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SUB-MATTER 2A: SPATIAL STRATEGY: QUESTIONS 2A.5 AND 2A.6
The Hypothesis 

1
EiP Panel Note 4 states that the final Spatial Strategy session will allow “top-down” reconsideration of alternative approaches to an upward (pro rata) adjustment to the existing distribution within Policy H1 based on:
· drivers of change, including economic potential, housing affordability, infrastructure capacity and market deliverability;

· policy factors, including growth areas, new growth points, possible additional growth points;

· locational opportunities, including surplus public land, local capacity such as that already identified in previous planning policy.

2
KCC notes that EiP Panel Note 4 states:

“the Roger Tym Study .. commissioned by the Government, we believe would provide useful material on the varying apparent potential of sub regions to accommodate additional growth…”  

3
KCC does not accept that there is a case for higher quantities, with the exception of small adjustments that have been agreed and are justified by local circumstances, such as the examples in Kent.   We ask the Panel not to adopt a “top down” mechanistic approach, which we believe could give rise to serious conflicts with policy, and environmental and other constraints.  

4
The Roger Tym study shows the range of outcomes that result for communities from the alternative “top down” assumptions.   We believe that the growth of communities should be derived from integrated evaluation of strategic considerations and local assessment of the potential, and that this will result in a much more satisfactory starting point for the preparation of LDFs. 
5
The Roger Tym study (para 57) concludes that a number of sub regions, including Kent Thames Gateway, and to a lesser degree, East Kent & Ashford, offer potential for additional growth. It also concludes (para 52) that environmental and planning designations and natural resources tightly surround potential growth centres in the sub regions including Kent Thames Gateway.   The study’s assessment of unconstrained land close to urban areas is misleading as it does not take account of the extent to which this land is already committed to development and taken into account in prior estimates of housing potential.  This is very material in areas such as Kent Thameside.    

7
The Roger Tym study acknowledges that it also does not consider the issue of deliverability of its spatial options for higher levels of growth.  This is particularly significant in sub regions such as Kent Thameside where the provisions of the draft South East Plan are already predicated on significantly accelerated rates of housing development.
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?

· The draft Plan's vision and public opinion

8
The Panel should give weight to the results of public consultation that in Kent revealed little support for higher housing quantities. 

9
KCC agrees that the status of Growth Areas should be made clear in policy but notes that the GOSE Statement on sub-Matter 2A states:
“The Panel may wish to explore whether the draft RSS has taken full account of the needs and full potential of these areas, particularly Kent Thameside.”

10
KCC rejects the view that Thameside is a candidate for higher growth.   The sub region debate and KCC Statements revealed the finite transport capacity for growth that has been agreed with DCLG, taking into account major investment and demand management.  This allows for no increase in Thameside dwelling numbers.  The debate and Statements also demonstrated the uncertain capacity of major sites subject to high flood risk.  The Environment Agency referred to the statement agreed by themselves, the local authorities and the Delivery Board to the effect that it would be unsafe to increase dwelling numbers. The tests of availability, suitability and achievability set by PPS3 (para 54) underwrite this view an support the level of house building for the area in the draft Plan. 
· Demographic, housing need and backlog, and affordability;

11
Caution should be exercised in extrapolating recent short-term migration trends, such as those underpinning the 2003 sub national projections, as the basis for long term housing provision.  Those trends may not endure and the distribution of international migration is not based on reliable local measurement.  

12
KCC considers that housing numbers alone are a very blunt instrument for addressing specific provision for affordable housing.  Increasing the latter requires targeted and complementary housing and financial measures. In the wider market, the very open and inter related housing markets of the South East, where metropolitan influences are widespread,  prevent a clear relationship between increased construction and improved market affordability.

· Economic potential and regeneration

13
A number of participants have suggested that the distribution of growth should be guided by the RES, but there is no clear basis for this in the RES.  In particular the role of the “diamonds for growth” is unclear.  Their economic growth performance is mixed and they are a combination of single authorities and sub regions.  The concept of diamonds as presented in the RES and at the Examination should not be relied upon in strategy.
· Local capacity for growth, including infrastructure and government policy initiatives;

· Environment

14
The GOSE Statement on sub-Matter 2A, Spatial Distribution, states:

“… the New Growth Point initiative offers an opportunity for the RSS to deliver additional economic growth and housing in a focused way.  We invite the Panel to examine the merits of each NGP, via the sub-regional matters, and consider whether to recommend inclusion of some or all of these potential NGPs in the South East Plan.”  
15
KCC supports the designation of Maidstone as a New Growth Point and believes that this implies additional housing over the life of the Plan, to a total of 10,080 (or +1,880 above Policy H1).  GOSE also invited the Panel to consider whether the following are circumstances where it might exceptionally be appropriate for the RSS to specify locations:
“Urban extensions and any new settlements where there will be particularly complex issues to resolve and so potentially long lead-in times”

KCC believes the Maidstone NGP is such a case and that essential infrastructure will need to be prioritised alongside the larger scale demands and quantities of the Growth Areas. 

