station. Our plans for the franchise are to invest £90 million in improving rail services in the region.

2.5 The principal capital investment projects underway or completed by East Midlands Trains are:

2.5.1 New depot at Etches Park, Derby (due for completion in early 2010)

2.5.2 £10 million refurbishment of 25 Class 158 trains (being undertaken by Delta Rail in Derby)

2.5.3 £6 million refurbishment of 11 High Speed Trains (being undertaken by East Midlands Trains in
Leeds)

2.5.4 Technical modifications to deliver reliability improvements to all trains

2.5.5 Station improvements including accessibility improvements for mobility-impaired passengers

2.5.6 Additional station car parking at Chesterfield, Market Harborough, Wellingborough and various
smaller stations

2.6 Further investment is planned by East Midlands Trains during the remaining term of the franchise.

3. Investment in the Region

3.1 East Midlands Trains is keen to ensure that rail services in the region get their fair share of investment.

3.2 We believe that the level of investment being made into rail services in the region is very high by
historical standards. In addition to the significant investment being made directly by East Midlands Trains
(set out in 2.4 above), we are working with industry partners to deliver a number of significant schemes
including:

3.2.1 East Midlands Resignalling (Network Rail)

3.2.2 Nottingham Station Hub (Nottingham City Council, Network Rail)

3.2.3 Midland Main Line linespeeds improvement (Network Rail)

3.2.4 Robin Hood Line and Ivanhoe Line linespeeds improvement (Network Rail)

3.2.5 National Station Improvement Programme (Network Rail)

3.3 In 2009, the region can be proud of the opening of the new rail stations at East Midlands Parkway
and Corby.
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3.4 It is clear that key regional stakeholders in the region have played a significant role in securing
investment in the region’s rail services and this ought to be recognised. In particular, the work of
Nottinghamshire County Council to fund studies into improving the region’s rail infrastructure is notable.
Derbyshire and Lincolnshire County Councils are also active funding partners into rail station
improvements. The North Northants Development Company, Corby Borough Council, East Midlands
Development Agency, Homes & Communities Agency and Northamptonshire Borough Council have also
been key partners in the project to open Corby rail station. Various public sector bodies have contributed
to funding the rail-link bus between East Midlands Parkway and East Midlands Airport.

3.5 It is worth noting that Nottingham station is included in a group of 350 stations which will receive a
share of 4,500 additional cycle parking spaces at a cost of £3 million announced by the DfT on 28 September
2009. We look forward to working with the DfT to implement this scheme.

3.6 However no stations in the East Midlands were included in the ten stations to benefit from a new
£50 million improvement fund announced by the DfT on 17 November.

4. Electrification

4.1 East Midlands Trains operates a train fleet comprised entirely of diesel trains. Services to/from St
Pancras are operated with a fleet of 38 trains, comprising 11 High Speed Trains built in the 1970s and
27 Meridian trains built in the past 10 years.

4.2 East Midlands Trains has been in active discussion with the Department for Transport and Network
Rail regarding the business case for electrifying the Midland Main Line and associated routes.

4.3 East Midlands Trains welcome the recommendation in Network Rail’s “Network RUS
Electrification” document (October 2009) that the Midland Main Line should be electrified between Bedford
and SheYeld via Derby, plus Trent Junction to Nottingham and Kettering to Corby. This is an important
step in the process of securing a commitment from the DfT to electrify the route.

4.4 Part of our London route is already electrified between London and Bedford. We believe that the
electrification development work should consider the potential to quickly gain benefits from this existing
electrification through the development of our modern Meridian Trains to allow them to operate as electric
trains on this section of our route. Substantial work with Bombardier has proven the concept and we believe
this oVers both immediate CO2 savings as well as enhancing the business case for the proposed
electrification. These trains could then operate as electric trains when the electrified network is extended
north of Bedford.

4.5 In relation to the scope of Midland Main Line electrification, we believe that consideration ought to
be given to electrification of the Corby to Syston and Erewash diversionary routes to enable electric
passenger services to operate uninterrupted during times of disruption or engineering work. Electrification
of these diversionary routes will also enable freight trains on the Midland Mainline to be hauled by electric
locomotives.

4.6 The committee will no doubt question why the Midland Main Line was not selected for electrification
prior to, or at the same time as, the Great Western Main Line (GWML). We believe that there are the
following issues should be taken into account:

4.6.1 The majority of high speed trains on the GWML are InterCity 125 High Speed Trains (HSTs) built
between 1976 and 1982. First Great Western operate 43 of these trains. These are approaching life-expiry
and are due for replacement under the DfT-led “Super Express” train procurement programme. By
committing to electrification of the GWML, it is possible to procure these as electric trains rather than diesel
trains. This provides better funding terms and avoids the costs of converting the trains from diesel to electric
operation later.

