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Matter 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 Housing provision for the South Hampshire Sub-region is 80,000 overall (4,000 d.p.a.) in RSS Policy SH12 out of a total provision for Hampshire of 122,000 (6,100 d.p.a.), which also includes 26,000 dwellings (1,300 d.p.a.) in the Western Corridor/Blackwater Valley and 16,000 dwellings (800 d.p.a.) in the Rest of the County.
1.2 Housing provision in Policies H1 and SH12 of the South East Plan is compared in Table 1 below with Pegasus’s alternative proposals:
Table 1: Housing Provision

	
	South East Plan 

Policy H1
	South East Plan 

Policy SH12: 

South Hampshire 
	Pegasus’s alternative proposals 

(district level)

	
	d.p.a.
	total
	d.p.a.
	total
	d.p.a.
	total

	Basingstoke and Deane
	825
	16,500
	
	
	1,350
	27,000

	East Hampshire
	260
	5,200
	60
	1,200
	450
	9,000

	Eastleigh
	354
	7,083
	354
	7,083
	450
	9,000

	Hedge End SDA
	300
	6,000
	300
	6,000
	300
	6,000

	Fareham
	186
	3,729
	186
	3,729
	150
	3,000

	Fareham SDA
	500
	10,000
	500
	10,000
	600
	12,000

	Gosport
	125
	2,500
	125
	2,500
	150
	3,000

	Hart
	200
	4,000
	
	
	300
	6,000

	Havant
	315
	6,301
	315
	6,301
	350
	7,000

	New Forest 
	207
	4,138
	77
	1,538
	360
	7,200

	Portsmouth City
	735
	14,700
	735
	14,700
	850
	17,000

	Rushmoor
	310
	6,200
	
	
	350
	7,000

	Southampton
	815
	16,300
	815
	16,300
	850
	17,000

	Test Valley
	446
	8,910
	196
	3,910
	750
	15,000

	Winchester
	522
	10,439
	337
	6,739
	675
	13,500

	South Hampshire
	
	
	4,000
	80,000
	
	

	Hampshire
	6,100
	122,000
	
	
	7,935
	158,700


Sources: The South East Plan and Pegasus Planning Group (Statements on EiP Matter 2A) (800 p.a.) in the rest of the County.

1.3 The level of housing provision proposed in RSS Policy SH12 cannot be justified. The need for additional housing in the region in general, and in South Hampshire in particular, is demonstrated by the ONS 2003-based household projections and other information on housing need and affordability. (See Pegasus’s statements to the EiP on Matters 1 and 2.) 

1.4 The social, environmental, economic and other factors that need to be considered include: 

· evidence of housing need and affordability problems;

· economic growth prospects, especially in the Cities and other urban areas; 

· opportunities to extend existing settlements in sustainable locations; and

· infrastructure requirements.

1.5 Housing provision in the South East Plan is generally below the growth in households projected by the 2003-based household projections, especially in Southampton, Fareham, Gosport, New Forest and Test Valley.  Exceptions include the districts with Strategic Development Areas.

1.6 Information on house prices and incomes shows that Winchester is among the most expensive districts in the region (15th out of 72), with an average house price of £188,000¹.  The ratio of lower quartile house prices to incomes for the first quarter of 2006² also indicates that affordability problems are particularly bad in Test Valley and the New Forest (ranked 7th and 9th respectively on this measure).

1.7 There is a clear aim, endorsed by the Partnership for Urban South Hampshire (PUSH), to match the economic performance of the South East region as a whole, with a target rate of growth in output (GVA) of 3.5% p.a. and recognition that this will entail an increase in jobs, requiring land for business development and house building. There is an expected growth of some 59,000 jobs between 2006 and 2026, against which the growth of 80,000 homes will not be sufficient to accommodate the needs and demands arising from the growing number of households in an ageing population and the growing labour force in the sub region. 

1.8 Whilst there are designated assets of the natural and built environment that will need to be considered when planning urban extensions, including the existing and proposed National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, there is no evidence in the Sub-regional Strategy that these are insuperable obstacles to change and development across large areas of South Hampshire.

1.9 One of the main concerns of the South Hampshire strategy is the need to match development and infrastructure investment.  This is described as “‘conditional managed growth’ with the pace of growth and development determined by, and conditional on, the rate of infrastructure investment”’ (Section E1, paragraph 2.1). It is by no means clear how this is to be achieved, as economic growth often takes place within established businesses, sites and premises – outside the scope of planning controls. Equally, the pressures of household formation cannot be turned on or off by planning policies and the failure to accommodate them will result in a variety of social problems. 

