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Statement on Sub Matter 8Bii  South Hampshire - Housing and Countryside by Hampshire County Council
8Bii.1 
Is the proposed housing figure for the sub-region at the most appropriate level, taking account of social, environmental and other factors (Policy SH12)?

1.
No: -  The baseline housing figure for South Hampshire should be reduced to 73,000 for the reasons set out in the County Council’s statement on Matter 8Bi, which includes taking a more precautionary approach in recognition of environmental factors. The difference between this figure and that in the South East Plan – 7,000 dwellings – should be held in reserve, to be released only if required by achievement of the higher economic growth proposed. The release of that reserve should also, like all other 73,000 dwellings, be conditional on the provision of the necessary infrastructure. There is a precedent for such an approach, in the baseline-plus-reserve strategy in the current Hampshire Structure Plan. It would moreover, be wholly consistent with the South East Plan’s policy SH5 which proposes that “the rate of greenfield land will be phased and managed in the light of a range of indicators and monitoring indications. This is likely to include economic growth rates…”
2.
In order to maintain the strategy's focus on development within existing built-up areas, the reserve should comprise greenfield sites. The housing proposed in South Hampshire during the first five years of the Plan will be brownfield land and other sites which are already committed to development because they have planning permission or are allocated in adopted Local Plans. The reserve should therefore be during 2011 - 2026; spread equally over the three 5 year periods. On this basis, the reductions/reserves would be in the new greenfield urban extensions which the Plan proposes during 2011-2016 and in the two SDAs during 2016-2026. The mechanism for deciding whether and when to release these reserves is set out in paragraphs 12 and 15 below.
3.
The County Council is aware that some parties are calling for an increase in the South East Plan’s housing figure for South Hampshire. There is no justification for this: the Plan’s figure and the County Council’s alternative, both exceed the forecast of local housing needs (based on zero net migration plus housing needs backlog). The two figures also satisfy the economically-derived housing requirements associated with their respective GVA targets. The additional homes which those parties seek would thus be taken up by in-migrants, many of whom would find it hard to find employment within the sub-region (or would compete for jobs with existing residents) as it seems implausible that the local economy could grow even faster that the very ambitious rate proposed by PUSH.
4.
Higher housebuilding would also exacerbate traffic congestion and could increase the impact on sites of European importance for nature conservation. There is uncertainty about whether funding will be available for the £2 billion package of transport measures which are needed in association with the development already proposed in the Plan, let alone any higher rates of building. If congestion continues to worsen, businesses may become reluctant to invest in South Hampshire and will re-locate to places elsewhere, thereby undermining the whole strategy. The County Council’s response to Sub-Matter 8Bi.1 described the adverse impact which the currently proposed housing could have on the New Forest and proposed South Downs National Parks, SPAs and SACs: these impacts would be even more severe if the amount of housebuilding were increased. 
5.
In that regard, no credence should be attached to scenarios of higher housebuilding in the Roger Tym report commissioned by GOSE
. The County Council’s statement (as a non-participant) on Matter 2A showed that the Tym analysis ignored important environmental designations and overlooked the existence of entrenched activities on land which it regards as potentially available for housebuilding (e.g. English Heritage properties and the Container Terminal at Southampton Docks). It therefore overestimates the amount of housebuilding which can be accommodated without breaching environmental constraints. In tandem with its warning that higher building rates could impact on the countryside and historic environment, and conflict with water resources, water quality and flood risk, this means the Report offers no basis for higher housing figures in the South East Plan .
8Bii.2 
Is the level of affordable housing justified and capable of being implemented?

