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Matter 2 – Spatial Strategy

Sub-matter 2A (Revised) – Spatial Distribution

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?

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?

1. An appropriate and deliverable level of housing growth for each sub-region and ‘rest of county’ area, taking account of available information and relevant factors.

1.1. The Panel’s stated aim is to discuss what factors should be taken into account if they are persuaded that there is a case for a higher regional housing figure.  They have noted that there is not much support for a pro rata adjustment of the existing RSS (Policy H1) and have identified three alternative kinds of approach, 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 land, local capacity such as that already identified in previous planning policy.
1.2. The return to Matter 2A, after discussion of these factors from the bottom-up in the sub-regional and ‘rest of county’ debates, is to allow these issues to be revisited from the top-down.  Participants are requested not to repeat information from previous statements.

1.3. Through its participation at the Examination and in non-participant statements, Pegasus has presented an alternative housing distribution for the whole of the South East region. We have compared this distribution with RSS Policy H1 and alternative scenarios developed for the Government Office by Roger Tym & Partners
. We have also described this alternative housing distribution in relation to economic forecasts, housing affordability indicators, past rates of development, the role of growth areas and new growth points, and locational opportunities, including locations previously identified in planning policies, and at public examination or inquiries.
1.4. It has been a daunting task to bridge the enormous gap between the housing proposals of the South East Plan in Policy H1 (28,900) and the scale of housing development which we see will be required by 2026, based on household projections and other clear indicators of need, and which we believe to be in the order of 40% more at some 40,400.   We have sought to distribute this additional housing requirement at district level, in the context of the sub-regions and ‘rest of county’ areas, although we have not always found those sub-divisions to be particularly relevant. 

1.5. The RSS needs to support the Growth Areas that have already been identified in Milton Keynes, the Thames Gateway and Ashford. It also needs to respond to established patterns of economic growth or future opportunities in other parts of the sub-region, (such as the Western Corridor and Blackwater Valley, Central Oxfordshire and parts of the London Fringe) and accommodate the housing requirements of an expanding labour force, in the interests of the regional and national economy.  In some parts of Kent and the Sussex Coast, the driving force for housing growth is to achieve economic and physical renewal: in other parts it is to serve local housing needs and to address problems of housing affordability.  The consequences of insufficient housing provision to meet future needs will be to compromise these objectives to varying degrees in different parts of the region, with continued housing stress and homelessness, labour shortages in areas with potential for economic growth; reduced investment in areas needing physical and economic renewal; slower progress in the growth areas; and failure to achieve the ’step-change’ in the delivery of new homes that the Government is expecting.
1.6. Pegasus has therefore taken an eclectic and pragmatic approach to the distribution of additional housing; recognising the many different forces that generate the need for housing and provide opportunities for its development, rather than applying a mechanistic approach based on a few simple criteria. We have drawn attention to specific opportunities for a new community, north of Oxford, and to specific opportunities for the expansion of Milton Keynes. We have also highlighted the need and opportunity for additional housing in specific settlements, in our statements on the sub-regions and ‘rest of county’ areas.  Some of these judgements about the future roles of individual settlements are summarised in Appendix 1, to demonstrate the range of considerations that can be relevant in deriving district housing allocations.
1.7. When the Panel considers its recommendations on housing numbers, we expect it to be confronted by the need to identify substantial increases in housing allocations across the region, for which a wide range of criteria will need to be considered, as described in our statements.  These figures are challenging, but past experience shows that they will have to be faced if the regional spatial strategy is to be an effective part of the development plan system. The limitations of RPG 9, as approved by the Secretary of State, were exposed by the need to re-visit growth area proposals in the Sustainable Communities Plan. It is now necessary to ensure that the growth area proposals are not offset by lower housing allocations in other parts of the South East.

1.8. In most cases, we would not expect the RSS allocations to go below district level, although it may be necessary to identify figures for specific settlements or strategic locations in some cases (following the approach recommended in PPS 11). Examples would include proposals for a new settlement north of Oxford and proposed changes in the general extent of the Green Belt, which will be required in Oxfordshire for the new settlement (and for expansion of the City).

1.9. We are, however, concerned that some documents placed before the Examination have sought to pre-empt through the RSS, planning decisions that need to be considered in more detail at the local level (see Appendix, paragraphs 9 and 13).
1.10. New growth points and the possibility of additional growth points indicate the need for the South East Plan to break out of the blanket policy approaches applied to some sub-regions and ‘rest of county’ areas. This Plan is the appropriate mechanism to identify additional growth points where Government funding for investment in physical and social infrastructure should be focused.
1.11. Where strategic locations have already been identified as ‘reserve sites’ in structure and local plans, the South East Plan should indicate that their release is justified by the higher housing figures that are now required, rather than be subject to the narrow criteria that have been applied – for example in Hampshire – on the basis of structure plan policies that will be superseded by the RSS.
2. Implications of higher regional housing levels.