4.6.2 By contrast, East Midlands Trains operates only 11 HSTs. The majority of our high speed trains are
Meridians built in the last 10 years.

4.6.3 The construction of Crossrail between London Paddington and Maidenhead means that resources
and equipment to electrify the GWML will already been positioned on the route.

4.6.4 It is worth noting that the passenger revenue between London and the principal cities on the
GWML is around 50% higher than the revenue between London and the principal stations on the EMT
network. This may give the GWML scheme a business case advantage over the Midland Main Line.

5. Trains

5.1 As set out above, East Midlands Trains is making significant investment in improving its existing train
fleet. It has also added 18 additional rolling stock vehicles over and above the number projected in the initial
Franchise Agreement. Of these additional vehicles, 12 vehicles have funded by additional franchise
payments from the Department for Transport as they relate to the opening of Corby station. The remaining
vehicles are funded by East Midlands Trains.
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5.2 In its Sustainable Railway White Paper in July 2007, the Department for Transport announced plans
to procure 1,300 additional rail vehicles to provide additional capacity and relieve overcrowding.

5.3 Initially only three of the 1,300 vehicles were earmarked for East Midlands Trains. We were
disappointed by this and we were not consulted on it. We believed that this allocation did not reflect the
reality of overcrowding on some of our services.

5.4 Following this announcement, East Midlands Trains has worked with the support of regional
stakeholders to make the case for additional rolling stock for its services, in particular those on the
Liverpool-Norwich route (which links four of the eight core cities in England, including Nottingham,
SheYeld and Manchester). In July 2010, East Midlands Trains submitted a formal proposal to the
Department for Transport’s HLOS programme for additional rolling stock to address overcrowding on this
route. The Department for Transport and East Midlands Trains have been working together to refine the
proposal and we are encouraged that negotiations are still progressing.

5.5 Other routes in our region require additional rolling stock to address overcrowding, in particular the
Derby to Crewe service (which is operated exclusively by one-car trains), the Nottingham to Matlock service
(operated by a mix of one-car and two-car trains) and services on the routes radiating into Lincoln. The
capacity that we are able to provide on these services will act as a constraint to modal shift from road to rail
in the near future. The lack of rolling stock also inhibits the development of services on routes such as
Lincoln to Nottingham, for which there is a good business case according to a study commissioned by
Lincolnshire and Nottinghamshire County Councils. However we understand that the business case for
additional rolling stock on these routes will not meet the DfT’s current appraisal criteria.

5.6 East Midlands Trains notes that regional funders in other regions have been willing to provide
funding for additional rolling stock and improved services. In particular, Yorkshire Forward have provided
funding to Northern Rail to lease 12 additional vehicles for improving services. Yorkshire Forward are also
a key funder in the partnership between East Midlands Trains, South Yorkshire Passenger Transport
Executive and Yorkshire Forward to increase the frequency of SheYeld/London services from one to two
trains per hour from 14 December 2009. East Midlands Trains believes that there is an opportunity for the
East Midlands Development Agency to consider its role in supporting similar projects within the East
Midlands region, in order to improve connectivity within the region with a low-carbon form of transport.

6. Other Modes

6.1 East Midlands Trains notes that the region has been successful in securing investment to double the
A46 and A453 trunk roads. We note that these projects have been long standing regional aspirations, but
we do anticipate that their completion will have a detrimental eVect on rail’s market share and they may
make it more diYcult to make a business case for future improvements to the rail network.

6.2 East Midlands Trains is proud to be the operator of East Midlands Parkway station which has 850 car
parking spaces and oVers the potential to achieve modal switch from car to rail for:

6.2.1 travel between the East Midlands and London; and

6.2.2 shorter journeys into the city centres of Nottingham, Leicester and Derby.

6.3 However the station is currently poorly signed from the trunk road network, in particular the M1,
A50 and A453 northbound. There is an opportunity to achieve more rapid modal switch to rail by improving
the road signage. This will cut carbon emissions, as rail is a lower carbon mode of travel than car. East
Midlands Trains have sought to secure additional funding from the Highways Agency and DfT to improve
the road signage but so far without success. We have commissioned a feasibility study and will discuss the
matter again with DfT when the feasibility study reports.

11 December 2009

Memorandum from Leicestershire County Council (EM2-14)

I would ask the Committee to consider the following evidence on the share of funding received by the East
Midlands Region submitted by Leicestershire County Council.

