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8D EAST KENT AND ASHFORD

8Dii Ashford
1. 8Dii.1
· Does the level of housing provision proposed at Ashford post 2016 take appropriate account of its Growth Area status, local constraints and opportunities, and current build rates (Policy EKA1)?
1.1 There is an extremely high level of demand for housing in Ashford from its existing population as well as new households moving into the area from other parts of the South East and elsewhere.  The extensive opportunities for job growth in the region, which acts as the gateway to Europe, suggest the need for a housing target which will provide a better balance between homes and jobs in line with overarching policies on sustainable development.  

1.2 Clear indications of potential housing demand are provided by the 2003-based ONS household projections, which show strong household growth in Kent generally.  The Pegasus distribution does not simply follow the household projections at the district level, as the location of development within the region should be determined by opportunities for achieving sustainable communities, infrastructure and physical/environmental constraints, rather than just demographic trends alone.  Our suggested total housing provision for Kent as a whole is in fact below projected household growth.  However, in the Growth Area of Ashford, our proposed total allocation is marginally higher than that proposed by the South East Plan.  

1.3 The South East Plan proposes 1,120 homes per annum in Ashford, within the East Kent and Ashford Sub-Region, which is nearly half of all housing proposed within the Sub-Region.  It provides for an accelerated rate of net inward migration and local population consistent with Ashford’s Growth Area role.  

1.4 Pegasus’s proposed allocations for districts in Kent are contained in Table 1 below.  Pegasus on the whole agrees with this allocation for Ashford, proposing 24,000 homes in the whole of the District, compared with 22,700 dwellings in the South East Plan.  This figure is considerably above the Projected Household Growth of 16,000 per annum.  Pegasus proposes only a slightly higher number of houses in Ashford, but significantly higher figures for the remainder of the County.  The additional overall housing requirement proposed by Pegasus (40% above the South East Plan) requires a significantly wider range of locations including higher allocations in Canterbury, Dover and Shepway districts amongst others.  

1.5 Significantly higher growth, which can not be purely relied on in Ashford, is required in the remainder of Kent.  A variety of other locations within the Ashford and East Kent Sub-region will need to accommodate significantly more growth than currently planned.  

1.6 Within the district of Canterbury, Pegasus proposes nearly double the number of homes proposed in the South East Plan at 14,000 dwellings per annum.  However, this is still significantly lower than the projected household growth of 20,000 for the district.  

1.7 Similarly, Pegasus considers that the South East Plan significantly under-provides for Dover, with a total of 6,100 homes in comparison with Pegasus’s figure of 12,000, which is still only marginally above the projected household growth figure of 11,000.  It is noted that Kent County Council has indicated at the EiP that Dover is one location that further growth could be directed.  

1.8 The spatial strategy for the Ashford Growth Area was published in 2004, and has been approved by the Secretary of State as a formal Alteration to RPG9.  This Strategy seeks to deliver 13,100 homes between 2001 and 2016.  For the period 2006-2026, the South East Plan provides 262 homes per annum more than the Alteration to RPG9.  Earlier under-provision has added to the housing deficit that now needs to be made up.  

1.9 Policy EKA1 significantly under-provides for housing in the Sub-region, especially outside Ashford.  If the supply of housing continues to be restricted below the projected growth in households, then the supply of labour will be similarly restricted and will constrain economic growth.  This possibility is reinforced by Policy EKA 6, which states that ‘land and premises for business and other employment uses will be provided for each urban area on a scale sufficient to match the growth in housing and labour supply and reduce the need to travel long distances for work.’ This is not the approach that would be expected in a major growth area and it appears to conflict with the approach of Policies RE1, RE2 and RE5 which promote the supply of land for economic development.  

1.10 Overall housing provision for Ashford is well above local needs as indicated by household projections.  Recent housing completions for 2001/02 to 2005/06 (as measured by the local authorities) are significantly higher than the long-term trend for 1980/81 to 2004/05 (DCLG statistics). Recent build rates reflect the proposed transformation within the Growth Area, with massive opportunities for renewal and plans for major investment in infrastructure, including road and rail links.  

