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1A.1
What are the key spatial strategy challenges facing the South East and is the response of the draft RSS adequate?  (To include reference to the results of monitoring performance against RPG9, and recent, post-RPG9, developments in national policy e.g. the Sustainable Communities Plan and emerging planning policy statements).

Introduction

1.
As in all planning judgements the need to balance differing and often competing considerations crystallises the challenges facing the region. Section A2 of draft RSS recognises the challenges but sets up a response which appears overly focused on consensus rather than on the fundamental requirements. 
2.
In our original representations we drew attention to various weaknesses in the strategy which were expressed in the context of soundness tests (PPS11 para 1.7). Much of that material is relevant to this issue. We comment on the adequacy of draft RSS below in the context of national policy expectations and growth requirements

Consistency with National Policy

3.
Consistency with national policy is a fundamental test of soundness for RSS.  It is notable that the draft RSS acknowledges at para. B3.1 that it "does challenge…policy where it is not perceived to relate well to the particular needs of the region, or when the government policy appears to need some adaptation and development to meet those needs in a sustainable development context."  This stance plainly needs to be subject to very close scrutiny.

4.
We submit that draft RSS relies on unacceptable departures from government policy in the following respects: 
A.
The Sustainable Communities Plan, where the RSS fails to:

·  provide for the region’s growing population;

·  address the need to turn around the trend in house completions; and

·  provide the step change in housing supply.

B.
PPG3, where the RSS fails to:

·  provide new homes in the right place at the right time;

·  ensure everyone has the opportunity of a decent home; and

·  maintain the momentum of economic growth.

C.
Draft PPS3, where the RSS fails to:

·  ensure more people on the housing ladder and a better choice for those who rent;

·  take account of the levels of housing demand;

·  have regard to latest household projections and the needs of the regional economy; and

·  increase supply in sub-regional housing market areas where demand is high.

D.
The Government’s Response to Kate Barker’s Review of Housing Supply, where the RSS fails to:

·  release more land to meet future housing requirements;

·  provide for a step-change in housing supply; and

·  rise to the challenge of delivering sustainable communities, through effective decisions based upon rigorous evidence.

E. The Future of Air Transport White Paper, where the RSS fails to:

·  acknowledge the potential for runway and terminal growth at Heathrow;

·  make plans for a second runway at Gatwick post 2019; and

·  consider subsequent airport related economic growth and necessary associated additional housing provision in the region.

Growth Requirements
5.
That the region faces significant growth pressures is beyond dispute. Plainly it is part of the regional planning process to reconcile differing views as to the response to this. RSS will not however fulfil its remit unless it establishes a clear spatial framework, acknowledging the key role of the South East, as both a key economic driver and focus of substantial population. It must also adequately reflect and respond to its relationship with neighbouring regions, and especially to London.  

6.
In our original representations we have argued that draft RSS fails to respond to these requirements in a number of respects. For the most part these are the subject of topic based debate elsewhere in the EIP and so are not pursued here. However, our focus was largely on the inadequate level of housing proposed in light of the following factors: 
· The stated aims of RSS in relation to the provision of homes

· Current household projections which point to an annual provision substantially in excess of the 28,900 dpa proposed

· The need for a significant increase in affordable housing provision

· Previous backlogs and shortfalls in provision

· Pressures on the South East arising from other regions

· The role of the South East in the broader national context

· National policy objectives

· The consequences for the Regional Economic Strategy.

1A.2
Are the draft RSS’s vision and objectives clear and appropriate?  How will this vision of a healthier region be achieved (section C, para 2.2.1)?  

Vision

1.
We do not find a concise spatial vision for 2026 or a clear statement on how it will achieve sustainable development (PPS11 para 1.7). The inter-relationship between, for example, housing, economic growth and transport is muddled and the reality of the plan’s objectives and its delivery policies is disfunctional.  

2.
PPS1, para. 30 requires RSS documents to take a “spatial planning approach” and underlines that this goes beyond traditional land use planning.  It must bring together and integrate policies for the development and use of land with other policies and programmes that influence the nature of places and how they can function.  PPS1 paragraph 32(i) goes on to explain that authorities should “set a clear vision for the future of development…Plans should guide patterns of development and seek to manage changes to the areas they cover.”
3.
The GOSE response to the first consultation draft RSS referred to the issue of Vision in the document as “dissipated across a variety of objectives, parameters, statements in various parts of the plan, which can be contradictory.”  There has been no improvement to this situation in draft RSS.  

4.
There is no concise spatial strategy in the Plan.  The nearest achieved is at para C3.4.1 but fundamentally this omits even a mention of housing supply, other than in the Growth Areas and South Hampshire.  Apart from this the document offers:

·     The Key Diagram, contrary to PPS11, 1.18, does not show how any vision will be achieved. It is effectively limited to identifying existing main settlements, key routes, transport centres, Green Belt, previously identified growth areas and sub-regional boundaries.

·    The cross-cutting policies, many of which are single issue and vague, often repeating national priorities, albeit frequently with worthy intent.  

·    The Sub-regional Policy Framework which is a set of disjointed, uncoordinated and largely locally derived policies accompanied by large amounts of repetitive and generalised policy and background material.  

5.
The principal element in the spatial strategy is clearly intended to be the Sub Regions.  The selected boundaries for the sub-regions have anomalies in terms of their characteristics, size, shape and included/excluded urban areas.  Where they touch boundaries with each other there are virtually no examples of interlinking commentary let alone policy.  

6.
A fundamental weakness, which prevents the achievement of a coherent strategy across the region, is however the absence of any spatial guidance in respect of areas omitted from the defined Sub Regions.  Large tracts of the South East, and some very significant settlements, are left in a virtual policy vacuum.

