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8Bii.1


Is the proposed housing provision figure for the sub-region at the most appropriate level, taking account of social, environmental, economic and other factors (Policy SH12)?  


Overall Housing Target Figure
1.1. Our separate but related objections to the level of proposed net additional annual housing growth are set out in response to Policy H1 of the South East Plan.  However, and for the most part, we are generally satisfied with the level of annualised housing growth proposed to be met within the South Hampshire Sub-region which requires annual completion rates to run at approximately 4,000 per annum.
1.2. Our principal concern is with the apportionment of the 4,000 dwelling annualised requirement between the Partnership for Urban South Hampshire (PUSH) Partner authorities.
1.3. The spatial strategy which underpins the dwelling distribution across the PUSH authorities requires the delivery of a significant level of housing at two strategic locations, provided at Hedge End (6,000 dwellings) and Fareham (10,000 dwellings), equivalent to a total of 16,000 dwellings.
1.4. The 16,000 dwelling total from the two SDA locations is equivalent to 20% of the total level of housing completions planned for over the plan period within the Sub-region.  This is a significant part of the overall housing requirement.  Any delay in bringing these sites forward is likely to have a material impact upon the ability of the PUSH authorities to meet their housing targets as set out in the Plan.
1.5. Work undertaken by consultants Colin Buchanan upon housing delivery rates on strategic sites (report published November 2005) provides an evidence base of past housing development within the East of England region and identifies a 5 year average lead time from submission of an application to first completions; with annual completions running at an average of 350 dwellings.  
1.6. This report provides a useful basis with which to assess likely future delivery rates from SDA locations generally, including in the South East.  Relevant extracts from the document are attached as Annex 1.
1.7. A similar exercise has been carried out by the HBF upon strategic site delivery in Hampshire.  Based on the HBF’s assessment of completions on large sites in Hampshire, whilst there are peaks and troughs in the supply line, the average rate of completions is 200 per annum.  Details are attached as Annex 2. 
1.8. In light of the above, there is a demonstrable need to ensure a robust approach to housing delivery.  Strategic annual requirement rates must therefore be based upon a robust and realistic assessment of the likelihood of strategic sites coming forward during the plan period.  
1.9. The need to ensure a sufficient supply of deliverable housing land is identified in PPS3.  This states at paragraph 54 that sites should be developable.  To be developable, there should be a reasonable prospect that the site is available and could be developed at the point envisaged.

1.10. Accordingly, and as a critical component of assessing likely future supply, the South East Plan should assess the suitability or otherwise of the SDA locations and their ability to come forward and contribute to the assessment of housing land supply.

Social, Economic and Environmental Matters

1.11. As to the social, economic and environmental factors, we are satisfied that the total number of dwellings to be met in South Hampshire is appropriate.  However, and what is clear, is that whilst the urban centres of Portsmouth and Southampton will continue to serve as strategic locations in terms of housing and employment locations, there is limited supply of brownfield land in these settlements.  Moreover, there is a demonstrable need to provide for satisfactory living environments within the identified urban centres.

1.12. For a large part, the approach to housing distribution is urban capacity led.  However, and in accordance with the requirements set out in PPS3, allowances for windfalls should no longer be made.  Rather, sites should be identified as allocations.  This is particularly the case for LDF’s.  Against this background, there can no longer be any basis with which to allow for assumptions concerning delivery from windfall sites.  This includes no longer allowing for windfall rates in appraising spatial strategies in seeking to meet future housing needs.
1.13. Moreover, we also question whether the recent trends for development on brownfield sites within the urban areas can continue without causing material harm to the amenity enjoyed by existing and future residents.

1.24. We identify a number of possible concerns with the urban intensification approach as follows:
· Physical impacts – loss of employment and retail sites, open space and natural habitats, with increasing pressure on sites and higher land prices; changing urban character through increasing scale and height of buildings.

· Social impacts – Saturation of the property market with flatted development at the expense of larger (family sized) dwellings, failing to provide a sufficient or appropriate housing choice to attract families and workers.

· Infrastructure – scattered developments putting pressure on transport, water and sewerage systems and community facilities.

1.25. In addition to the above, urban intensification often results in housing development below the threshold for the provision of affordable housing development.  Accordingly, whilst the number of flatted units brought forward from such a strategy contributes to meeting overall housing numbers, there remains a problem in failing to provide for affordable housing to meet identified needs.

1.26. Providing for urban extensions at suitable locations, identified, in part, through the background evidence to the emerging RSS, enables a degree of complimentarity between flatted development brought forward through the urban intensification approach and the provision of larger family sized dwellings and mix of units that can be provided on greenfield allocations.

1.27. Accordingly, whilst we support the over arching aim of maximising the development potential and inward investment at the two principal cities, it is clear that significant peripheral expansion will be needed not only at these primary locations but also at locations well served by the local transport network, to include additional development at, inter alia, Waterlooville, Romsey and Fareham.
1.28. Furthermore, whilst there are a number of major opportunities to provide a step change in housing growth during the plan period across the sub region, it is clear that there are a number of constraints that will have a material impact upon location choices.  The geography of the sub region, in terms of both the built and natural environment, has a key influence on the spatial options for growth as follows.  The New Forest National Park designation constrains growth to the west, whilst the South Downs National Park limits growth options to the north east.

1.29. In addition, constraints on road and rail capacity could limit spatial growth options and this is an issue that will no doubt be debated at the EIP session.
1.30. Based on the above, we consider that the spatial options for growth are likely to necessitate the following options:

· Accommodate growth within urban areas, maximising the development potential of previously developed land identified through urban capacity studies

· Accommodate growth within and adjoining the main cities

· Accommodate growth adjoining urban settlements across the sub region.