1.11 Whilst provision is considerably above local need as indicated by the Household Growth statistics, the proposed figures take account of known constraints within the Ashford area, including:
· the capacity of the M20 in certain parts, particularly around Junctions 9 and 10 where a new junction will be required to accommodate the projected growth in traffic; 

· limited current public transport with the need for enhanced quality bus corridors, Park and Ride facilities and a consolidated bus hub in central Ashford; 

· the threat of flood risk, particularly within the Stour Valley which requires significant surface water drainage improvements;

· required improvements to facilities for increasing water supply and the treatment of waste water;

· the need for significant investment in educational, cultural, recreational and other community facilities in the town.
1.12 The Kent and Medway Structure Plan envisages a “substantial and accelerated scale and pace of growth at the town”, but fully recognises that a number of infrastructure and resource constraints need to be tackled, and essential improvements secured, early in the implementation of growth.  Without the necessary infrastructural improvements and supply of housing, the full potential of the Growth Area may not be realised.  In a “plan led” system this must not be allowed to happen given the Growth Area status of Ashford.
2. 8Dii.2
· Is the level of 30% affordable housing justified and capable of being implemented
   Policy EAK2)?
2.1 In view of the need for much higher housing figures needed to meet the overall requirements of the region and the sub-regional economy, the appropriate proportion of affordable homes may be less than the indicative target of 30% of all new dwellings as expressed in Policy EKA2.  

2.2 The proportion of affordable housing needs to be kept under review in the light of local information on the needs and the viability of provision on individual sites, allowing for abnormal site development costs that apply on many brownfield sites and other planning requirements.
3. 8Dii.3
· How valid is the concept of reducing housing numbers particularly at Ashford in the event of delays in the provision of infrastructure, services and employment (Policy EKA1) and how would this be applied?
3.1 Within all the Growth Areas there are uncertainties about the provision of infrastructure, but in view of the Government’s commitments to the Growth Areas in the Sustainable Communities Plan and to a ‘step-change’ in housing provision referred to in new PPS3 and elsewhere, the prospects for the Ashford Growth Area should be better than in most areas with a high priority for Government investment to achieve the stated aims of transforming this part of the Sub-region and accommodating accelerated housing and economic growth.  

3.2 The 22,400 homes planned for 2006 to 2026 in the Ashford Growth Area account for nearly half of the total proposed for the East Kent and Ashford sub-region. It is, therefore vital for the Sub-region that the proposed numbers of houses are built, along with delivery of the infrastructure required to meet the Growth Area objectives.  

3.3 If housing numbers are reduced, this will have a detrimental impact not only on the delivery of Growth Area objectives, but also add to the existing problems of housing supply.  Limited opportunities for economic growth in the sub-region will restrict the supply of labour, leading to increased long-distance commuting contrary to sustainable development policies.  

3.4 Further, reducing housing numbers at Ashford would mean that other areas within the Sub-region would have to make up the housing deficit.  Pegasus seeks wider locations for housing development with increased allocations in Canterbury, Dover and Shepway Districts more in-line with the household projections.  Higher housing provision in other parts of the sub-region and elsewhere in the County, as proposed by Pegasus, provides much-needed flexibility to respond to housing demands where they occur and should there be delays in the delivery of infrastructure and employment in the Growth Area of Ashford or elsewhere.

8Diii East Kent and Ashford sub-region outside Ashford

4. 8Diii.1 and 8Diii.2
· 8Diii.1 Does the draft RSS adequately recognise the potential for housing growth in Dover District given its economic prospects and regeneration needs (Policy H1 and EKA1)?
· 8Diii.2 Do the level and distribution of housing provision proposed in East Kent outside Ashford take appropriate account of regeneration objectives, the role of regional hubs, and forecast local needs and environmental sensitivities (Policy EKA1)?
4.1 There are inconsistencies between the stated spatial strategy for the East Kent and Ashford Sub-region and the housing figures. With the exception of Ashford, housing figures are well below the projected growth in households (see Table 1) and the Ashford Growth Area does not sufficiently compensate for this under-provision elsewhere in the Sub-region or the County.  

