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Matter ref.: 2 Spatial Strategy

Sub Matter: 2A Spatial Distribution

Questions 2A.5 and 6

Allocated respondent no: 7511

Agent name: Howard Davidson

Tel: 01903 832001

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?

Our previous reply for Matter 2.A also refers. We wish to comment on whether the housing growth proposed is appropriate and deliverable in terms of the environment,  and environmental infrastructure.

In considering what is an appropriate level of housing, we expect any approach to take into account the work carried out on water supply
, and on waste water treatment capacity
, and to avoid areas of flood risk in line with the tests set out in PPS25. 

Our recent report on environmental infrastructure
 sets out the costs of the supporting infrastructure at regional and sub-regional levels, and identifies funding and delivery gaps. The appropriate level of housing growth will also depend upon the timely provision of the necessary infrastructure, and the phasing of that housing.  
It is not always possible to be clear whether, in a particular location, the level of housing proposed is achievable without detailed assessment. Some locations where we would recommend further assessment are set out in our response to Q.2A.6 below.

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?

Higher regional housing levels would have impacts both from increasing the numbers and from amending their distribution. Our response on the implications of increased levels  is  directed to water supply, wastewater treatment, flood risk, and biodiversity, but needs to be taken in the context that the scale and location of the additional development is not specified.

Water supply

Broadly, water supply can be secured for the growth levels proposed in the Plan, and for higher overall housing numbers. Our SMEISE report on the implications for water supply infrastructure had a maximum housing figure of 46,240 per annum for cost estimating purposes. It concluded that this growth scenario may be achieved in practice but only with increased water efficiency, and with further development of water resources and water transfer to deliver water to the zones of need. 

The Water Resources in the South East Group ( WRSE ) 1 report also summarises the group’s assessment of the water supply-demand balance implications for two housing growth scenarios
, and indicates which resource zones are more likely to be in deficit. 

The WRSE report concluded that 40,000 homes per annum ( this figure was used a ‘sensitivity’ test’) can be accommodated without deficits occurring at resource zone level if water company water resources plan proposals are implemented, and water efficiency savings are achieved. It should be noted that such a scenario would require all the major resource developments, and levels of demand management considerably greater than is currently being achieved. 

There are not yet adequate regulatory mechanisms to compel greater levels of water efficiency and to meet Code for Sustainable Homes standards. We have recommended changes to Plan policies accordingly (our responses to Matter 1 refer).  We do consider that Policy NRM2 in the draft Plan strikes the right balance, when put alongside our regulatory role and water company business plans, to deliver new water supply infrastructure to service higher housing numbers. 

Waste Water Treatment

Waste water treatment is considerably more location sensitive than water supply. Both our SMEISE report , and our report entitled  ‘ Creating a Better Place – Planning for Water Quality and Growth in the South East’
, seek to identify the likely implications of higher housing numbers. 

         In the SMEISE report, the main conclusions in regard to water quality issues are

         identified at page 55 of Part 1 of the Report.

           In our 2006  ‘Creating a Better Place’ report, as a sensitivity test, we assessed the impact of 40,000 houses per annum in the South East. To do this, the Plan’s allocation of houses to 2026 has been increased pro rata.  This revealed no further sites ( other than the 7 identified in Table 4 of the above report) where it  is likely that a constraint will need to be placed on additional sewage treatment works.

However, if the housing distribution should change significantly from that shown in the Plan, an additional 15 sewage treatment works (STWs) have been identified which are at most risk of exceeding their allowable additional housing numbers. These are listed in the table below ( see also map at Appendix 1 ).

Additional locations at most risk if significant changes in housing numbers and distribution occur:

	Sewage treatment works name
	Allowable number of additional houses

	Brockenhurst
	1,100

	Charing
	5,100

	Chilbolton
	7,100

	Eden Vale 
	10,100

	Guestling
	110

	Harestock
	6,300

	Hungerford
	3,900

	Kings Somborne
	4,000

	Kintbury
	2,100

	Playden & Iden
	3,600

	Reading
	37,400

	Romsey Greenhill
	5,800

	Sidlesham
	1,400

	Stockbridge
	7,900

	Tenterden
	3,100


These figures relate to existing sites and it may be possible in some circumstances to identify alternative sites for new works. 