2.1. Housing development – especially when it is part of a ‘sustainable communities’ package – should be seen as the solution rather than the problem. In many cases, the higher housing levels that are required will generate or provide the required investment in new infrastructure or the conservation of natural assets.
2.2. It is difficult to generalise about the implications of higher regional housing figures for infrastructure investment.  Pegasus has pointed out that a more flexible and less restrictive regional approach to sub-regions and settlement strategy is needed to make the best possible use of infrastructure capacity that already exists (e.g. rail lines or town centre facilities). The Implementation Plan that accompanies the RSS will need to be reviewed to support a more broadly-based spatial strategy that accommodates higher housing numbers.  
2.3. Higher housing figures will, however, have a clear, positive impact on the supply of affordable housing and on the affordability of housing generally. Although the Panel agreed to disregard undocumented evidence from DCLG about the regional impacts of housing supply on house prices, the published work on ‘Affordability Targets: Implications for Housing Supply’ 
 indicates that house price inflation will be moderated by realistic increases in the supply of housing. Obviously much will depend on ensuring that the distribution of housing land as well as its total amount matches the demand for housing within the region. Marketability is a relevant consideration.
2.4. Although environmental resources and constraints have been cited in support of the approach to housing supply in the South East Plan, no convincing evidence has been produced to show that the higher required housing numbers cannot be achieved. We have taken account of national and international designations in our alternative housing distribution, subject to a more realistic and proportional approach to the Thames Basin Heaths SPA than that proposed in Natural England’s Draft Delivery Plan.   There is also evidence on strategic environmental constraints in the Roger Tym Study.

