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2A (Revised)/Highways Agency (7081)

Revised 2A.5

Does Policy H1 plan for an appropriate and deliverable level of housing growth for each sub-region and 'Rest of County' area, taking account of best available information and all relevant factors, including
· the draft plan's vision and public opinion;

· demographic, housing need and backlog, and affordability;

· economic potential and regeneration;

· local capacity for growth, including infrastructure and government policy initiatives;

· environment?

Although the Highways Agency does not wish to offer a view on what is an appropriate and deliverable level of housing growth within the South East, we note that the RSS as proposed is likely to give rise to very significant transport problems and in some areas, these will not be resolvable without very significant restraints on movement. It is clear that substantial highway improvements across the region are unaffordable and probably undeliverable (in terms of impact on property and environment) within the timeframe set out in the Implementation Plan. How this will affect the economics and planned growth within the region is therefore open to question. We would suggest that this impact is not uniform throughout the region and, as a result, considerable weight needs to be given to local circumstances.
The South East Plan and general planning guidance places considerable emphasis on the need for sustainable development. In terms of transport, this can be summarised as “reducing the need to travel, especially by car”. (PPG13, paragraph 4, 3rd bullet). The Agency would suggest that to achieve this objective, housing needs to be located either where local circumstances already offer the opportunity for people to meet their needs locally or where housing growth forms part of a wider development agenda that would ultimately have that result. It is not clear what capacity is available in existing urban areas to absorb the proposed housing numbers so urban extensions may be the only sensible option. However, traffic generation from these extensions can be very significant and in many cases could not be considered sustainable development.
Revised 2A.6

Hypothetically, what would be the implications of higher regional housing levels on:

· water supply and waste water treatment, and flood risk;

· transport and other infrastructure;

· affordable housing;

· landscape, heritage and biodiversity assets;

and to what extent could these be addressed?

Given that the HA Stress Maps indicate that with the housing levels as proposed by the draft RSS significant overloading will occur over much of the strategic network, and no one has assessed impact on the Principal and Local road network, it is difficult to comment objectively on the impacts of further housing numbers. 

HA Library Paper 1 sets out an estimate of new trip generation associated with the level of housing growth across the South East region based on the TRICS database, a national trip generation and analysis database (for UK and Ireland) which contains trip generation data and site information for over 2,400 sites. In general terms, an area with a large proportion of urban development within its boundary (>60%) generates about 4.92 vehicle trips per dwelling per day whereas those classified as rural, generate a total of 6.51 vehicle trips per dwelling per day.  Therefore, an uplift of 5000 dwellings per annum would generate an additional 24,600 two-way car trips per day if development is located in an urban area or 32,550 two-way car trips, if located in a rural area.     This is equivalent to almost 9 million additional trips per year or 180 million over the 20-year plan period, if development is located in an urban area.  Moreover, if development is located in a rural area, these figures would translate to almost 12 million trips per year or 237 million trips over 20 years.  
In infrastructure terms, the impact of any additional housing would vary depending on the opportunities to maximise the number of non-car mode trips. Our analysis of the Special Workplace Statistics (please see HA Library Paper 3) shows that there are considerable variations in the preferred commuting mode throughout the region with higher levels of non-car use for trips with their start and finish point within the same urban area but with very high levels of car use for inter-urban trips.
The Highways Agency acknowledges that transport is but one of a number of factors that would determine the ability of any given area to accept additional housing. However, in terms of capacity, the Agency’s stress maps (see HA Library Paper 1) suggest that there are very few areas within the region where additional housing could be accommodated without having a significant adverse effect on the efficient operation of the strategic road network. East Kent and Ashford is the only sub-region with significant spare capacity although there are small pockets elsewhere – in mid Hampshire for example although any location will have a knock-on effect on the surrounding districts.
In the light of the above, the Agency would suggest that a pro-rata uplift in the district housing allocations potentially has a greater impact in terms of transport infrastructure than focusing any additional housing on the more urban districts although this is turn will vary depending on the availability of public transport alternatives and/or local job opportunities. A more focussed approach could also reduce the overall need for additional capacity on the trunk road network albeit with a potentially greater need at the selected locations. Throughout the EIP contributors have indicated that available urban and renewal sites have been targeted but that these cannot be relied on for the Plan period. With environmental and transport constraints affecting many towns in the region it is difficult to see the way forward in the medium to longer term.
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