Water Framework Directive

It must be recognised that programmes of measures to meet Water Framework Directive water quality objectives have not yet been defined.  Due allowance will need to be made, prior to the Plan’s adoption and subsequent reviews in considering what this means for further investment in infrastructure and environmental capacity. The effects of climate change add to the uncertainty. These uncertainties highlight the importance of incorporating Sustainable Drainage Systems in developments to help deal with water quality ( and surface water flooding ) issues.

Habitats Directive: Review of Consents

On a separate issue, potential constraints on development arise from the requirements of the Habitats Directive. This particularly affects the Solent and South Hampshire. There are indications that the environmental capacity of the Solent sites may already be exceeded. The waters are known to be sensitive to Nitrates, and the scientific work we have done confirms that sewage treatment works effluents are having an impact on Natura 2000 sites.

We are reviewing discharge consents to assess the scope for reducing Nitrogen loads from STW discharges. Currently we believe that even if works were required to operate using Best Available Techniques, Natura 2000 sites would remain in unfavourable condition, and therefore there would be no 'headroom' for increased Nitrogen loads, for example, as a result of new development, at existing discharge locations. Alternative treatment solutions are likely to be needed notwithstanding additional development to that proposed in the Plan.

The current review will produce some conclusions about changes required to discharge consents by June 2007. Examining alternative treatment options, and the impacts on housing scale and distribution will form part of subsequent assessment. We are working to provide more definitive conclusions about the implications for development scale and distribution prior to the Secretary of State’s Autumn 2007 public consultation on the Proposed Changes to the Plan.

Flood Risk Management

Our response to Question 1E.5 is also relevant. Again, we refer to the conclusions of our SMEISE report (page 56, Part 1). 

An essential issue in flood risk management is current under-funding. Our SMEISE report indicates that there needs to be an increase of between two and three times the current budget to meet existing needs over the next 20 years. The estimated cost of flood risk management over the next 20 years is estimated at £3.1 billion for a hypothetical  zero growth. The estimated cost to meet the South East Plan growth is a further similar amount. Increased growth will mean increased costs.

We remain concerned about some sub-regional plans where there are significant areas of floodplain eg. South Hampshire. Some evidence has come forward during the course of the EIP about the extent to which flood risk has been taken into account in developing the housing numbers shown in policy H1. Nonetheless, work is ongoing, and Strategic Flood Risk Assessments are essential to demonstrate (through the sequential test) that there are no alternative sites available with a lower probability of flooding appropriate to the development / land use proposed. 

If new strategic locations are proposed for development prior to the Plan’s adoption, we would expect those locations to be subject to SFRA. 

Biodiversity

Our SMEISE Report again refers (page 57, Part 1). The delivery of baseline National and Regional Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) targets are not predicted to change as a result of proposed growth outlined in the Plan. However, investment and enhancement of the green infrastructure network is required to offset future development pressure and climate change impacts. 

The region’s designated biodiversity assets lie adjacent to concentrated urban centres. Further human activity on the margins of these centres is likely to disturb species and habitat, and make BAP targets more difficult to achieve. Beyond this, further assessment is necessary at the sub-regional level to establish local effects and mitigation.
There may be opportunities from higher housing numbers for planning gain to secure biodiversity improvements. The application of sustainable construction and design guidance in the Plan’s policies eg. through the Code for Sustainable Homes, and the inclusion in the Plan of a green infrastructure policy would assist in mitigating the additional effects of further housing.
Development will place additional pressure on existing natural resources. Our SMEISE report concluded that there is currently insufficient funding for biodiversity. Greater funding may be forthcoming if the multi-functional benefits provided by semi-natural habitat are recognised, e.g. improving biodiversity as part of a flood risk management scheme, or installing reed beds as part of a sustainable drainage scheme, which would also benefit water quality.
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