16
KCC has invited the Panel to:
· bring the dwelling numbers for Swale and Thanet into line with that in the recently adopted Kent & Medway Structure Plan 2006, through the addition of 600 and 1,000 dwellings respectively.
· transfer 500 dwellings from the London Fringe part of Sevenoaks District to the Rest of Kent to better reflect urban potential and the availability of previously developed land. 
17
KCC accepts the addition of 2,000 dwellings at Dover, to a total of 8,100, but is unable to accept that a total of 10,000 dwellings favoured by the District Council can be accommodated, particularly without evidence of the implications for transport and the A2 trunk road.   This matter is still under evaluation. 
18
KCC does not favour the expression of dwelling numbers as minima.  To help reduce the uncertainty about the supply of pdl sites the MoD should be urged to clarify their intentions for the release of major sites in the region. 
19
In assessing urban capacity PPS3 presumes against allowance for windfalls in the first ten years of land supply unless there is robust evidence of ‘genuine local circumstances that prevent the identification of specific sites’.  Trend based projections of windfall for the first ten years of the South East Plan period account for a substantial proportion of overall housing provision - for example the equivalent of some 40% of Policy H1 provisions 2006-2016 for Kent as a whole 
. 
20
The contribution of windfall has been taken into account in assessing housing land supply and arriving at the distribution of housing provision within the region.  If this is not to be taken into account subsequently in LDF preparation, in the wake of PPS3, the greenfield land take implications of the strategy will be substantially increased. Moreover given that continuing windfall contributions can nevertheless be anticipated the practical effect of this will be to raise housing provision substantially above the level indicated by Policy H1. The RSS should acknowledge in particular that the circumstances of urban areas within the Green Belt and /or tightly constrained by high level designations such as AONB justify account being taken of the contribution of windfall across the plan period.  In Kent Sevenoaks, Tonbridge and Tunbridge Wells are among the urban areas in this category.   
20
KCC believes there is no case for strategic review of Green Belt boundaries within the region.  The case for small scale review should be pursued through the LDF process.  
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?

21
This question cannot be answered satisfactorily in the abstract.   A quantified distribution of growth would need to be assessed by infrastructure providers and others in order to advise the Panel of the consequences.  

22
The implications of 40,000 dwellings per annum for water supply have been tested, but even with the draft RSS dwelling provision it is clear that firm commitments are needed to investment in new strategic resources and measures to encourage greater efficiency in water use.   The long lead time for major water supply investment means that growth cannot be brought forward in time.
23
Even with draft RSS dwelling numbers major investment is needed in water treatment at Ashford, in Thameside and elsewhere, notwithstanding that the regional study undertaken for the Assembly identifies no treatment works in Kent where the number of additional dwellings to be connected should be capped in order to maintain water quality. 
24
In Kent investment and efficiency in water use and transfer are needed if the quality of water courses is to be maintained and excessive abstraction of ground water avoided.   The Environment Agency has reminded the Panel that East Kent is the driest location in the region, and in the medium term will rely on transfer of water from the west of Kent.  The risks would be greater if dwelling numbers were increased. 

25
KCC notes the conclusion of the Highways Agency in their Statement on Matter 2A.5 (Woking session) that the Agency:

“remain to be convinced that all of the allocations …could be accommodated without substantial impact to the highway network, and would be even more concerned should additional allocations emerge without due consideration of these effects.” 
26
There is a dilemma in that the location of growth where transport networks have relatively less stress may in general favour locations further from London, while a better match between jobs and housing may favour more congested parts of the region.  KCC’s experience is that in both circumstances the Agency has objected to the impact of development on motorway and trunk road junctions, and that to meet the quantities of the draft RSS substantially greater resource will be needed both for investment in the highway network and to manage demand through improved public transport and other means.   

27
KCC does not believe that the designation of hub status should in itself determine the scale of new housing, since many hubs are within the Green Belt or are otherwise constrained.  

28
The Combined Thames Basin Heaths SPA potentially has important implications for the capacity and distribution of dwellings in the region.   KCC has urged that a realistic solution be found, with support from Natural England if necessary for mitigation measures on a strategic scale. 
� SEERA : Urban Housing Potential Update and Housing Development on Previously Developed Land Outside Urban Areas Tables 4.2 and 4.4
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