1.10 Housing is, in fact, the most important element of social infrastructure that often helps to facilitate and part-fund other infrastructure and mixed-use development schemes. The Implementation Plan
 makes various proposals to improve the delivery of infrastructure, including changes in the administration of planning agreements, local infrastructure plans and a revolving Regional Infrastructure Fund. These are a more positive and practical response than the idea of ‘conditional managed growth’. 

Matter 8Bii.2

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

1.11 In view of the need for much higher housing figures needed to meet the overall requirements of the Region and the sub-regional economy, it is likely that the appropriate proportion of affordable homes may be less than an average of 30% to 40% of the increased figure, as expressed in Policy SH13. 

1.12 The proportion of affordable housing needs to be kept under review in the light of local information on needs and the viability of provision on individual sites, allowing for the abnormal site development costs that apply on many brownfield sites and other planning requirements.
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?

1.13 The strategic locations prioritised in the Sub-regional strategy – existing urban areas, urban extensions and the two ‘Strategic Development Areas’ – are supported in principle, although we have reservations about whether the SDAs can deliver the required numbers of houses. However, the evidence of a substantially higher level of housing demand in the region than is provided for in the South East Plan (by some 40% overall) needs to be reflected in South Hampshire by a greatly increased housing provision, which will require  further strategic allocations, including additional urban extensions to complement the proposed SDAs and compensate for any under-achievement by the SDAs.  

1.14 The main concern about the SDAs is one of delivery and over-reliance on them for too high a proportion of the overall housing totals. Potentially these areas can fulfil the roles envisaged in Policy SH2, but further work is required to establish their form, content and timing. Parts of Policy SH2 relating to the scale of buildings have the character of development control policies and are not really appropriate in the RSS.

1.15 Some specificity in identifying these and other broad strategic locations (in accordance with PPS 11 paragraph 1.17) is probably helpful, even though it is in advance of detailed assessments, as it indicates priorities for Area Action Plans that will be required to make progress in releasing more land for housing. 

1.16 However, it is a mistake to try to be too precise about the implications of their phasing on other sources of housing supply and to suggest (in paragraph 2.6) that their rate of development should be determined by the availability of other, urban brownfield sites. The creation of sustainable new communities should dictate the pace and phasing of the SDAs, rather than a mistaken attempt to micro-manage housing land supply at a sub-regional level.

8Bii.4

Is the proposed apportionment of the overall housing provision figures to the Districts at the most appropriate level, taking account of socio-economic and environmental factors?

1.17 Pegasus has presented alternative proposals for the apportionment to Districts of a higher overall level of housing.  The Pegasus distribution for Hampshire Districts is shown in Table 1 above.  It is based on evidence of housing need from the household projections, economic growth potential and our assessment of physical opportunities and constraints within the Districts.

1.18 For districts that are only partly in the South Hampshire Sub-region, not all of the additional housing proposed by Pegasus would necessarily be in the South Hampshire part, although the additions are widely spread in recognition of the evidence on housing demand arising from household formation within existing populations and the economic growth potential of the sub-region, and on the basis of known strategic opportunities and constraints. 

1.19 Pegasus’s proposals would imply 30% more housing provision in Hampshire as a whole, but over 40% more in South Hampshire because of its dynamic economy and the opportunities presented by the Strategic Development Areas and potential urban extensions.  These figures are however, still well below rates of house building achieved in the 1980s when Hampshire regularly achieved around 10,000 completions per annum.
1.20 As a ‘reality check’, the Pegasus proposed rates of housing completions are compared in Table 2 below with actual housing completions in 2004/05 and projected completions for 2005/11 (the remainder of the Structure Plan period)

Table 2: Recent and Projected Housing Completions

	Local Planning Authority
	Net Housing Completions 2004/5
	Projected Housing Supply 2005-2011 (p.a.)
	South East Plan Proposals

2006-2026 (p.a.)
	Pegasus's Proposals 
2006-2026 (p.a.)

	Basingstoke and Deane
	888
	1,408
	825
	1,350

	East Hampshire
	478
	442
	260
	450

	Eastleigh
	906
	719
	654

	750

	Fareham
	291
	335
	686

	750

	Gosport
	430
	320
	125
	150

	Hart
	642
	367
	200
	300

	Havant
	206
	346
	315
	350

	New Forest
	496
	375
	207
	360

	Portsmouth
	737
	1,032
	735
	850

	Rushmoor
	527
	765
	310
	350

	Southampton
	1,008
	1,280
	815
	850

	Test Valley
	315
	546
	446
	750

	Winchester
	694
	524
	522
	675

	Hampshire
	7,618
	8,458
	6,100
	7,935


1.21  The figures in Table 2 for actual net completions 2004/5 and projected supply 2005-2011 are taken from Hampshire County Council’s January 2006, ‘Policy H4 Monitoring Paper 2006’. They show that Pegasus’s proposals are generally not very much higher than recent completions or current projections of housing supply, whilst the South East Plan proposals generally represent a significant reduction on recent completions or projected supply.