Leicestershire County Council receives some of the lowest levels of funding of any authority in England.
Most notable is the level of Dedicated School Grant per pupil which is the lowest in England. “The amount
per pupil received by Leicestershire is 5.4% less than the average of neighbouring counties, 6.2% less than
average of shire counties, 11.6% less than the average of England, 7.7% less than Rutland and 13.5% less
than the City of Leicester.” Clearly one authority has to be at the bottom of the league but it is the level of
the disparity against apparently similar authorities which is diYcult to understand.

The position is repeated with Formula Grant albeit there are three counties (without responsibility for
fire) with lower formula grant per head. Among the counties receiving a greater amount of grant per head
are Essex, Cambridgeshire, East Sussex and Kent. Formula Grant takes account of relative needs and the
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ability to raise council tax locally. Of all counties only two have a lower Relative Needs Factor (RNFs) per
head of population than Leicestershire (Fire RNF’s are excluded for this comparison). It is very hard to
understand why places such as West Sussex, Hertfordshire and Dorset have higher needs than Leicestershire.

The lack of resources has a significant impact on the budget. Leicestershire has the lowest budget per head
of population of any county with the same functions.

A further example is the position on the supporting people grant allocations (copy attached) where the
amounts for Leicestershire defy belief. The amount of grant for Leicestershire is over 100% below the
national average for counties.

Any action you can take to address the inequality in funding would be much appreciated by the
County Council.

11 November 2009

2009 Sub-National
Population Formula Grant per Compared

Local Authority Projections Grant 2009–10 head 2009–10 with LCC
(£ million) £ %

Gloucestershire 584,094 22.231 38.06 244%
Somerset 534,714 17.345 32.44 193%
Nottinghamshire 783,280 23.721 30.28 174%
Lincolnshire 716,263 19.759 27.59 150%
Worcestershire 557,170 14.984 26.89 143%
Oxfordshire 647,053 17.018 26.30 138%
Devon 759,547 19.337 25.46 130%
SuVolk 714,971 17.523 24.51 122%
Lancashire 1,187,181 29.053 24.47 121%
North Yorkshire 605,097 14.735 24.35 120%
Hampshire 1,281,777 31.010 24.19 119%
Dorset 412,454 9.666 23.43 112%
Kent 1,415,332 32.025 22.63 105%
Derbyshire 765,919 17.261 22.54 104%
East Sussex 520,549 11.561 22.21 101%
Essex 1,388,793 29.623 21.33 93%
Northamptonshire 682,945 14.257 20.88 89%
Cumbria 501,670 10.104 20.14 82%
Hertfordshire 1,077,663 21.001 19.49 76%
West Sussex 783,846 15.049 19.20 74%
Norfolk 854,878 16.337 19.11 73%
Warwickshire 533,106 10.147 19.03 72%
Cambridgeshire 607,231 11.367 18.72 69%
Surrey 1,094,702 18.509 16.91 53%
StaVordshire 831,011 13.495 16.24 47%
Buckinghamshire 488,451 5.588 11.44 3%
Leicestershire 644,581 7.126 11.06

Average 20,974,278 469.832 22.40 103%

Supplementary memorandum from East Midlands Police Authorities (EM2-15)

SPECIFIC GRANT FUNDING FOR EAST MIDLANDS & ALL GOVERNMENT REGIONS
2009–10

CrimeNeighbour- BCU IPLDP Rule Total
Fighting hood Fund 2 Grant

Fund Policing
Fund

(£ total) (£ total) (£ total) (£ total) (£ total) (£ total)

East Midlands
Derbyshire Police 4.544 3.584 0.806 0.274 2.293 11.501 £11.46
Leicestershire Police 4.062 4.599 0.860 0.246 2.256 12.023 £12.42
Lincolnshire Police 2.189 2.793 0.406 0.188 3.081 8.657 £12.09
Northamptonshire Police 2.560 2.970 0.555 0.241 1.918 8.245 £12.07
Nottinghamshire Police 4.633 5.344 1.376 0.206 1.789 13.348 £12.49
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CrimeNeighbour- BCU IPLDP Rule Total
Fighting hood Fund 2 Grant

Fund Policing
Fund

(£ total) (£ total) (£ total) (£ total) (£ total) (£ total)