2.5. As it is difficult for a Regional Spatial Strategy to consider environmental planning solutions, there is a danger that the positive contributions of development are overlooked. Sustainable approaches to development should maintain and enhance environmental assets, improve accessibility to jobs and services, provide new transport facilities and serve landscape conservation, biodiversity, flood alleviation and outdoor recreation through well-planned green infrastructure.
2.6. Green Belt is, of course, a policy about settlement size rather than an environmental policy or constraint.  Pegasus has pointed to the need for strategic reviews of the London and Oxford Green Belts, to be consistent with the current policy objective of a sequential approach to urban development that includes sustainable urban extensions, which has replaced the settlement strategies for which existing Green Belt boundaries were originally conceived. Changes in Green Belt policies should accompany boundary changes, as recommended in the Barker Review of Land Use Planning
 for which the Government has indicated its support
.
APPENDIX 1: HIGHER HOUSING FIGURES FOR SPECIFIC SETTLEMENTS
1. Although we do not expect the Panel to propose housing allocations for individual settlements, we summarise below the various needs, opportunities and constraints that are presented by different settlements that have led Pegasus to recommend higher housing figures for specific districts, sub-regions and ‘rest of county areas’. This summary demonstrates the range of criteria and range of settlements that need to be considered to accommodate the additional housing numbers required.
2. In the Western Corridor and Blackwater Valley, the economic importance of the Sub-Region to the regional and national economy, its pre-eminence in knowledge-based industries and its proximity to Heathrow mean that a serious shortfall in labour supply will result from the restrictive housing policies of the Draft South East Plan. This situation, which also applies in the London Fringe, was demonstrated in the QESR/CE Report for South East County Leaders
 and the EBS study (Scenario 7)
, which looked at the population and work force implications of Policy H1 (28,900 homes per annum). We have referred to that evidence in our statement on the Western Corridor and Blackwater Valley.
3. Wokingham District is an important area of opportunity, especially in view of constraints on growth at Reading and Slough. Similar considerations apply to Bracknell Forest and to West Berkshire. In these three districts we are proposing substantial increases in housing allocations: up from some 31,700 to 45,000 overall. Similarly, in Wycombe, which is also partly in the Western Corridor and Blackwater Valley Sub-Region, we would advocate a substantial increase in housing to meet social as well as economic needs which, on reflection, should probably be more than the increase of 1,400 homes that we have made in previous submissions to recognise the role of High Wycombe as a regional hub. 
4. Basingstoke is another regional hub and a designated ‘New Growth Point’ with an established record for economic and housing growth and continuing potential, where we are proposing a very much higher housing figure than the RSS or the modest addition to the RSS (by 1,610) of the New Growth Point proposal. 
5. In some areas, such as Wokingham or Bracknell, urban extensions are possible without modifying the Green Belt. In other towns, sustainable solutions will require strategic reviews of the Green Belt, which are justified by the economic and social imperatives of providing sufficient housing for a highly successful sub-regional economy. Overall, we propose about 50% more housing in the Western Corridor and Blackwater Valley.
6. Policies for the London Fringe Sub-Region are dominated by Green Belt considerations in the Draft South East Plan, but this area includes a number of towns with growing employment in the knowledge-based industries that are so important to the national economy. The implications are similar to the position in the Western Corridor and Blackwater Valley: severe shortages of labour are forecast here, which are likely to restrict economic growth and cause increases in long-distance commuting. We would emphasise the need to allocate additional housing particularly in Guildford, Woking, Elmbridge and Surrey Heath, largely through urban extensions in association with Green Belt Reviews. 
7. Similar factors apply in parts of the rest of Surrey and Buckinghamshire and West Berkshire where there are also strong local economies with growing industries, skilled workforces and strong links to Heathrow.  Sub-Regional boundaries are somewhat arbitrary and the excluded districts or parts of districts generally share characteristics with neighbouring areas within the Sub-Regions. Some flexibility is therefore required in the application of district housing targets through Local Development Documents, for which sustainable planning solutions rather than Sub-Regional boundaries should be the main considerations. 
8. The role of Milton Keynes within the Milton Keynes and South Midlands Growth Area is a special case of planned, accelerated growth that is not based on projected household or job growth within the area.  Pegasus’s housing proposals for the Milton Keynes Council area are 53,500 or some 10% above the South East Plan’s proposals for 2006 to 2006
 as a relatively modest contribution towards the general under-provision of the Draft South East Plan (which is some 40% overall). This figure includes provision for local needs in the towns and villages that lie beyond the urban area, including Newport Pagnell, Olney and Woburn Sands. Higher figures are also proposed for Aylesbury Vale, to accommodate the Milton Keynes South West Growth Area, which we believe will be required, with other options including regeneration/intensification within the urban area, the South East Growth Area and other opportunities for urban area extensions in the South and West flanks (as described in our statement on Matter 8Fii). 
9. The Examination in Public has received a detailed submission from the Milton Keynes Partnership on a spatial strategy for the expansion of Milton Keynes
.  It has also received a review of that strategy on behalf of Buckinghamshire County Council and Aylesbury Vale Council
, which rejects the Partnership’s approach and proposes expansion east of the M1 motorway in the Milton Keynes Council area and Bedfordshire. Our view is that it is not appropriate for the approved Regional Spatial Strategy to incorporate proposals from either document, as they have not been exposed to the procedures of option appraisal and consultation that are required for development plans. Flexibility is therefore required in the RSS housing allocations for Milton Keynes and Aylesbury Vale Council areas to accommodate expansion of the Milton Keynes urban area.
10. For Central Oxfordshire, Pegasus has proposed a substantial increase in the overall housing allocation (from 47,200 to 74,500) in association with reviews of the inner and outer boundaries of the Oxford Green Belt, development at Didcot, Wantage and Grove, Bicester and Witney, and a new community on previously developed land within a public transport corridor at Shipton, north of Oxford. The proposed scale of growth is above the overall household growth projected for the county because of potential economic growth and would be concentrated in Central Oxfordshire. 
11. Important considerations in Central Oxfordshire are the economic dynamism and potential growth of the Oxford economy and the housing need that is arising (including the current backlog) as a result of continuing growth of the knowledge economy and higher education within the City, combined with physical constraints within the City and traffic congestion on the A34 and around the City. There are environmental issues to be considered, but the main restriction is Green Belt policy, which needs to be reviewed. The need for additional housing at Oxford has been recognised in its designation as a New Growth Point, but the needs generated by the City cannot all be accommodated in the City.
12. Central Oxfordshire’s market towns will need to make a contribution to supplying the county’s housing needs, including some 6,000 additional homes in Bicester, Didcot and Wantage, and smaller-scale development in other settlements that act as service centres.  Pegasus’s housing figures for Central Oxfordshire have implications for housing allocations in Cherwell (Bicester and Shipton), South Oxfordshire (Didcot) and the Vale of White Horse (Didcot, Wantage and Grove). 
13. South Oxfordshire has been awarded New Growth Point status for Didcot, which is associated with additional dwellings (although there is conflicting evidence on the extent of additionality to the allocation in the Draft South East Plan).  At Didcot, future development should contain a sustainable mix of uses, including new employment.  The area also has considerable economic potential at Harwell, Milton Park and Culham which will be complemented by additional housing at Wantage/Grove and Didcot.
14. The Panel has received submissions from South Oxfordshire and the Vale of White Horse seeking to confirm a 50% split between the two districts of the RSS proposal for 3,000 dwellings at Didcot (Policy CO2).  Whilst this proposal seeks to clarify matters, it is too detailed for the RSS to endorse and requires examination through an appropriate Local Development Framework or Documents. Sufficient flexibility should be incorporated in the district housing allocations to allow a range of outcomes at Didcot (and elsewhere).
15. In Hampshire, Pegasus’s proposals for New Forest, Test Valley, Winchester and East Hampshire are partly within the South Hampshire Sub-Region and partly in the ‘rest of county’ areas. In addition to the employment-led growth planned for South Hampshire, there are housing needs in the ‘rest of county’ areas (as indicated by the household projections) that are not being met by the proposals of the draft South East Plan. 