1.22 Part of the potential solution to the need for additional housing provision is contained in the Hampshire County Structure Plan (Policies H1 and H4) adopted in February 2000, which contained both a ‘baseline provision’ and ‘reserve provision’ for release if required by Regional Planning Guidance and monitoring (see Table 2 below).  The need for this reserve provision is evidenced by the 2003-based household projections.  

1.23 Although, the authorities’ Policy H4 Monitoring Paper 2006
 concludes that ‘there appears to be no compelling requirement at the present time to release any of the Structure Plan housing reserve in the coming year’, this conclusion is based on the approach of the Supplementary Planning Guidance ‘Implementing Policy H4’ and the RPG 9 housing target of only 6,030 additional dwellings per annum. It does not take account of the clear evidence that the RPG 9 target is too low in the light of subsequent information. The report acknowledges three reasons why some of the reserve housing provision may still be required by 2011, including slower than expected development of identified sites; lower than expected contributions from major Development Areas and fewer dwellings on unidentified urban and other windfall sites.  However, it does not address the need for a higher overall rate of supply than that set by RPG 9.

1.24 The South East Plan should therefore call for the immediate release of reserve provision contained in the Hampshire County Structure Plan for development to make a contribution to the additional housing needed before and after 2011, as part of the additional provision that is required.  
Table 3: County Structure Plan Reserve Sites

	Local planning authority
	Baseline Housing 1996-2011
	Reserve Provision 2001-2011

	Basingstoke & Deane
	12,060 including 4000 at the Basingstoke MDA
	500 plus 1,500 at the Basingstoke MDA

	East Hampshire
	5,500
	1,500

	Eastleigh
	6,295 including 3000 at the South East of Eastleigh MDA
	1,500 plus 1,000 at the South East of Eastleigh MDA

	Fareham
	4,740 
	1,500

	Gosport
	2,980
	-

	Hart
	4,750
	1,500

	Havant
	2,990
	500

	New Forest
	5,480
	500

	Portsmouth
	9,000
	-

	Rushmoor
	2,980
	-

	Southampton
	7,330
	-

	Test Valley North
	6,160 including 3000 at the Andover MDA
	-

	Test Valley South
	2,730
	1,000

	Winchester
	7,295 including 2000 at the West of Waterlooville MDA
	1,000 at the West of Waterlooville MDA.
2,000 at the Winchester City North MDA

	Totals
	80,290
	14,000


Source: Hampshire County Council

8Bii.5

How should the relationship between employment growth and release of housing land be managed (Policy SH5)?

1.25 It is always a mistake to believe that the supply of housing land can be micro-managed by the planning system to respond directly to variations in employment growth, even if this were a desirable aim. The planning system simply cannot respond quickly enough to match changes in demand arising from changes in the economy, even if it can capture the required information. In reality, rapid changes in employment can take place within existing establishments without requiring planning consent and sources of information on employment change are not always reliable at a local level.  

1.26 A related point is the level of detailed prescription that Policy SH6 seeks to apply to business floorspace. These targets would need to be reviewed in the light of new economic forecasts and demographic projections, and cannot be regarded as sufficiently robust over 20 years to be included in the RSS.   The Plan itself acknowledges the wide variations in employment densities that can occur (in paragraph 2.20). The policy is inoperable (and therefore unsound) as the split between B uses is made for the two sub-areas but not for the two Strategic Development Areas within them.  

1.27 Policy SH 7 also takes an inflexible approach to existing employment sites, which conflicts with Government policy in PPG3
, Government advice on employment land reviews
, and the fact that some employment sites can become redundant or incompatible with their surroundings. The last sentence of Policy SH7 should be deleted.
1.28 There are, of course, other sources of housing demand than job growth. The 2003-based household projections show a high proportion of housing demand being generated from within existing populations through social and demographic factors, such as ageing and higher rates of household formation. 

1.29 It is not clear what ‘range of indicators and monitoring information’ is being proposed by Policy SH6 by which ‘the rate of greenfield land release will be phased and managed’.  Questions of housing land supply and the long-term affordability of housing are to be addressed by the National Housing and Planning Advice Unit, following recommendations of the Barker Review of Housing Supply.   