6.
Yes: - the County Council supports policy SH13 which it believes to be justified. It is capable of being implemented through a combination of market and public sector actions. In addition to support though Section 106 contributions there will be a need for public sector funding. The County Council is looking to the Regional Housing Board (and ultimately Government) to ensure that a long term commitment is made to support the provision of affordable housing in South Hampshire. 
8Bii.3 
Are the proposals for the SDAs justified and appropriate (Policy SH2)? 
7.
If it is necessary to build on more of South Hampshire’s greenfields, it is better that the development be concentrated in a few major developments rather than be spread out in a greater number of smaller urban extensions. The reasons for this are set out in paragraphs 3.2 – 3.6 in the background document ‘South Hampshire Sub-regional Strategy - Rationale for the housing distribution’
.  This approach will enable the Council as highways authority to take a strategic view of integrating the new communities into the transport network and channel developer contributions into enhancing strategic routes. This is very difficult to justify and achieve for smaller, dispersed developments. Concentrating new development in this way, enables it to be better served by public transport and be more self-contained. It is envisaged that the SDAs will achieve 50% employment / housing self-containment.
How will they contribute to meeting the need for social-economic regeneration of parts of the sub-region, particularly in its urban centres? 
8.
The County Council has nothing to add to the PUSH response to this question. 
In the absence of detailed assessment, is the specificity about the SDA locations appropriate?

9.
The County Council endorses the PUSH response to this question. In addition, experience with planning the proposed Major Development Areas in the Hampshire Structure Plan demonstrates the long lead-in times for very large developments, underlining the need to expediate the planning process. Specifically identifying the SDAs in the South East Plan will enable a Local Area Action Plan to be prepared straightaway, rather than having to await the preparation first of the LDF Core Strategy.
Is the approach to phasing set out in paragraph 2.6 realistic and achievable?

10.
The County Council strongly supports the principles in the South East Plan’s Paragraph 2.6 that the rate of development in both SDAs should depend on the rate of investment in associated infrastructure and the availability of alternative brownfield sites. The latter embodies the Government’s sequential test to the release of housing land, while the former of ensuring that infrastructure accompanies development is simply good planning. Past experience in South Hampshire (and elsewhere) of infrastructure provision not keeping pace with development, has contributed to public opposition to new building. This must be rectified in relation to future development, if it is to secure public acceptance.
11.
It would however be unsatisfactory if each SDA was not developed to its full planned extent; in particular, it would probably mean that the SDA did not attain its full range of facilities and services. It would also mean that major infrastructure such as utilities which need to be installed at the start, are not left only partly utilised. The need to avoid this situation is therefore rightly acknowledged in the South East Plan’s Paragraph 2.6 which states that any phases of the SDA development which are not needed during the Plan period would be built after 2026 (rather than not built at all). This same philosophy should apply also to the reserve phases of the SDA proposed in paragraph 2 of this statement.
12.
In that regard, the reserve elements of each SDA would be identified as site allocations in the relevant LDFs in exactly the same way as the other areas of the SDA. The only difference is the presumption that they would not be developed until after 2026, unless monitoring shows that GVA is rising in line with the PUSH growth trajectory. If it did, then the release would be effected through a scheduled review of the South East Plan.

13. 
Identifying a reserve element in this way would not be a new concept: the West of Waterlooville Major Development Area (MDA), which is also in South Hampshire, includes a reserve which the Hampshire Structure Plan requires to be held back unless monitoring indicates that its release is necessary and justified.
8Bii.4 
In all other respects, is the apportionment of the overall housing provision figures to the Districts at the most appropriate level, taking into account socio-economic and environmental factors?

14.
The County Council supports the apportionment of the overall housing provision to districts subject to the qualification set out earlier in this statement that some of the greenfield provision should be held in reserve, and that all the development should be conditional of the provision of associated infrastructure.
8Bii.5 
How should the relationship between employment growth and release of housing be managed?

15.
The County Council endorses the proposals on this issue set out in the statement by PUSH, and would envisage that the same monitoring information would be used to establish whether GVA was increasing in line with the PUSH growth trajectory. If it were, then the reserve housing would be released through a scheduled review of the South East Plan. If not, then it would be held back, but on the understanding (explained in paragraph 11 above) that the reserve phases of the SDAs would eventually be developed, even if after 2026.
8Bii.6 Is the policy for Strategic Gaps justified? 
16. 
Hampshire County Council supports Policy CC10b which covers the principle of strategic gaps being defined through local development documents.  There is however a danger that Policy SH3 may be regarded as superseding policy CC10B in South Hampshire, and therefore the County Council requests that Policy SH3 be amended to cross refer to CC10b and that the list of gaps identified in the policy be clarified as indicative only, and extended to include reference to a strategic gap between Romsey and Southampton. 
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