Total East Midlands 17.989 19.290 4.004 1.154 11.337 53.774 £12.11
All Forces (incl Mets) 263.711 315.411 49.912 15.307 180.693 825.033 £16.03
Total South West 19.375 23.543 3.966 1.166 15.375 63.425 £12.13
Total South East 35.195 35.564 5.950 3.154 26.880 106.743 £12.78
London 72.980 99.210 10.386 0.000 54.723 237.300 £31.10
Total Eastern 20.061 25.317 3.747 2.042 18.700 69.868 £12.20
Total East Midlands 17.989 19.290 4.004 1.154 11.337 53.774 £12.11
Total West Midlands 25.715 27.858 6.221 2.191 15.789 77.773 £14.38
Total—Yorks & Humberside 20.644 28.361 5.633 1.951 12.758 69.347 £13.32
Total—North West 39.559 41.575 7.382 2.859 19.280 110.654 £15.99
Total North East 12.192 14.693 2.623 0.791 5.850 36.148 £14.22
Shire Forces Only
Total South West 19.375 23.543 3.966 1.166 15.375 63.425 £12.13
Total South East 35.195 35.564 5.950 3.154 26.880 106.743 £12.78
Total Eastern 20.061 25.317 3.747 2.042 18.700 69.868 £12.20
Total East Midlands 17.989 19.290 4.004 1.154 11.337 53.774 £12.11
ST—West Midlands 10.242 12.277 2.354 0.777 8.260 33.910 £12.11
ST—Yorks & Humberside 5.913 7.969 1.460 0.456 5.706 21.504 £12.47
ST—North West 12.852 15.007 2.221 0.916 8.634 39.629 £13.27
ST—North East 4.921 5.951 1.208 0.302 2.794 15.176 £13.14

This shows:

— East Midlands Receives the lowest specific grant funding per head of any government region

Crime Fighting Fund 2009–10

The Crime Fighting Fund was introduced in 2000 when the Government provided 100% funding for
5,000 extra oYcers nationally. 4,000 of these oYcers were allocated to forces based on the funding formula
that was then in place adjusted slightly to favour more rural forces. The remain 1,000 oYcers were allocated
via a bidding process.

The scheme was expanded later in 2,000 to fund a further 4,000 fully funded oYcers with a further
allocation of 600 oYcers (75% funded) in 2003–04. These were allocated on the basis of the adjusted
funding formula.

The table below shows the allocations for East Midlands Region and a comparison with the other
Government Regions.

Crime Fighting Fund CFF
(£ total) (£ per head)

East Midlands

Derbyshire Police 4.544 £4.53
Leicestershire Police 4.062 £4.20
Lincolnshire Police 2.189 £3.06
Northamptonshire Police 2.560 £3.75
Nottinghamshire Police 4.633 £4.34
Total East Midlands 17.989 £4.05
All Forces (incl Mets) 263.711 £5.12
Total South West 19.375 £3.70
Total South East 35.195 £4.21
London 72.980 £9.56
Total Eastern 20.061 £3.50
Total East Midlands 17.989 £4.05
Total West Midlands 25.715 £4.76
Total—Yorks & Humberside 20.644 £3.97
Total—North West 39.559 £5.72
Total North East 12.192 £4.79

Shire Forces Only

Total South West 19.375 £3.70
Total South East 35.195 £4.21
Total Eastern 20.061 £3.50
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Crime Fighting Fund CFF
(£ total) (£ per head)

Total East Midlands 17.989 £4.05
ST—West Midlands 10.242 £3.66
ST—Yorks & Humberside 5.913 £3.43
ST—North West 12.852 £4.30
ST—North East 4.921 £4.26

Capital Grants 2009–10

Capital Grants were original distributed to Authorities based on the Funding Formula. From
1995–96 until 2007–08 Capital Grants were based on the part of the funding formula that reflects operational
policing needs. From 2007–08 onwards no change was made to the relative allocation in the interests of
stability.

Capital Capital
(£ total) (£ per head)

East Midlands
Derbyshire Police 2.018 £2.01
Leicestershire Police 2.100 £2.17
Lincolnshire Police 1.208 £1.69
Northamptonshire Police 1.379 £2.02
Nottinghamshire Police 2.390 £2.24
Total East Midlands 9.095 £2.05
All Forces (incl Mets) 138.686 £2.70
Total South West 10.317 £1.97
Total South East 17.363 £2.08
London 38.442 £5.04
Total Eastern 11.398 £1.99
Total East Midlands 9.095 £2.05
Total West Midlands 13.767 £2.55
Total—Yorks & Humberside 12.560 £2.41
Total—North West 18.468 £2.67
Total North East 7.276 £2.86

Shire Forces Only
Total South West 10.317 £1.97
Total South East 17.363 £2.08
Total Eastern 11.398 £5.04
Total East Midlands 9.095 £2.05
ST—West Midlands 5.882 £2.10
ST—Yorks & Humberside 3.626 £2.10
ST—North West 6.809 £2.28
ST—North East 3.154 £2.73

12 January 2010

Memorandum from NHS East Midlands (EM2-16)

1.1. NHS East Midlands is the guardian of the NHS in our region, holding to account local
commissioners. Our role is to translate and communicate national policy, set direction and support and
develop all NHS Trust bodies (Primary Care Trusts and NHS Trusts providing acute, mental health and
ambulance services).

