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1 Introduction

1.1 This paper sets out the response of Defence Estates (DE) to the Panel’s list of matters in respect of the re-visited Sub Matter 2A: Spatial Distribution.  This response should be read in association with representations made by Defence Estates to the Draft South East Plan (SEP), notably their responses to policies CC6 and CC8a, and to its previous submission to the first session dealing with Matter 2A.

2 Response to Matters

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; and environment?
2.1 Having regard to the best available information and all relevant factors, DE consider that Policy H1 does not plan for an appropriate and deliverable level of housing growth, notably within the Western Corridor and Blackwater Valley sub-region and surrounding rest of County Area in Hampshire.

2.2 The first objective of the Integrated Regional Framework (IRF) is to ensure that everyone has the opportunity to live in a decent, sustainably constructed and affordable home.  This reflects the more recent key housing policy goal of the Government as set out at paragraph 9 of PPS3
.  This is a challenging objective in the South East where the Regional Housing Strategy has recognised that the undersupply of housing has led to affordability problems with associated negative social and economic consequences.  These problems are particularly acute in areas of economic strength, such as the Inner South East where the Regional Economic Strategy has drawn attention to the problems of labour supply inhibiting economic growth.  
2.3 It is a simple fact that improving affordability and widening housing opportunities for all will not be achieved if housing supply does not keep pace with household growth over the next twenty years.  The most recent Government household projections to 2026 demonstrate that the housing supply within Policy H1 falls significantly below household growth and therefore problems of affordability will only worsen in some areas of the region.  In areas of high need and demand, such as the Inner South East, the Draft South East Plan will not achieve its social and economic objectives unless housing provision is increased.   

2.4 The sub-regional sessions have, however, highlighted the tensions between increasing levels of housing provision and the protection and enhancement of the region’s environmental assets.  It has been recognised that urban potential has been fully exploited in formulating the figures within Policy H1 and that increasing housing levels will need to rely on land outside of the urban areas.  The preferred spatial strategy has sought the continued use of existing Green Belt designations to control urban growth. Furthermore, the Roger Tym report recognised that the outward expansion of many of the urban areas onto ‘greenfield land’ is constrained by land designated for its landscape or ecological value.  
2.5 In addition, the sessions have also highlighted the importance of funding and delivery of infrastructure provision to serve housing and economic growth as a key consideration for SEERA, local authorities and the general public.           
2.6 In this context, DE consider it is vital that the South East Plan exploits ‘brownfield’ regeneration opportunities that can increase housing provision in areas of high need whilst protecting and enhancing the environment.  Indeed, such an approach is entirely consistent with one of the key objectives of the Draft Plan in supporting continued economic growth in ways that minimise additional pressure on land.  

2.7 In partnership with SEERA, DE has assessed the potential housing contribution that could be made by surplus MoD land
 and these have been discussed in the sub-regional sessions.  These opportunities reuse previously developed land, utilise investment in existing public infrastructure and services and are of a scale which can deliver, or contribute towards, the development of mixed use, sustainable communities.  The reuse of such land is consistent with sustainable development and the Government’s priorities for sustainable consumption, natural resource protection and environmental enhancement.  Moreover, it is entirely in accordance with national planning policy for housing, notably paragraphs 33, 36 and 37 of PPS3 with regard to making the best use of vacant, previously developed, public sector land.  It also reflects the Government’s wider aim for the re-location of public bodies from the South East following the Lyons Review. 
2.8 In accordance with paragraph 33 of PPS3, the housing provisions within Policy H1 of the Draft South East Plan have taken account of the development potential of MoD land declared surplus on the Register of Surplus Public Sector Land.  However, DE consider that Policy H1 should go further and be updated to take account of the broad potential of the development opportunities identified within the Joint Studies and addressed within the recent announcement associated with the Defence Training Review (DTR).  
2.9 DE have explained in its submission to the Western Corridor and Blackwater Valley Housing Session why it is important that the MoD land identified through the DTR process is positively and proactively planned for within the South East Plan.  These opportunities are of a scale which should be recognised at the strategic, sub-regional level.  They are large areas where reuse needs to be planned for in advance of them being made redundant in order to maximise the benefits of redevelopment and address economic, social and environmental issues in a timely and appropriate manner through the LDF process.  The failure of Policy H1 to take account of this potential will leave a period of uncertainty and inactivity which will not assist with the positive planning of a sub-region where there is a need to maximise the use of such ‘brownfield’ development opportunities.  Furthermore, DE do not consider an approach which requires these sites to come forward through planning applications at the local level is the most appropriate or consistent with the principles of the planning system.
2.10 DE recognise that as this land has yet to be formally declared surplus and placed on the Public Register of Surplus Land there remains an element of uncertainty regarding its release.  Moreover, they recognise that the scale and nature of development potential of these areas would be difficult to replicate within the respective Districts without the release of large areas of greenfield land for development.  In this context, and having regard to the approach adopted for the growth points in South Hampshire, DE suggest that Policy H1 be amended to include housing provision for each of the following areas: 
· Arborfield (Wokingham) 2,500 dwellings
;

· Deepcut (Surrey Heath) 1,500 dwellings; and,

· Whitehill-Bordon (East Hampshire) 2,500 to 5,500 dwellings.
2.11 This policy should be supplemented by the following supporting text to Policy WCBV3 (in the case of Arborfield and Deepcut) as follows:
‘The use of land at Arborfield and Deepcut will be addressed through provision within the Local Development Documents within Wokingham and Surrey Heath respectively for housing and other uses with an emphasis on creating a balanced and sustainable community focussed around the use of surplus public sector land.’

