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	1.0
	INTRODUCTION



	1.1
	This submission is made by White Young Green Planning on behalf of its clients, Linden Homes, in respect of the level of housing provision for the Gatwick Area Sub-region.  It addresses Questions 8Gii.1 and 8Gii.2 of the EIP Final List of Matters and Participants 12 October 2006.


	1.2
	In order to assist the EIP in its tests of soundness of the Draft South East Plan, this statement address the following –



	
	· To what extent is the Draft Plan not sound in respect of Questions 8Gii.1 and 8Gii.2?

· How can the Plan be made sound?




	2.0
	PROPOSED LEVEL OF HOUSING PROVISION IN THE GATWICK AREA SUB-REGION


	2.1
	Policy GAT2 of the draft Plan provides for a total of 33,000 new dwellings in the sub-region for the period 2006-2026.   The vast majority of this provision (30,000 dwellings) is concentrated in the West Sussex sector of the sub-region, with the remainder within Surrey.  These representations are concerned solely with the situation in the Surrey sector where provision is limited to the southern part of Reigate & Banstead Borough. 


	2.2
	The spatial strategy for the sub-region (Policy GAT1) seeks to maintain and enhance “the character, distinctiveness, sense of place and important features”, including the existing settlement pattern.  Within that part of Reigate & Banstead Borough that lies within the sub-region, the principal settlement – and therefore the most sustainable location for new development – is Horley.  It can be assumed, therefore, that it is the intention of the sub-regional strategy that new housing will be concentrated in and around the town.


	2.3
	The draft Plan’s average annual provision for Horley is not dissimilar to previous requirements of past and current Structure Plans.  The 1994 Surrey Structure Plan (1991-2006) proposed an average of 147 dwellings per annum, while its successor Plan (2001-2016) increased this to 173 pa.  The draft SE Plan’s provision of 150 pa amounts to a 13.3% fall from the current Structure Plan, and which therefore conflicts with Governmental guidance on the need for a ‘step change’ in improving housing land supply in the region.


	2.4
	The delivery of new housing numbers in Horley, however, has not matched the strategic requirements laid drown in the Structure Plans and subsequent Local Plans.  Between 1991 and 2006 only 903 dwellings were completed, compared with a requirement of 2,200 – a shortfall of almost 1,300 dwellings.  It is a significant failing of the draft Plan that this historical deficit has not been carried through in the planned requirement to 2026.  Indeed, as shown above, the average annual rate does not even match previous Structure Plan provision.

	2.5
	The initial housing distribution figures in the draft Plan (November 2005) for this area was actually 33% higher than currently proposed, at 200 dwellings pa (4,000 in total from 2006-2026).  This provision would have addressed the deficit to a significant extent, but was cut back to 150 pa as a result of a re-distribution of the Surrey county total.  The decision to do so, however, would appear to have more to do with political resistance to the level of provision following public consultation, rather than an objective re-appraisal of spatial planning objectives and priorities.



	2.6
	The core strategy for the submission, as expressed in paragraph 1.3 of section E9, has not changed since the first consultation draft of the Plan in January 2005.  The current housing provision (1,650 pa) is actually marginally higher than the July 2005 consultation on housing distribution (1,600).  The factors affecting overall total provision and spatial distribution in the sub-region, as expressed through the framework of policies, have not changed over the evolution of the draft Plan.  It would appear, therefore, that there is no justification for the reduction in the provision in that part of the sub-region relating to the Horley area.  Policy GAT2 therefore fails soundness test (vi) as it is not founded on a robust and credible evidence base.  


	2.7
	This assertion should also be considered in conjunction with our previous submissions on the draft Plan which argued for an increase in the total housing provision for the South East of around 25% to at least 36,000 dwellings pa (Appendix 1). 
 