1.2. We ensure that local health systems operate eVectively and eYciently for all of our communities. This
includes making certain that national standards and priorities are met so that the population of the East
Midlands is cared for in high quality, safe environments and that services are continuously improved and
developed. An absolute priority for us is improving health and reducing inequalities.

1.3. The East Midlands has nine Primary Care Trusts (PCTs). They are the leaders of the local health
communities and are responsible for commissioning health and healthcare services for their local
population. These organisations hold their community’s share of the regional NHS budget. They serve a
range of rural, inner city and urban populations.

1.4. NHS East Midlands was formally established on 1 July 2006, replacing the former Leicestershire,
Northamptonshire and Rutland Strategic Health Authority and Trent Strategic Health Authority.
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1.5. NHS East Midlands is ultimately responsible to the Secretary of State for Health.

2.1. Following the Committee’s “call for evidence” in July 2009, NHS East Midlands provided a
submission to the Inquiry through an agreed process with the Government OYce for the East Midlands.

2.2. The NHS East Midlands contribution sat as part of the Government OYce’s memorandum (EM02-
01), however we would like to reiterate the evidence provided earlier with some additional supplementary
information.

3.1. Department for Health regional revenue funding allocations to NHS were—£6.4 billion in
2009–10 and £6.7 billion in 2010–11. It represents approximately 8% of the national (England) share of
revenue allocations totals of £80 billion in 2009–10 and £84 billion in 2010–11.

3.2. NHS revenue allocations are made primarily to Primary Care Trusts as they are the commissioning
organisations. Hospitals and Mental Health Trusts generate their income from being commissioned
(primarily by the Primary Care Trusts) to provide health and social care services.

3.3. Under the pre-2009–10 funding formula all Primary Care Trusts in the East Midlands were “under
target”—where actual funding was less than the assessed funding needs.

3.4. All 9 Primary Care Trusts in the region remain “under target” at present with 8 PCTs in the worst
20 for distance from target. This has led to claims that the region’s health organisations are being under-
funded and that the region is not receiving its “fair share”.

3.5. The new (2009–10) funding formula recognises the higher needs of Primary Care Trusts in the East
Midlands and, as a consequence, East Midlands Primary Care Trusts benefit directly from higher levels of
growth funding.

3.6. The average growth in allocations for Primary Care Trusts in the East Midlands is 12.3% over the
two years, 2009–10 and 2010–11, compared with the England average of 11.3%.

3.7. All but one of the region’s Primary Care Trusts (Derby City PCT) is in the top two deciles for growth
over the two years 2009–10 and 2010–11. Bassetlaw PCT received the highest growth of any PCT for
2009–10 and 2010–11—17.1% over the two years.

3.8. Funding is allocated nationally by the Department for Health using a new (for 2009–10) weighted
capitation formula overseen by the Advisory Committee on Revenue Allocation—an independent
committee that advises Ministers on possible changes to the formula prior to each round of revenue
allocations. Funding is allocated to Primary Care Trusts on the basis of the relative needs of their
populations. The weighted capitation formula is used to determine Primary Care Trusts ‘ target shares of
resources to enable them to commission similar levels of healthcare for populations with similar healthcare
need. The formula is made up of several components—population, age, need, market forces and health
inequalities.

4.1. The table below provides a detailed breakdown of revenue allocations to East Midlands Primary
Care Trusts in 2009–10 and 2010–11.