· Provide for development in Strategic Development Areas, where the devolopability of the requisite number of units during the plan period can be demonstrated.  This approach will need to be supported by a robust mechanism to allow for the early release of ‘other’ sites in the event that there is any shortfall in completions at one or more of the SDA’s.

· Concentrate new development within existing or new transport corridors (regional spokes)

1.31. As a caveat to the above, over loading too much future growth at the two cities could exacerbate existing transport capacity problems.  

1.32. The preparation of the Sub-regional strategy provides the ideal platform with which to undertake a structured policy review, to provide for sufficient growth levels in the period to 2026, including the provision of Greenfield urban extensions to provide for sufficient housing choice in meting identified housing needs during the plan period to 2026.

8Bii.2


Is the level of affordable housing justified and capable of being implemented (Policy SH13)?

2.1. Evidence to the South East Plan suggests that there is a need for a significant amount of affordable housing provision to be met within the Sub-region.  However, contrary to this requirement, the policies of the plan seek to provide for a reduced level of house building compared to that needed to tackle the housing shortage and to help meet both open market and affordable housing needs.

2.2. It will only be possible to secure a step-change in the provision of affordable housing if there is a step-change in the amount of public subsidy made available.  Accordingly, the Plan should confirm that sufficient public subsidy is essential if a step-change in affordable housing provision is to be secured.
2.3. However, we do support the ‘target’ based approach to the application of a 30-40% affordable housing requirement.  This reflects the guidance set out in PPS3 (paragraph 28) which requires Regional Spatial Strategies to include the affordable housing ‘target’ for the region.

2.4. The ‘target’ approach provides the necessary flexibility when appraising the capacity and viability of sites to deliver affordable housing.

8Bii.3


Are the proposals for the SDAs justified and appropriate (Policy SH2)?  How will they contribute to meeting the need for socio-economic regeneration of parts of the sub-region, particularly in its urban centres?  In the absence of detailed assessment, is the specificity about the SDA locations appropriate?  Is the approach to phasing set out in paragraph 2.6 realistic and achievable?  

3.1. Our comments upon the merits or otherwise of the SDA approach are set out below.  We acknowledge the suitability of the SDA approach in providing for a degree of complimentarity with the urban intensification approach.  Moreover, such strategic scale developments are likely to provide the critical mass to support new community services and facility provision and provide a significant amount of affordable and open market housing, to include a range of dwelling sizes, necessary to meet identified needs.

3.2. Policy SH12 identifies that the first housing completions at the SDA locations will be in the period from 2016 onwards.  Our concerns relate to the lead times necessary for implementation of such strategic proposals as well as provision of the necessary infrastructure requirements.

3.3. Based upon the Assembly’s published timetable for preparation of the RSS, adoption is unlikely until 2009.  There will then follow the preparation of the relevant Local Development Frameworks.  We are aware that the Core Strategy for Fareham Borough continues to be delayed pending a decision upon a review of the LDS.  There must therefore be the possibility that the Core Strategy may not be pursued until after the close of the South East Plan Examination.  The current LDS for Eastleigh suggests the adoption of their Core Strategy in 2009.

3.4. The Core Strategies would establish the acceptability of the SDA locations at the local level.  There would then follow the preparation of the Site Allocations DPDs and or Action Area Plans.  These documents will take a number of years to prepare and finally approve and would need to be in place prior to the approval of any planning application for development of the SDAs.

3.5. Against the above background, and based upon the 5 year time lag identified in the Buchanan report, the 2016 date identified in Policy SH12 for housing completions at the SDA locations appears optimistic at best.

3.6. There is little certainty with which one can rely upon the delivery of a material amount of housing completions at the SDA locations during the first ten years of the plan period from the date of adoption.  It will be for the local authorities at the South East Plan session to demonstrate the ability of these locations to deliver. 

3.7. The RSS will replace, at the strategic level, Regional Planning Guidance for the South East (RPG9) published in March 2001 as well as the plan making functions at the Sub-regional level previously undertaken by the Structure Plan authorities.  

3.8. The Hampshire Structure Plan has established a valuable policy regime, including long term strategic proposals, which should not be lost with the change to the new RSS/LDF system.  This includes with reference to considerations identified in the Structure Plan Panel Report (1997).  Such proposals, supported by the relevant County Council have emerged over a number of years, with the merits of such an approach having been acknowledged, debated and supported at past EIP sessions.

3.9. We are most concerned that through the new RSS system, major and long term commitments could be cast a side, especially if the local authorities concerned do not support continued growth in their areas.  This is not an acceptable approach to dealing with the policy continuum including past and future considerations and commitments.

3.10. It is for these demonstrable reasons that we of the opinion that location specificity is an essential component of the RSS process as this will help to guide the spatial options at the local (LDF) level.

8Bii.4


In all other respects, is the proposed apportionment of the overall housing provision figures to the Districts at the most appropriate level, taking account of the balance between brownfield/ greenfield, and other socio-economic and environmental factors?

4.1. As identified above, we object to the apportionment of the 4,000 dwelling requirement between the local authority areas with the Sub-region.  Accordingly, we support a redistribution of the dwellings numbers between the districts, to ensure a flexible approach to housing delivery, providing for housing allocations at the local level, in accordance with PPS3, where land is available, suitable and viable for development.

4.2. We see some merit in providing for cross boundary partnerships across the PUSH authorities.  However, the details of any such proposal would need top be underpinned by the findings of a robust strategic housing market assessment and land availability assessment.
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