	2.8
	It should also be borne in mind that the Borough of Reigate and Banstead is one of the Government’s designated ‘Growth Points’ in the South East.  The total funding allocation amounts to almost £2m and will involve entering into a long-term partnership with the local authority aimed at positively managing development pressures in that part of the Borough within the Gatwick Area sub-region.  This will include assisting in the delivery of the two new neighbourhoods in Horley, which are proposed to deliver the vast majority of the planned requirement to 2026 (2,600 out of 3,000).  This is further recognition of the area’s suitability to accommodate growth.

	2.9
	The Borough Council’s housing trajectory (Appendix 2) forecasts that the proposed North East and North West sector allocations in Horley would be built out within the first half of the Plan period (2006-2016).  Large-scale developments of this kind, however, have long lead-in times and, in the context of Horley’s historically poor record on housing completions, this forecast is considered to be over-optimistic. Moreover, even if the building targets could be achieved, the ‘front-loading’ of the overall provision before 2016 will leave a residual requirement (and projected completion rate) well below that necessary to meet ongoing local needs.


	2.10
	It is important, therefore, to have a strategic policy framework that is not over-reliant on large-scale (and long-tem) allocations that are planned to provide thousands of new homes in a limited number of locations.  Rather, the strategy should support, or even directly provide for, further smaller-scale greenfield (but not Green Belt) releases in the form of sustainable urban extensions.  Such sites, typically accommodating between 50 and 150 dwellings, would not have the disadvantage of long lead times or complex infrastructure requirements, and could be delivered over much shorter timescales.  This is particularly important in the Horley area where forecasts of likely urban capacity (windfall) sites are extremely low (Appendix 2).  Such sites would not only be an effective means of helping to deliver the required numbers of dwellings (by maintaining an adequate supply of land), but would also provide an appropriate response to local housing needs, including affordable accommodation.


	2.11
	Finally, It is of very significant concern that the Sustainability Appraisal of the draft plan was, in our opinion, not prepared in accordance with Government advice and has not properly informed the decisions on future levels of housing numbers, both over the sub-region as a whole and its constituent districts (and parts thereof).  The Sustainability Appraisal of the sub-regional strategy refers alternative housing distribution scenarios which would provide between 30,000 and 38,700 houses.  It concluded that, “All of the options are likely to increase waste arisings, water demand, greenhouse gas emissions, and pressure on the transport system.”   No further evidence is presented, or appraised, to show that any particular level of growth is less sustainable than any other.  It has not been demonstrated that the proposed level of growth (at 33,000 dwellings) is any more sustainable or less environmentally damaging than alternative, higher levels.  Policy GAT2 therefore fails soundness test (x) as it has not been subject to a satisfactory SA, and options were not correctly considered taking account of the SA findings.


	3.0
	PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE DRAFT SOUTH EAST PLAN: LEVEL OF HOUSING PROVISION IN THE GATWICK AREA SUB-REGION


	3.1
	This section of our submission proposes specific amendments to the South East Plan that would maintain the overall vision and strategy for the Gatwick Area, but would provide an enhanced allocation for that part of the sub-region that incorporates the southern part of the Borough of Reigate and Banstead (Horley area).


	3.2
	In accordance with the reasons set out above in section 2, the proposed allocation of housing development in the sub-region, as expressed in part iv of Policy GAT2, should be amended to read –


	
	District
	Annual Average
	Total

	
	Crawley
	350
	7,000

	
	Horsham (part)
	460
	9,200

	
	Mid Sussex (part)
	690
	13,800

	
	Reigate & Banstead (part)
	265
	5,300

	
	SUB-REGIONAL TOTAL
	1,765
	35,300

	
	

	3.3
	The revised allocation for Reigate & Banstead (part) comprises the original draft Plan figure of 200 dwellings pa, plus the backlog of the strategic requirement for Horley that has not been met due to low completions rates (1,300 dwellings [65pa]; paragraph 2.4 above).


	3.4
	Paragraph 2.8 of the supporting text to Policy GAT2 (under the heading of ‘Housing Distribution’), states that,

“District Councils should be flexible in meeting their provision figures, reflecting as necessary, the policy intentions of the South East Plan.”
The proposed increase to the allocation for part of Reigate & Banstead Borough (above), and particularly the justification behind it, falls within the scope of the ‘flexibility’ suggested by the draft Plan.