2009–10 2010–11 % 0f Two year 2010–11
allocation allocation national increase Two year closing

Primary Care Trust £000s £000s budget £000s increase % DFT %44

Bassetlaw PCT 167,978 182,407 0.2160% 26,671 17.10% -6.20%
Derbyshire County PCT 1,048,875 1,107,225 1.3114% 118,065 11.90% -6.20%
Lincolnshire Teaching PCT 1,060,265 1,127,697 1.3356% 136,737 13.80% -6.20%
Nottingham City PCT 487,694 514,727 0.6096% 53,945 11.70% -6.20%
Nottinghamshire County

Teaching PCT 943,520 997,415 1.1813% 105,012 11.80% -6.20%
Leicester City PCT 488,731 515,611 0.6107% 58,787 12.90% -6.10%
Derby City PCT 405,847 428,169 0.5071% 43,479 11.30% -5.80%
Leicestershire County and

Rutland PCT 830,158 879,975 1.0422% 93,096 11.80% -5.60%
Northamptonshire
Teaching PCT 927,249 983,436 1.1648% 104,527 11.90% -1.40%

14 January 2009

44 DFT—Distance from Target: the percentage diVerence between actual funding and assessed funding needs.
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Joint memorandum from Nottinghamshire County Council, East Midlands Trains
and TravelWatch East Midlands (EM2-17)

Purpose of Note

At its hearing on 17 December 2009, the Select Committee considered evidence submitted by
Nottinghamshire County Council about how, over many decades, the Midland Main Line (MML) had
consistently received far less funding than other Inter-City rail lines or comparable roads.

The Committee questioned representatives of East Midlands Trains, Network Rail, Nottinghamshire
County Council and TravelWatch East Midlands, and it was agreed that a paper be prepared for the
Committee setting out some further small scale measures that might be undertaken to redress this historic
disadvantage.

Background

Nottinghamshire County Council’s original submission sets out in some detail how small has been the
historic level of investment in the MML compared to other Inter-City rail lines or roads, and that evidence
is not repeated here. As a result of this relatively tiny level of investment, the Midland Main Line has far
slower average speeds than any other Inter-City route, and the East Midlands’ cities have relatively long
journey times to London—something which, for the reasons set out in the Eddington report, is a handicap
for the economy of the region.

Recently there have been some significant steps forward.

— East Midlands Trains took over as train operator in November 2007, and has steadily increased
punctuality and passenger numbers to record high levels; and

— Network Rail has reduced its unit costs, and processes and funding are now in place to allow some
infrastructure enhancements, including new stations at Corby and East Midlands Parkway, and
East Midlands signalling renewal.

However, although there is at last some money for enhancements, the MML has been allocated far less
than other Inter-City routes or the parallel M1 (see graph on page 4), and unless something changes its
disadvantage will not be addressed.

Current Investment plan

For the current 5-year “railway control period” (2009–14), Network Rail has been allocated a sum of
£69.4 million for a scheme to raise speeds on the MML. The ORR has stipulated that this shall “enable a
minimum eight minute improvement in journey times between SheYeld and London for services calling at
Chesterfield, Derby and Leicester”. No journey time improvement of eight minutes has ever been achieved
on such a busy railway line for such a small sum of money as £69 million. It is just 4% of what is being spent
on the parallel M1. It compares starkly with the £90 million that is being invested in the car parks at West
Coast Main Line stations.

Network Rail is establishing the detailed design of this scheme. In contrast to the recent comprehensive
upgrade of the West Coast Main Line, for the MML scheme the elements of the work have been carefully
selected to maximise the desired outcome. Advantage will be taken of synergies with already planned track
renewals and other works to minimise design costs—eVectively getting a dual benefit (renewal and
enhancement) from one design. And disruption, which has added so massively to the costs of other schemes,
is being minimised.

We believe that, in contrast to the well known problems of the West Coast upgrade, the MML scheme
will come to be recognised as an exemplary way of upgrading busy railway routes.

Possible Additional Works

The approved MML scheme does not exhaust the cost-eVective possibilities on the MML. In the short
term there is a strong case for enhancements at two further locations

a) Desborough—provision of freight loops.

For the 21 miles between Wigston and Kettering, passenger trains take 17 minutes whilst freights take
35 minutes, but there is nowhere where passenger trains can overtake slower freight trains, and this is a huge
limitation on the times at which trains can run. This adds to the timetableing constraints that exist at other
busy places along the route—especially St Pancras, Leicester, Trent junction, Nottingham and SheYeld—
and the compound eVect is severe. Additional time—known as “pathing time”—has to be added to the
schedules of MML trains to enable trains to fit round these compound constraints.

The long distance between loops also limits the maximum load that freight trains are allowed to take to
2,000 tonnes, or the freights would be even slower and more disruptive.
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Desborough is roughly mid-way between Wigston and Kettering. Providing freight loops there would
allow freight trains to be overtaken, and would introduce far greater flexibility of the “paths” for passenger
trains. Crucially this would enable passenger trains to take full advantage of the better paths that will
become available from the £69 million linespeed scheme.