1.30 The process by which land allocations in the RSS are reviewed and the resulting changes in land supply are translated into local development documents is determined by statutory procedures, including public participation, as well as the need for technical assessments. It is not a short process and still needs to be followed by planning permission, which is likely to entail complex negotiations with a range of stakeholders as well as further technical appraisals and design work.

1.31 The need to monitor housing land supply and its impacts on the economy in the medium- to long-term (i.e. over whole economic cycles) should not be taken as reasons to reduce target levels of housing provision, which should be based on realistic expectations over a long period. There is always a need to keep such assessments under review, but the cycles of plan review are not adapted to managing land release in the short term. Policy SH5 should be deleted. Housing figures approved by the Secretary of State in the RSS should not be modified except through the process of RSS review.
8Bii.6

Is the policy for Strategic Gaps properly justified (Policy SH3)?

1.32 Strategic Gaps are unnecessary additions to Green Belt and countryside protection policies. The need for gaps between settlements to protect their identity is best considered in conjunction with environmental constraints and development opportunities in local development documents.  The RSS must be prepared in accordance with PPS7 para 25, which is clear about  not maintaining local landscape designations in future LDDs.  

1.33 The Plan makes a distinction between strategic gaps that meet the criteria of Policy CC10b and local gaps. Those listed in paragraph 2.9 are already designated as Strategic Gaps in the adopted Hampshire Structure Plan, although they do not apparently fulfil the regional criteria. Others listed in Policy SH3 are also in the Structure Plan, which distinguishes strategic gaps that ‘prevent neighbouring urban areas from merging into one another’ (Policy G1) from those that ‘maintain the principal breaks of open and undeveloped land between built-up areas’ (Policy G2).  
1.34 If there is to be a policy on Strategic Gaps (as the general extent of Green Belt is a matter for the RSS), it should address urban coalescence in a strategic way and identify the broad location of strategic gaps on the key diagram to ensure that they meet regional criteria.
Appendix 1

Appendix to Statement on South Hampshire

1. We have compared (in the table below) the Pegasus housing distribution in our alternative Policy H1 with the Roger Tym & Partners (RTP) work for GOSE: ‘Augmenting the Evidence Base for the Examination in Public of the South East Plan’:   We have scaled up their alternative distributions of 37,000 p.a., which are based on a demographically-derived total housing requirement (made in advance of the 2003-based household projections) to our total requirement of 40,400 dwellings p.a.  The alternative distributions are based on the following RTP options
:

i. in proportion to population (Option C)

ii. concentrated on functional urban regions (Option D) and

iii. in proportion to employment growth (a sub-option that we call Option E) 

2. The RTP distributions incorporate the South East Plan’s distribution of 28,900 dwellings p.a. and show alternative distributions above that baseline. They distribute housing down to district level, or part of the district if there are parts in one or more sub-region. They do not go down to settlement level.

3. The Pegasus amendments have applied the proportional distributions of the RTP study, scaled up to a total requirement of 40,400 dwellings, for comparison with the original Pegasus distribution. 

4. Comparison of these distributions for Hampshire shows that scenarios based on the RTP options are generally more concentrated within the larger urban areas, although Pegasus’s proposed housing figures for these districts are all above those of the South East Plan, when Strategic Development Areas are included. 

5. The RTP approaches give significantly higher figures for Southampton and Portsmouth, and slightly higher figures for Eastleigh, Fareham, Gosport, Havant and Winchester, although the comparison varies between the RTP approaches for Fareham, Gosport and Winchester . We have reservations that further concentration on additional urban extensions in Southampton and Portsmouth, in addition to commitments and urban area capacities, would be able to deliver the higher housing figures that we are proposing for Hampshire.

6. In contrast, the Pegasus figures are higher for Test Valley, only slightly higher in the New Forest and East Hampshire and higher than only some of the RTP approaches in Fareham (where the Pegasus distribution was closest to the RTP Option C approach), Gosport (where Pegasus was closest to RTP Option B) and Winchester (where Pegasus was closest to RTP Option E).

7. These differences largely reflect Pegasus’ view of development opportunities in Hampshire and the prospects of delivering higher housing figures than envisaged in the South East Plan or Options B, D and E of the RTP Study. Our preferred approach to distributing the higher housing figures that are required is not to increase further the concentration on the Cities and the South Hampshire Sub-Region, but to give greater attention to other towns such as Basingstoke and the market towns of Mid-Hampshire and North-East Hampshire, including districts such as Test Valley (where we are aware of significant opportunities for urban extensions at Andover and Romsey).
8. We have also calculated the land take required by the proposed Pegasus housing distribution, incorporating the same assumptions that are used in the RTP Study about commitments, urban capacities, windfall sites, densities of new development and the assumption of a 50% net:gross ratio for developable housing area at strategic locations.  