4.2 Stated aims of the spatial strategy include:
· concentrating development and investment at Ashford;

· supporting ‘examination of further growth at Dover’; and

· responding to housing needs in the remaining urban areas; and

· a positive relationship between the Ashford Growth Area and the coastal regeneration areas.
4.3 The Plan states, in paragraphs 2.8 and succeeding paragraphs of Section E3:
· ‘the strategy provides for new housing at the main urban areas throughout East Kent…’ 

· ‘housing provision should enable the backlog of unmet need for affordable dwellings to be tackled within the first 10-year period of the plan…’

· In Dover there is a need for ‘provision of a much wider choice of new housing to support population growth and new services. An additional 2,000 dwellings is felt to be the right scale…’
4.4 Unfortunately, the overall allocation of housing in the Sub-region, and in individual districts, is not sufficient to meet these aims or others such as the urban renaissance of Thanet, Dover, Folkestone, and Hythe, which require new investment, or that of the smaller historic towns of Deal, Faversham, Herne Bay and Whitstable, which are expected to develop stronger local service functions and mixed employment. 

4.5 The housing policies beyond the Ashford Growth Area are ones of restraint of housing growth, well below the projected growth of households and, in some cases below recent rates of house building.  Table 1 shows that the South East Plan’s total housing figures for Canterbury, Dover, Shepway and Thanet together (24,900) are massively below total projected household growth for the same districts (62,000).  

4.6 Whilst Pegasus accepts that trend-based household projections should not be taken as a detailed guide or the only guide to housing allocations at district level, because of other planning considerations, they provide a relevant benchmark when aggregated across several districts, especially when the disparity with housing allocations is so great. 

4.7 It is also instructive to note that total housing completions in these four districts between 2001/02 and 2005/06 averaged 1,682: some 35% above the combined target of the South East Plan for 2006-2026 in these districts: 1,245.

4.8 A further contradiction exists in the economic development Policy EKA6, which states that ‘land and premises for business and other employment uses will be provided for each urban area on a scale sufficient to match the growth in housing and labour supply and reduce the need to travel long distances to work.’ If the supply of housing is restricted below the projected growth of households on this scale and over such a wide area, then the supply of labour will be similarly restricted. Policy EKA6 provides that restrictive housing policies will then lead on to limits in the supply of land and premises for business and other employment uses.

4.9 Policy EHA6 does not fit well with the concepts of regional hubs that include Canterbury as well as Ashford, and gateways (Ashford, Dover, Folkestone and Manston Airport as foci for economic growth. It also appears to conflict with economic policies in Section D2, including Policy RE 1 on ‘supporting regionally important sectors and clusters’ and Policy RE5 on ‘addressing intra-regional economic disparities’.

4.10 The housing strategy of the South East Plan is too narrowly focused on the Growth Areas and on a limited number of towns.  It does not take sufficient account of local housing needs (of which the household projections are one important indicator) or of the economic potential, social infrastructure or scope for regeneration of other towns in the East Kent sub-region.

4.11 Pegasus’s proposed distribution (Table 1 and the Appendix) gives much more emphasis to Dover (and other towns in Kent outside the Growth Areas, such as Maidstone, Shepway and Canterbury, etc.), reflecting local needs and opportunities. 

4.12 The main reason for the South East Plan’s restrictions on housing provision appears to be the wish to minimise the need for greenfield development. Paragraph 2.2 of Section E3 indicates that of the 48,000 homes proposed for the East Kent and Ashford sub-region, some 26,000 are already part of the planned housing land supply; leaving new greenfield sites to be found for some 22,000 homes. Pegasus’s proposals imply a significant addition of new greenfield sites (see Appendix), but in practice that need is likely to be reduced by the emergence of new brownfield and renewal opportunities over the next 20 years that cannot currently be identified.  The new PPS3 will need to be better taken into account in the East Kent sub-region.
5. 8Diii.3

· Is the level of 30% affordable housing justified and capable of being implemented (Policy EKA2)?
5.1 House prices and the ratios of house prices to incomes (a measure of affordability) vary significantly across the East Kent and Ashford Sub-region. Lowest quartile house prices in the second quarter of 2006 varied between £119,500 in Dover and £150,000 in Canterbury, which ranked 20th within the South East among districts with the highest ratios of lower quartile house prices to lower quartile incomes.

5.2 Policy EKA2 is difficult to reconcile with Policy H4, as H4 includes an overall regional target of 25% social rented accommodation and 10% other forms of affordable housing. No such split is included in KTG2 which includes an indicative target of 30% for the Sub-region.  This inconsistency demonstrates the confusion that can result from trying to set such targets at regional and sub-regional levels. 