7.
In essence the vision emphasises too heavily the issue of establishing a healthy region, whilst failing to place either sustainability or a spatial element at the forefront of the strategy, as it should.  The need to set a spatial vision for the plan’s end date is also missing, as the vision merely seeks a sustained improvement over the plan period.

Objectives

8.
PPS11 requires policy objectives to be linked and prioritised. The 21 objectives set out in para C4.2 contain no real indication of priorities.

9.
PPS11 para 1.3 sets out ‘scale and distribution of housing’ as one of only three grouped matters to be taken into account by RSS.  Housing provision must be an absolute priority.  Not only does economic success and the well being of those living and migrating to the South East rely on getting it right but so do over 30 LPAs as they move forward with their LDFs.
10.
RSS objectives are to provide ‘reasonable levels of housing growth’ (para A4.2 (iv)) ‘which provides everyone with the opportunity of a decent home’ (para D3.1.1). Yet, as argued elsewhere, the housing provision falls woefully short of meeting economic and social needs in the region and will lead to a development pattern lacking sustainability.

1A.3
Is the draft RSS right to adopt "a cautionary approach" to growth over the long-term (section B, para 7.4.1), and to plan to meet the "reasonable needs" of the region (Statement of Policy, section C, para 2.2.1)?  What is meant by the concept of reasonableness?
The Cautionary Approach

1.
Para B7.4.1 justifies the cautionary approach adopted by the draft plan mainly by the uncertainties that apply to some aspects of demographic projections and employment forecasts.  

2.
The fulfilment of a clear vision for the region depends on a long-term spatial strategy. Evidently the strategy will be re-visited and reviewed as time passes; but unless a robust policy framework is established at the outset, targeted on an appropriate vision, the Plan will almost certainly under-perform. 

3.
The situation is analogous to ‘plan monitor and manage’ in the housing delivery process at LDF level. There, uncertainty is controlled not through the form of the strategy itself but through its implementation. The housing requirement is stated and the policy framework is put in place to deliver it. The release of land is ‘managed’ by the implementing authority through ‘monitoring’. Changes in circumstance can thus be accommodated, but only because full provision has been made at the outset.

4.
In the case of draft RSS, requirements are clear in a number of key topic areas, most significantly in relation to housing provision. A cautionary approach is inappropriate if, simply because a later set of projections at some point in the next decade may indicate a different outcome, housing provision is artificially suppressed. After all, that subsequent set of projections might equally indicate a higher requirement or some other variation which will be incapable of being met by the spatial framework unless a robust stance has been taken at the outset.

5.
Similar concerns can be raised in relation to employment growth, where RSS must respond to the objectives and targets of the Regional Economic Strategy.  Failure to meet both aspects of the Government’s growth agenda will not only limit options for the future, but will worsen existing problems, eg issues of housing shortage, affordability, unsustainable patterns of commuting, with adverse environmental consequences.

6.
A similar approach should underlie the response to development constraints. The only sound way to protect the environment, or to provide the infrastructure and services which new development requires, is to plan against the best indications of the expected outcome. To understate the anticipated requirement at the outset means that the policy approach to environmental and resource issues will inevitably prove to be inadequate. In a climate of accumulated deficit to-date, this is short-sighted and dangerous.

7.
These considerations assume particular importance for this first RSS for the South East. A properly constructed strategy at the outset will mean that review – where required – can occur without fundamentally undermining its key principles. This is the approach adopted by the East of England Panel at para 11.30 of their report (Core Doc EEP PR),
Reasonable Needs

8.
Clearly an understanding of what is meant by the concept of reasonableness is fundamental to assessing the validity of this approach. That is a matter for SEERA to explain. It appears to us however – as stated earlier in this submission – that it reflects the search for consensus rather than a determination to deliver what the region requires. Apart from this our response on this point is set out in paras 1 – 7 above.

1A.4
Has the draft RSS been properly informed by Sustainability Appraisal?  How can the recently completed Appropriate Assessment best inform the testing and finalising of the draft RSS?

1.
We are not convinced that Sustainability Appraisal (SA) has been properly utilised in the formation of the RSS and clearly this is a matter which will require careful consideration by the Panel.  To be sound, PPS11 calls for SAs to be used to assess alternative options and rule out these, where appropriate, taking into account sustainability findings.

2.
Our original representations on this topic focused on the debate over the appropriate level of housing provision. We summarise our position as follows.

3.
There has been a series of sustainability papers since 2004 culminating in the submitted SA of March 2006.  The 2004 documents considered housing figures of 34,000 pa in two principal distribution scenarios.  It noted that this figure would increase housing growth rates and that the urban concentration option (the 133 towns with 10,000+ population) “would probably meet housing needs more widely than some other options.”  No figure higher than 34,000 pa seems ever to have been considered.

4.
More recent SA work then looked at the options of 25,500, 28,000 and 32,000 dwellings per annum.  However there is no sign that the reduction in numbers was the result of SA itself.  Having then looked rather simplistically at the upper and lower figures, the SA rather conveniently concluded in favour of ‘sharper focus’ using the ‘mid’ figure of 28,900 dwellings.  It found that the upper figure would be more likely to meet housing needs, but would be more challenging environmentally, the lower figure vice versa. 

5.
Without any explanation the SA concludes that 28,900 would comprise a strategy with the potential to perform positively as regards the objective of ensuring everyone has the opportunity to live in a decent, sustainably constructed and affordable home (SA, NTS, 3.4).  How this conclusion is reached against the background of household projections, economic growth targets and existing backlogs/shortfalls is a mystery.
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