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DRAFT SOUTH OF ENGLAND PLAN

EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC

SMART FUTURES SUBMISSION

MATTER 8B SOUTH HAMPSHIRE

8Bii Housing and Countryside
1.
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)?

1.1
The RSS forecasts that demand for labour will outstrip the resident supply of economically active population across the region by around 240,000 in 2026. (see Document Centre/ SEP1/ Section B/ 7.2.3(iii) and 7.3.2). The region's ability to deliver economic growth will be constrained by labour shortages, unless there are significant flows of in-commuting or more houses are built.

1.2
The January 2005 public consultation on spatial options rightly proposed to build more houses to reduce the gap, but this was rejected, for reasons which were manifestly politically driven. As a consequence there is no sound evidential base for the draft Plan's proposal at H1 to build at a level of 28,900 houses per annum. The outcome will be unsustainable, with either a failure to hit the economic growth rate or very significant increases in in-commuting. Our purpose here is not to challenge the regional housing level (although we are challenging H1 for different reasons, see 8148/ H1) because our focus is South Hampshire, and we feel that the sub-region is at least attempting to address this issue by proposing a higher housing completion rate of 4,000 per annum. This is higher than past build rates and the current RPG equivalent figure for the sub-region, and represents a good starting point if South Hampshire is to realise its ambition of improving economic performance. However, even this target may not be high enough and the proposed distribution and phasing may prevent the growth objective being achieved.

1.3
80,000 houses in 20 years is a challenging but achievable target which would help to deliver economic growth, stimulate regeneration and address the backlog in housing provision (especially affordable housing) without putting undue pressure on the environment and infrastructure. The strategy will not be achieved if there is anything less than total and demonstrative commitment to delivering a sustained development programme. What is required is not a reluctant and half-hearted ‘dash for growth’ in the latter part of the plan period but a coherent and consistent strategy that removes any constraints upon achieving a higher and sustained rate of economic growth throughout the whole plan period. This means developing in parallel, and giving at least as much importance to Strategic Development Areas (SDAs) as urban regeneration and urban extensions. SDAs are a key component of the strategy to promote economic growth through provision of housing and employment sites and are potentially in a better position to deliver than a larger number of smaller sites. 

1.4
Policy SH12, as currently drafted, will undermine delivery of the strategy, and we oppose it (see 8148/ SH12). It proposes unachievable targets based on unrealistic assumptions. We reject any suggestion that development should be phased or SDAs held in reserve (see 8148/ 8Bi). Commencement after 2016 will condemn the Plan to repeat the difficulties and disputes associated with the Hampshire Structure Plan. It will take at least 4 to 6 years to undertake preparatory work for the SDAs due to long lead times in infrastructure investment, and without a commitment at the outset of the plan period it will not be possible to deliver the level of development required. Conversely, if a full and early commitment is made it should be possible to have a small but significant amount of development on the ground by 2016, and a much better chance of achieving the proposed delivery numbers thereafter. 

1.5
Smart Futures' proposed amendment to SH12, together with proposed amendments to other policies (see 8148/ H1/ SH1/ SH5/ SH8) provides a clearer framework for delivery, but it is important that the Plan is grounded in an integrated strategy, rather than a set of allocations. The goal of achieving a sustainable outcome is paramount.

2. 
8Bii.2  Is the level of affordable housing justified and capable of being implemented (Policy SH13)?

2.1
SDAs are better able to deliver significant numbers of affordable housing than many smaller brownfield regeneration schemes.
3. 
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
Smart Futures supports a tailored approach to spatial development that reflects sub-regional differences. We support the principle of SH1, which emphasises that development in the sub-region will be led by economic growth and urban regeneration. However, urban regeneration has not been the major driver of growth in the sub-region in the past, and Portsmouth and Southampton, in particular, have historic regeneration challenges that remain to be addressed. It is more likely that these cities (and their continued regeneration) will be assisted by the wider economic growth of the sub region. In addition, urban capacity is finite, and that there will be a need to utilise all available development land during the Plan period. We strongly advocate SDAs as part of the delivery package, and have presented our arguments above, and in our answer to 8Bi (see 8148/ 8Bi). In summary our case is that:

· Achieving a higher growth rate requires more development

· The strategy requires an immediate start and sustained investment 

· SDAs are an integral part of the strategy 

· In the package of measures necessary to achieve growth, SDAs are as important as urban regeneration, and urban extensions

· Urban capacity is finite and any green field releases must be planned to make best use of land

· All parts of the region stand to benefit from the strategy

· Any deferral or phasing of SDA development threatens economic growth

· SDAs require long lead times for implementation

· Policies H1, SH1, SH5, SH8, SH12 must be amended to reflect these points.