5.3 We have made the point in other statements to this Examination in Public that a percentage ratio at the regional or sub-regional level is not an appropriate policy.  The need for affordable housing should be expressed in cardinal numbers and higher overall housing targets suggested by the household projections and other indicators of need are therefore consistent with lower proportions of affordable housing. 

5.4 The South East Plan states (Section E3, paragraph 2.11) that ‘housing markets in East Kent and Ashford are less buoyant than in most other parts of the South East and given the need to seek developer contributions for education, access and other services, required by new developments, 30% affordable housing is the maximum practicable in the sub-region…’ However, an indicative target of 30% affordable housing for the East Kent and Ashford Sub-region (Policy EKA2) is not the appropriate conclusion. Affordable housing policies should be determined locally in the light of local assessments of affordable housing needs and the viability of provision in specific locations.
Table 1: Comparison of Proposed House Building Rates in Kent, with Projected Household Growth and Past Completions
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Ashford  22,700 1,135 1,120 1,120 15 1,200 24,000 16,000 513 788

Canterbury 7,200 360 360 360 700 14,000 20,000 477 498

Dartford 15,700 785 775 775 10 800 16,000 8,000 318 480

Dover 6,100 305 305 305 600 12,000 11,000 255 337

Gravesham 9,300 465 460 460 5 600 12,000 7,000 180 244

Maidstone 8,200 410 0 410 700 14,000 15,000 500 624

Medway 16,300 815 785 785 30 1,100 22,000 25,000 608 638

Sevenoaks 3,100 155 100 100 55 300 6,000 6,000 284 244

Shepway 5,100 255 255 255 700 14,000 16,000 350 462

Swale 8,300 415 35 380 415 0 500 10,000 19,000 399 605

Thanet 6,500 325 325 325 450 9,000 15,000 25 385

Tonbridge and Malling  8,500 425 0 425 500 10,000 11,000 441 603

Tunbridge Wells 5,000 250 250 400 8,000 8,000 269 313

Kent 122,000 6,100 2,400 2,400 100 4,900 1,200 8,550 171,000 177,000 4970 6,220


APPENDIX
Appendix to Statements on Kent and its Sub-Regions

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 Kent and its Sub-Regions shows (Table 1) shows that the original Pegasus distribution:

· is closer to the RTP Option B (pro rata) approach that the other options (based on functional urban regions or employment) in relation to the East Kent and Ashford sub-region overall, but with less emphasis on Ashford, and in relation to the Rest of Kent, but with more emphasis on Maidstone;

· is closer to RTP’s employment-based option in relation to the Kent Thames Gateway, but with less emphasis on Dartford;

· is significantly higher than the various RTP options in relation to Dover, Shepway and Canterbury;

5. In summary, the higher Pegasus figures are more widely distributed over a wider range of towns within the County including Dover, Shepway and Canterbury in the East Kent and Ashford sub-region and Maidstone, Sevenoaks and Tunbridge Wells in the Rest of Kent.   

6. These differences largely reflect Pegasus’ view of development opportunities in Kent and its Sub-Regions, 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 Growth Areas of Dartford and Ashford but to broaden the housing distribution across a wider range of sustainable locations in small and medium-sized towns across the County.  

7. 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.  

8. The table 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. 

9. Table 1 shows that the overall regional requirement of 40,400 p.a. implies a substantially higher land requirement in Kent and its Sub-Regions, 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 2500 hectares, compared with the South East Plan, could be needed to meet the requirement for an additional 49,000 homes between 2006 and 2026 in the whole of Kent: ranging from 12 hectares in Dartford to some 400 hectares in Shepway – subject, in all cases, to densities.

10. 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 Kent and its Sub-Regions 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. 

11.  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.

TABLES
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East Kent Ashford 2400 55 44 3676 39% 25526 1329 1065 3072 88 71 3354

5646 371 296
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1018 8 7

1112 1871 102 82

155 1 1

169 285 15 12

207 3 3

226 380 22 18

255 4 3

278 469 27 22

341 8 7

372 627 39 32

415 1 1

453 763 39 32

488 4 4

533 897 49 40

607 19 15

663 1116 75 60

420 9 8

459 772 48 39

425 0 0

464 781 39 31

516 5 4

563 948 52 42

417 15 12

455 766 53 43

374 12 10

408 687 46 37

Pegasus Roger Tym Option C:  plus 8,100

(FURs)

Roger Tym  Option E:  

plus 8,100 

(Employment)

Pegasus


� 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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