	3.5
	Furthermore, paragraph 2.8 should also provide better guidance to Local Planning Authorities on what being ‘flexible’ should entail.  This could usefully include consideration of a contingency policy (or policies) relating to the release of smaller-scale greenfield (but not Green Belt) releases in the form of sustainable urban extensions.  Such an approach would be consistent with the advice in PPS3 (para. 37) that “Where need and demand are high, it will be necessary to identify and explore a range of options for distributing housing…”  It would help maintain an adequate supply of land in the short and medium term in the event of the required levels of new housing not being brought forward on identified large-scale allocations in accordance with projections.



	
	


Appendix 1

Response on the Strategy Options (Section C3)

in respect of levels of growth (April 2005)
Response on the Strategy Options (Section C3) in respect of levels of growth 

The South East Plan sets out three separate options for levels of growth in the region:

Option 1:
25,000 dwellings per annum

Option 2:
28,000 dwellings per annum

Option 3: 
32,000 dwellings per annum

These levels of growth were proposed following a detailed analysis of the demographics and economic factors affecting the region.  Having reviewed the available information, it is considered that all of the above options would result in a serious shortfall in housing provision in the area and are not supported by the background research.  Given the Government’s target set out in PPG3 to afford everybody the opportunity of a decent home, it is considered that the number of dwellings proposed should be increased to a minimum of 36,000 to ensure the successful delivery of sufficient housing levels for each district and unitary authority.  Additional evidence is set out below in support of an increase in the proposed housing levels:

SEERA published a document entitled “South East Plan Discussion Paper – Paper 4 Projections and Forecasts”, March 2004 which was tabled at the Regional Planning Committee and which considered the influence of population and labour demographics on housing requirements.  The report highlighted the presence of a significant backlog in housing provision during the RPG9 period and consequently paragraph 4.7 stated “we can already conclude that the illustrative range for debate should not start below the current RPG rate of 28,000 and that an upper figure of 36,000 should allow for the factors to be taken into account as necessary”. 

This assertion is supported by the recently published Regional Monitoring Report 2004, which provides an overview of housing completions between 1991 and 2004.  The report concludes “just 25,400 homes were completed in 2001/02 (a shortfall of 9%) and 24,700 in 2002/03 (a shortfall of 12%), the most recent data shows that completions increased significantly in 2003/04, to 28,200.  This is slightly higher than the annual average rate of housing provision in RPG9”.  The report also states that “since RPG9 was published in 2001, a total of 78,300 homes have been completed in the South East, equivalent to an annual average of 26,100”, which amounts to 7% fewer homes than planned for in RPG9.  This shortfall is down to the lack of supply rather than any reticence on behalf of the housebuilding industry.  If the sites are genuinely available and permissions have been obtained the industry will generate the supply.

“Paper 4 Projections and Forecasts” was presented at the April 2004 Plenary and was generally accepted.  The “Spring Debate – Summary of Responses” June 2004 which considered the Pleanary’s response to Paper 4, clearly confirms that “there was a broad consensus as to the importance of ensuring the housing figures set out within the plan are supported by the strongest possible evidential base”, it was also stated that “there was a broad level of acceptance as to the need for further growth, in all likelihood at a level higher than the current RPG9 figure”. 