16. Within the South Hampshire Sub-Region, we propose a significantly higher figure for Eastleigh. As we have doubts about delivery of the proposed Fareham Strategic Development Area, we would suggest that a further upward adjustment of the Eastleigh figure may be required. Progress with the SDAs will need to be monitored towards the first review of the RSS, with a view to considering alternative releases of housing land if they do not progress as required. Further development at Eastleigh would be a more sustainable solution in terms of transport links and physical opportunities and constraints.

17. In Test Valley, there are opportunities to accommodate housing need at Andover as well as Romsey. The RSS proposes a total of 8,910 homes, of which 5,000 are outside the South Hampshire Sub-Region. Pegasus has proposed an increase of at least 3,000 in the housing allocation for the district, to accommodate development at Romsey and Andover. 

18. In Winchester, there is also a need to consider significant housing development outside those parts of the district that are in the South Hampshire Sub-Region. Policies H1 and SH12 show a total of 10,439, of which 4,000 are outside the South Hampshire Sub-Region. Pegasus has proposed an increase of some 6,000 homes, which would include locations such as the former Ministry of Defence sites around Winchester.

19. There were proposals at the Examination for an additional 5,000 homes to be incorporated in the allocation for East Hampshire, on the basis of development of redundant Ministry of Defence land at Bordon, which has very limited services, reflecting its history as a military base. Whilst Pegasus has proposed an increase in the East Hampshire allocation from 5,200 to 9,000, we would support the additional 5,000 proposes provided it was not assigned specifically to Bordon to allow other, more sustainable locations to be examined through the Local Development Framework.

20. We have questioned the definition of the Sussex Coastal Sub-Region and noted that the roles of other towns in the ‘rest of the county’ areas have not been emphasised sufficiently. In particular, we noted in our sub-regional statements that there was much greater housing potential in the Wealden towns, in Tunbridge Wells and in Rother, where housing will help to regenerate Bexhill and Hastings.  Policy SCT 7 provides some flexibility for authorities to vary the amounts of housing between parts of their district within and outside the sub-region.

21. In West Sussex, we have highlighted the potential for employment-led growth at Crawley and Horsham, and the scope for higher housing allocations in Worthing and Arun. Worthing has good rail links and a need for generation and affordable housing. Arun has a number of settlements that are suitable for expansion to meet the area’s housing needs. We also have drawn attention to the problems of housing affordability in Adur, Chichester, Brighton and Hove, Mid Sussex, Rother and Wealden in terms of ratios of house prices to incomes and in terms of the need for intermediate, low-cost housing.
22. In Kent, there are sub-regional and ‘rest of county’ area and a number of reasons to consider additional housing allocations. Pegasus has drawn attention to the potential of various Kentish towns for a number of reasons. 
23. Ashford’s role as a growth area justifies a slightly higher housing allocation.  Within the Thames Gateway growth area, there are opportunities in Swale to justify higher housing figures, including unconstrained sites greenfield sites that will help to revitalise Sittingbourne and Gravesham. 

24. Maidstone and Tonbridge-Tunbridge Wells are regional hubs and Maidstone is also a ‘New Growth Point’.  Near Tonbridge Wells, there are smaller towns, such as Paddock Wood, that may support this role if they are well linked by public transport. 

25. Canterbury is also a regional hub, with high levels of projected household growth and the scope to complement rather than compete with growth at Ashford, as a force to revitalise East Kent.  Towns such as Herne Bay and Whitstable could support this role, especially if physical constraints at Canterbury limit housing supply. 
26. Pegasus has proposed an alternative Policy H1 and shown the details in previous statements on the sub-regions and ‘rest of county’ areas. This appendix simply aims to describe the considerations that led to that distribution by highlighting our view of specific cities and towns. The settlements listed above are illustrative and not a comprehensive list of all the settlements that will need to be considered to accommodate the much higher housing figures that are needed than are currently proposed in the Draft South East Plan. 
27. The Panel will not necessarily be making recommendations on specific settlements, but we believe that the diversity of needs and opportunities presented by the region’s cities and towns should determine district and sub-regional or ‘rest of county’ housing allocations, rather than the restricted viewpoint of the draft South East Plan. 
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