Loops at Desborough would also allow freight trains to be heavier, because even though they would be
slower the loops would minimise the disruptive eVect. In fact the trains could be 800 tonnes heavier, which
would have an enormously beneficial eVect on the economics of operation, as each freight train would
generate 40% more revenue for a very small increase in operating costs. There is a very strong desire from
the freight operating companies to run heavier trains, and they have already identified traYc that they could
carry in heavier trains, if allowed.

The financial benefit from the heavier freights is so large that it fully justifies the business case for loops
at Desborough. It is included in the draft East Midlands Route Utilisation Strategy, in which it is
“recommended for further development”

There used to be freight loops at Desborough until the 1980s. Ironically they were removed as part of the
Leicester resignalling upgrade, because at that time there were only half as many passenger trains as now—
two per hour then which has risen to four now. However that does mean that there is suitable land available,
already in railway ownership, which would make re-instatement a straightforward matter.

The estimated cost of each loop is £5 million, including ground preparation, two points, the signals to
control them, and 800 metres of track—or £10 million in total

b) Market Harborough

The section through Market Harborough is the most curved on the entire MML, with a series of s-bend
curves (known as “reverse curves”) as the line snakes its way through. This imposes a string of speed
restrictions over around two miles, so that the speed drops from 100mph to 75mph, then 60mph, then 85mph
before finally returning to 100mph.

This poor alignment is a result of historical factors. For over 100 years from the mid 19th century, Market
Harborough was a junction between the MML and two other lines. At Market Harborough station the
MML had to bend eastwards to make room for a line from Northampton. And a mile to the north the MML
was originally on an almost straight route but was subsequently diverted onto a long bend to allow a line
from Peterborough to pass underneath it.

However both those lines have now closed. The Peterborough line was closed by Beeching in 1966, but
he didn’t reinstate the MML over its original straight route, and for the last 46 years MML trains have had
to slow down to travel over a curve to avoid another line that no longer exists.

The Northampton line was closed in 1981, so freeing up the land that would allow a more gentle curve
and a higher speed through the station. In anticipation of just such a realignment, when BR rebuilt Market
Harborough station in 1978 it put the new buildings in the revised place necessary to allow the track to be
moved to the better alignment. Unfortunately, this piece of admirable forward planning by BR was thwarted
because by 1982, when the Northampton line had closed, BR’s budget had been severely cut and there was
no money to move the track. In a sense, the realignment of the track through Market Harborough is a job
that was started in 1978 but has remained unfinished for 32 years.

It would now be possible to realign the track over a couple of miles to give a much straighter and faster
route through both former junctions. This would reduce the length over which any speed reduction was
necessary, and raise the minimum speed from 60mph to at least 80mph. It has several big advantages that
make it cheaper than work elsewhere

— it involves old railway land that is already suitable for railway track; and

— because much of the work will be 20 to 50 metres away from the existing track, it can be done
without the disruption that was so problematic on the West Coast upgrade—this will make the
construction easier and cheaper, and minimise compensation costs.

The work would reduce on-going maintenance costs by eliminating the redundant flyover bridge.

This low-cost approach is entirely consistent with the innovative approach that has made the MML
linespeed scheme as a whole so exceptionally cheap for the benefits it will produce.

As part of the scheme the platforms at Market Harborough station would be rebuilt to full DDA
standards, thereby achieving another government objective.

It is estimated (at a mixture of GRIP levels 1 and 2) that the cost of the works at Market Harborough
would be £17.5 million, inc £5 million contingency. Detailed design work and finalising of costings and
business case at GRIP stage 4 is needed.

Moving the track onto a better, faster alignment was considered as part of the £69 million linespeed
scheme, but doing the full job was precluded by the fact that any time gained at Harborough would, with
the present service, only mean that passenger trains tend to catch up with freight trains.
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Provision of the freight loops at Desborough would mean that passenger trains would be able to realise
time savings from higher speeds at Market Harborough. Such time savings would benefit MML passengers
from Leicester, Derby, and Nottingham—and, outside the region, from SheYeld.

We believe that there is an extremely compelling case for an additional £27.5 million for the MML to fund
freight loops at Desborough (£10 million) and substantial works at Market Harborough (£17.5 million).

Even with this additional £27.5 million, the MML allocation for CP4 would only just equal the £90 million
that is being invested in the West Coast main Line car parks, and would still be far, far less than is allocated
to the other Inter City routes or to the M1. It should be noted that the £90 million investment in West Coast
car parks is entirely justified, as it will more than pay for itself in additional ticket revenue that it will
facilitate; the point about it is that is sets in very sharp relief just how small a sum has been allocated to
the MML.
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The MML linespeed scheme and the additional works at Market Harborough would cut journey times.
And, as explained above, provision of loops at Desborough would allow far greater flexibility of paths in
which MML trains were timetabled to run.