During the course of preparing the South East Plan, further work was undertaken in respect of the “Forecasts and Options Paper”.  The Head of Spatial Planning reported to the Regional Planning Committee on the 28th July 2004 in respect of the revised forecasts and confirmed that “the forecasts and options paper demonstrates that the scale of growth we now need to contemplate is at the upper end of the range put forward by the Spring Debates”.  The revised Projections and Options paper considered the implications of the following on the required housing numbers:

1. Demographic projections

2. Backlog of unmet housing

3. Employment forecasts

The report confirmed that “the latest demographic projections suggest a range of provision of housing to 2026 of between 33,000 and 35,000 per annum in the region as a whole”.  These figures were based on the projected increase in population in the area, largely caused by migration, the figures do not however consider the backlog of unmet housing need for social housing which is reported at paragraph 4.2 as amounting to 29,000
 and the increase in total employment in the South East
.  Paragraph 6.3 of the report concludes that “when these three variables are combined, they provide a higher and lower range of regional growth.  Translated into housing provision…they equate at the lower end with a provision of approximately 34000 dwellings per annum (including backlog) and at the higher level with a rate of 36,000 dwellings per annum over the period to 2026”.  After a full debate of latest demographic figures at the Regional Planning Committee, it was agreed “to use the range of forecasting guidance for the preparation of the South East Plan in light of the latest advise on demographic trends”, the committee also agreed to consider eliminating the backlog within ten years which would require an additional provision of 2,400 per annum for the first ten years.  

The paper did not however consider the affordability problems which exist across the South East, and which are most acute in Surrey, West Sussex and Hampshire where the shortfall between house prices and potential mortgages can range between £120,000 and £140,000.  The Barker Review which considered the volatility of house prices, concluded that much higher building rates need to be achieved in the UK if the housing market is to be stabilized. The Barker Review also suggested that the supply of social housing needs to increase nationally from 31,000 in 2002/3 to between 48,000 and 57,000 per annum depending on the inroads made into the backlog of need.  Paragraph 4.10 of “South East Plan Discussion Paper – Paper 4 Projections and Forecasts March 2004 which was tabled at the Regional Planning Committee states “the Barker scenarios imply increases over the level of gross completions achieved in 2002/3 of between some 60% and 90%.  If these percentage increases are applied to the recent building rate in the South East of approximately 25,000 dwellings per annum, the level of house building would need to increase to between 40,000 and 47500 dwellings per annum”.   

Given the depth of research that has been undertaken and released by SEERA and given that the conclusion of this research was that the levels of housing growth in the South East should be above RPG9 levels, it is of concern that a decision was taken by the Plenary on 29th November 2004 to reduce the proposed growth levels from the proposed range of 29,500 – 36,000 to a significantly lower range of 25,500 – 32,000.  The Plenary were advised in a report entitled “Strategy Option and Sustainability” that the higher levels of growth were based on “core forecasts for population, housing and the economy as well as a considerable range of other information on detailed aspects of housing and the economy and information about transport, waste and other resources, social considerations and overall regional environmental constraints.  The clear conclusion is that options for levels of housing development above present RPG need to be put forward for consultation (para 3.2.1)”.  The Plenary nevertheless suggested an amended to the South East Plan which expressed “doubts that adequate infrastructure can be provided for high levels of growth” and therefore proposed the lower options for growth.  This last minute alteration to the plan assumes that infrastructure cannot be provided, fails to recognize that development can be phased to ensure that infrastructure is in place before development is completed and does not consider that it is the role of the South East Plan to direct infrastructure to those regions where development is required.  

There is therefore no technical justification for the current consultation on three lower growth options.  Accordingly, the robustness of the South East Plan has been compromised.  For this reason, objection is raised to all three growth options.  The next stage in the process should therefore provide housing numbers which are based on realistic growth options that properly reflect the agreed demographic projections, the significant past backlog of housing completions, employment forecasts and the affordability problems which exist across the South East.  Consequently, the proposed levels of growth should be between 36,000 houses per annum and 40,000 houses per annum.  
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Reigate & Banstead Housing Trajectory 2006-2026

(Appendix 2 to Core Strategy Preferred Options Consultation: Housing Delivery Background Paper, May 2006)
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8Gii.1, 8Gii.2 - White Young Green Planning (8079)





From Strength to Strength








� Refers to existing households and potential households without self-contained accommodation


� Total Employment is forecast to rise by between 734,00 and 805,00 during the plan period.  “Technical work for the South East Plan” Regional Planning Committee November 2004
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