3.2
The proposal to use SDAs as a vehicle for development is an appropriate strategy unique to South Hampshire and acknowledges that to achieve an acceleration in growth requires a new approach. We believe that they can be developed as genuine sustainable communities, and have supported our case at 8148/ 8Bi.1(1.10).

3.3
We also support the identification of broad locations for the SDAs. In our view, land close to Fareham is an ideal location for one of the proposed SDAs, and have supported our case at 8148/ 8Bi.1(1.11 and 1.12). Fareham is a growth centre, and an ideal driver for sub-regional and regional economic growth. We have provided evidence to support this contention in our original submission (see 8148/ SF covering report/ 9 appendices/ economic report by Paikea Ltd).  The risk for the sub-regional economy is that, if Fareham is not able to continue to accommodate such growth in the future, the investment may be lost from the sub-region.

3.4
Whilst we strongly support the main proposal within SH2 to allocate two SDAs in South Hampshire, Smart Futures opposes Policy SH2, as drafted, (see 8148/SH2) because it goes into a level of site specific detail which is inappropriate for a strategic level plan, contrary to the advice in PPS 11. It is not necessary, for example, to attempt to define gaps between settlements, or areas of open space, which could unnecessarily restrict the potential and optimum development of the SDA. Such issues must be addressed, but at the appropriate time, and through the LDF process. At this strategic level, a more generalised reference should be set out to refer to the broad location of the SDA to the north of Fareham and the M27 motorway comprising up to 10,000 new homes and some 121,000 sq meters of floor space for employment.

3.5
In our view, Paragraph 2.6, and Policies SH 1,5, 8 and 12 are inappropriately focused upon a sequential approach to development. We strongly disagree with the proposal to follow an exclusively urban regeneration focus in the first 10 years. Paragraph 2.6 goes further, suggesting that the SDAs should be dependent upon the rate of brownfield development, and therefore may not be developed at all in the Plan period if more urban land becomes available. In terms of achieving the overall objectives of the RSS, this is a strategy for failure.

3.6
We have already referred to the need for an integrated strategy, including the SDAs, if the sub-region is to achieve its growth target. Paragraph 2.6 does not amount to an integrated strategy. Introducing delay and uncertainty in the commencement of the SDAs means that the target rate of growth could never be reached in the Plan period. The measure of "rate" of development as a tool for releasing development sites harks back to the Hampshire Stucture Plan which, to date, has failed to release any reserved sites during a period in which the economic performance of the sub-region has lagged behind that of the South East as a whole. Furthermore, the PUSH authorities have already completed rigorous urban capacity studies in concluding that SDAs will be needed, and the assumption that significant extra land will be "discovered" is unrealistic. Portsmouth, for example, is already one of the most densely developed urban areas in the UK.  Paragraph 2.6 is based on an erroneous assumption that the sub-region can be developed sequentially. Any windfall developments on brownfield sites will be needed (especially if the global housing figure proves to be an underestimate), but the sub-region does not enjoy the option of an either/or choice. The only way the sub-regional strategy will work is if all components work together to deliver it. In this way economic growth stands a chance of being delivered. Maximising economic potential across the sub-region represents the best way to assist urban renaissance and tackle pockets of deprivation.

4. 
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
Apportionment over the plan period and delaying SDAs to the second half of the plan period as shown in Policy SH12 is not appropriate, and will lead to the supply of housing being unbalanced over the plan period. SDAs should be introduced at the earliest feasible date, combined with build rates that will provide a better balance in the supply of new housing onto the market.
5. 
8Bii.5 
How should the relationship between employment growth and release of housing land be managed (Policy SH5)?

5.1
We are proposing amendments to the Plan's employment policies for South Hampshire (see 8148/ SH5/ SH7 & SH8). The relationship between homes and jobs lies at the heart of this spatial Plan. Getting the balance right is critical. (see our case at 8148/ 8Bi.2). We oppose SH5 because, as currently drafted, it could be used in conjunction with the other policies identified to delay development under the guise of phasing. Management of land releases does not have to mean phasing. Our proposed amendments to Policy SH5 will ensure that a full range of indicators is taken into consideration in bringing forward land for development. It is essential that allocations of employment sites reflect real economic growth priorities and needs.

5.2
The SDAs must be fully sustainable balanced communities. We consider that the proposed SDAs can and should make a demonstrable contribution to the economic needs of the sub-region at an earlier stage than currently proposed. In order to make this contribution, the RSS needs to set a clear framework for the earliest possible development of the Fareham SDA, and our proposed modifications to policies would help to achieve this.

6. 
8Bii.6
 Is the policy for Strategic Gaps properly justified (Policy SH3)?

6.1
No comment
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