The faster times will require a complete rewrite of the MML timetable. This rewrite opens up the
possibility of a further benefit, which is to free up a train. On its own the speed up will mean that all trains
reach their destination earlier, and would then sit round in the terminating platform for longer before their
return trip. But that is dead time. Using the pathing flexibility it might be possible to cut the turnround time,
and for each train to set oV earlier on its return. This means they would reach the next destination even
earlier, and set oV on the next trip even earlier etc. This makes productive use of the spare time that would
be freed-up by the higher linepseeds.

By mixing and matching which trains go where—ie St Pancras–Pancras–Corby–St
Pancras–Nottingham–St Pancras–Corby etc, which is already done to some extent on the MML, it might
well be possible to operate the current service with one less train set.

Something like this has already been done on the MML. In December 2008, East Midlands Trains recast
the timetable. EMT cut what had previously been long layover times at terminal stations, and made each
train do more trips per day. This enabled the service to be increased from four trains per hour each way to
five trains per hour using the existing rolling stock. This was a highly eYcient move by EMT, and is believed
to be on of the key reasons why EMT was successful in winning the franchise.

Because the funding for the MML linespeed scheme is so small, it will not cover all the possibilities, and
there will still be some further works that could be done that would produce further journey time reductions.
The easiest elements will be included in the £69.4 million scheme, so the further elements will be somewhat
more costly, but it is possible that they could have a strong business case if they enabled a train set to be
freed-up.
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Some of these elements will have had some initial work done on them in as part of the considerations of the
current MML linespeed scheme. In addition, we would ask that the Trent—Nottingham section be assessed,
as no consideration at all has yet been given to this section of the route and what enhancement to it might
be possible.

What we propose is a study to asses the inter-related issues of

— what reductions in journey time might be possible from the currently unfunded elements of work
on the MML;

— what reductions in journey time would be required to produce a timetable which allowed operation
of the existing service with less rolling stock, thereby freeing up some of the vehicles currently used;

— what would be the best use of any MML vehicles thereby freed-up (eg strengthening selected busy
trains, reforming the existing fleet into diVerent train set lengths, running some additional trains
at peak times using the 6th MML path)

— and what would be the business case for the most promising combinations of the above factors.

Such a study would help address the need identified in the East Midlands Route Utilisation Strategy for
more capacity on MML to cope both with the trend of strong growth in patronage (which has doubled over
the last ten years), and to cope with the huge housing growth that is planned along the route.

It would also make sense for such a study to examine how Bombardier’s concept of hybrid Meridian (ie
the type used on the MML ) vehicles might take advantage of the electrification that already exists between
St Pancras and Bedford and of possible interim electrification (eg Bedford–Kettering or Leicester).

The region was disappointed that the MML was not selected for electrification, even though it had a better
business case than the lines that were selected—indeed, as correctly identified by Network Rail’s
Electrification Strategy, the MML has the strongest electrification business case of any line in England.
However, we recognise that those decisions have been taken. The absence of any immediate plans for
electrification gives strong urgency to considerations of how to provide the additional train capacity on the
MML that the draft RUS identifies will be required. And there is no realistic prospect of additional diesel
vehicles being built.

Indeed, the need for new vehicles was the stated reason for the Great Western Main Line being chosen
for electrification. That being so, the issue of how to obtain the additional vehicles needed for the MML
deserves to be treated equally seriously.

The proposed study would assess a possible way of creating additional capacity in a most cost eVective
way. Indeed, because rolling stock is so expensive, a scheme that eVectively made vehicles available could
have a high value benefit and a strong business case. And of course further journey time improvements, as
well as redressing the historic disadvantage of the MML, would also have a further significant financial
benefit from generating additional patronage and revenue.

Conclusion

We are grateful to the Select Committee for the consideration it has given to this matter, and for oVering
us the opportunity to submit this further paper following the hearing by the committee.

We believe that the MML linespeed scheme, for which £69.4 million is allocated, is an exemplary way of
delivering journey time improvements. We believe that provision of loops at Desborough and the full
linespeed improvement at Market Harborough are equally valuable, and should be funded in the short term
to complement the linespeed scheme. And we believe the MML deserves a study to identify what other
linespeed increases might have a strong business case as part of releasing vehicles to cater for the coming
growth of passengers.

The cost of such a package is still extremely modest by comparison with other inter-city routes, but its
outcomes could be extremely significant. Any support the Select Committee could give would be most
valuable.

12 January 2010
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