9. Table 1 below presents the additional land requirements of the Pegasus distribution (@ 20 or 25 dph) compared with the RTP estimates of land requirements
 in the South East Plan and for alternative, higher growth scenarios (‘options’) considered in the RTP report. The RTP tables take account of urban potential in the calculation of additional greenfield land requirements. 

10. Table 1 shows that the overall regional requirement of 40,400 p.a. implies a substantially higher land requirement in the South Hampshire Sub-Region, as distributed by Pegasus’s proposed amendments to Policy H1. On the basis of the analysis in the RTP report, additional greenfield sites totalling over 600 hectares, compared with the South East Plan, could be needed to meet the requirement for an additional 14,000 homes between 2006 and 2026: ranging from 20 hectares in Gosport to more than 100 hectares in Test Valley (primarily adjoining Andover and Romsey).  These figures provide a stark contrast to the very low additional land requirements of the South East Plan’s housing provision, as calculated in the RTP report: ranging from nil in Test Valley to 20 hectares in the Fareham Strategic Development Area.  

11. The RTP analysis of land-take probably provides a ‘worst-case’ assessment because of the assumption that net housing land comprises only 50% of the gross developed area, which includes undevelopable areas and green infrastructure as well as other land uses. However, in our view, the South East Plan seriously underestimates future requirements for new housing land in South Hampshire.  This underestimate is partly the result of adopting too low a figure for housing requirements overall and partly the result of an excessive reliance on brownfield sites within urban areas, which cannot provide the necessary flexibility to respond to the need for much higher rates of house building. 

12. The consequence of not addressing the sub-regional need for new housing land in the Regional Spatial Strategy will be an inadequate response in Local Development Frameworks to the need to identify and plan strategic locations for urban expansions and new communities, which will require long lead times of up to ten years to achieve the sustainable planning of new communities and their associated infrastructure.
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Southampton 815 9 7 850 n/a 700 44 35 1043 20 16 1139 1917 116 93
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130 0 0 142 239 12 10 174 0 0 190 320 16 13

250 10 8 273 459 33 26 270 11 8 295 496 36 28

271 11 9 296 498 36 29 221 9 7 241 406 29 23

8053 232 185

8793 14800 972 777

7789 215 172

8505 14315 931 745

1017 33 26 1110 1869 126 101 978 31 25 1068 1797 121 97

260 6 5 284 478 30 24 292 8 6 319 537 35 27

472 8 7 515 867 51 42 507 10 8 554 932 57 45

300 15 12 328 551 43 34 300 15 12 328 551 43 34

251 4 3 274 461 27 21 303 6 5 331 557 34 27

500 25 20 546 919 71 57 500 25 20 546 919 71 57

286 7 5 312 526 33 26 192 2 2 210 353 20 16

200 3 2 218 368 21 17 292 8 6 319 537 35 27

470 12 9 513 864 55 44 429 10 8 468 788 49 40

207 0 0 226 380 19 15 278 0 0 304 511 26 20

1149 25 20 1255 2112 131 104 1047 20 16 1143 1924 116 93

575 23 19 628 1057 76 61 410 15 12 448 754 53 42

1313 33 27 1434 2413 154 124 1155 26 20 1261 2123 132 105

446 16 13 487 820 57 46 482 18 14 526 886 62 49

608 21 17 664 1117 77 62 624 22 18 681 1147 79 64

Roger Tym Option C:  plus 8,100

(FURs)

Scaled up to Pegasus total Roger Tym  Option E:  

plus 8,100 

(Employment)

Scaled up to Pegasus total
































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































� Includes Hedge End SDA


� Includes Fareham SDA





� SEEDA, October 2006, Delivering the South East Plan. A revised South East Plan Implementation Plan. 


� Hampshire County Council, January 2006, Hampshire County Structure Plan 1996-2011 Review, Policy H4 Monitoring Paper 2006, Consultation Document.


� ibid


� PPG3: Housing Paragraph 42 states: Local planning authorities should therefore review all their non housing allocations when reviewing their development plan and consider whether some of this land might better be used for housing or mixed use developments. 


� ODPM, December 2004, Employment Land Reviews – Guidance Note


� Roger Tym & Partners, May 2006, ‘Augmenting the Evidence Base for the Examination in Public of the South East Plan’, Appendix B, Table 5.


� Op. cit., Table 8a
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