and within the lower case text to Policy CC6 in the case of Bordon as follows:


‘The use of public land at Whitehill-Bordon will be addressed through provision within the Local Development Documents within East Hampshire District for additional housing and other uses with an emphasis on creating a more balanced and sustainable community.’
2.12 This policy response is in accordance with Paragraph 37 of PPS3 where support is given to identifying growth points where need and demand are high.  Moreover, the extent of the housing provision for these areas is not dissimilar to several of the smaller Districts already included in Policy H1.  DE consider the approach is a pragmatic response to dealing with the development potential of these opportunities in an area where there is a high housing need and where brownfield opportunities are limited.  Such an approach also has the advantage of not affecting the overall development strategy for the remaining parts of the Districts.  
2.13 It is recognised that this approach does not provide absolute certainty in terms of the amount of housing that will be delivered by the South East Plan to 2026.  However, it is acknowledged within the Draft Plan that there is an element of uncertainty attached to other elements of the housing provisions within Policy H1, for example, a number of the sub-regions housing figures are subject to the delivery of infrastructure, economic growth and matters such as impact on the Special Protection Areas.  It is also noted that PPS3 specifically recognises that housing provisions within the RSS may not be delivered.  Paragraph 35 requires the adoption of a monitoring and review process specifically to address failures in housing delivery and clearly such a process could also monitor the progress of delivery on surplus MoD land and review accordingly.  DE does not therefore accept that uncertainty over housing delivery should be held as a reason to ignore this potential.

2.14 In addition to the above comments regarding the DTR sites and in light of the particular housing affordability problems identified within the region and the need to achieve a step change in housing land supply, DE consider the following text should also be added to the lower case text to Policy CC6:

‘In addition to the public land opportunities already identified within this Plan, further future opportunities should be considered positively by local planning authorities having regard to the current and future levels of need and demand for housing within the local and sub-regional area.’  

2.15 In conclusion, it is recognised by the Government that the planning system should make the best use of surplus public land to meet future housing needs.  DE have therefore fully engaged with the RSS process to ensure that the potential contribution that surplus, or potentially surplus, MoD land has been taken into account in the South East Plan.  This is particularly important given that its disposal sites are often of a scale and nature of more than local significance.  DE has therefore provided the EiP with the best available information on the current and future surplus MoD land supply and has worked jointly with SEERA in assessing its development potential.  Work is also being undertaken at the local level and this is reflected in the fact that much of the potential has already been taken into account in the figures in Draft Policy H1.  This submission has, however, identified the areas where Policy H1 needs to be amended to reflect the more recent position on surplus MoD land supply.               
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?
2.16 Notwithstanding the fact that the redevelopment of surplus MoD land will re-use existing infrastructure and services, it is acknowledged that redevelopment may require improvements to be made to matters such as water supply and transport infrastructure.  DE have, and will continue to, thoroughly investigate the infrastructure requirements associated with the civilian redevelopment of its surplus landholdings and ensure that its proposals comply with all development requirements as set out in national and local planning policy.   

2.17 The scale and nature of the areas identified in response to Question 2A.5 can clearly also make a significant contribution to affordable housing in accordance with the objective of creating balanced communities.  This contribution is particularly important in an area where affordability problems are widely acknowledged.

2.18 In relation to the environment, the MoD estate contains many areas of landscape, heritage and ecological importance.  The MoD recognises the important stewardship role it has in managing these areas and the Stewardship Report on the Defence Estate 2005 sets out the MoD’s commitment to sustainability and the environment.  The re-use of surplus MoD land for civilian development provides an opportunity for public access and enjoyment of these areas which are often currently restricted.  It is recognised that redevelopment of the built estate needs to be carefully planned and that increasing public access needs to be sensitively managed.  This is further reason for the development potential of these sites to be recognised in the South East Plan in advance of their disposal to ensure these matters are carefully addressed through the LDF process.  
2.19 DE is confident from experience it has had in bringing forward similar large developments in sensitive areas that the impact of its proposals on the environment can be satisfactorily avoided or mitigated.  This includes addressing matters in respect of the impact of development and increased visitor pressure on the Special Protection Areas (SPA).  DE have been developing effective strategies in partnership with key environmental stakeholders which utilise access management measures and alternative open space provision on MoD land to protect the integrity of the SPA from nearby developments, such as for the Aldershot Urban Extension.  
2.20 In this context, DE note the Assessor’s recommendation that the housing levels within the South East Plan should not be increased within the area affected by the Thames Basin Heaths SPA.  DE will respond in full to the Assessor’s Report in due course to the relevant sub-regional session. However, it should be noted from the amendments suggested to Policy H1, that only Deepcut represents additional provision within the Thames Basin Heaths SPA area and that DE does not accept that the potential reuse of this previously developed site for housing should be dismissed at this stage on the basis of the cautious approach adopted by the Assessor.






























� The Government’s key housing policy goal is to ensure that everyone has the opportunity of living in a decent home, which they can afford, in a community where they want to live.


� DE & SEERA Joint Study of the Development Potential of the MoD Estate (EiP Ref: Sr16)


� The total housing provision for Wokingham has included 4,000 dwellings at Arborfield, subject to the release of the site (Policy WCBV3).  DE consider the policy would be clearer if the provision for Arborfield was separated from Wokingham’s provision.  Furthermore, in light of the time period available for construction prior to 2026 and likely build rates, the housing potential is 2,500 dwellings, although it should be recognised that the area has capacity for up to 5,000 dwellings in the longer term.  
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