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1.0 Introduction

1.1 This submission on Matter 2A (‘revisited’) has been prepared by Sellwood Planning to support representations on the draft RSS submitted by Berkeley Strategic (BS) (8166).
1.2 This submission does not seek to repeat the content of the earlier representations, except where they are directly relevant to the questions posed by the Panel.

2.0 “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?”

2.1 It is the firmly held view of Berkeley Strategic, as expressed in its original draft RSS representations and in each of its public examination participant submissions, that the original draft housing provision is unacceptably and unreasonably low.  Whilst each sub region or ‘Rest of County Area’ needs to be assessed in the context of its particular policy context and characteristics, it is axiomatic that a significantly higher regional housing provision can only be delivered by an uplift in the proposed housing provision for most (if not all) sub areas.  The five ‘relevant factors’ specified by the Panel are dealt with below.

2.2 Vision and Public Opinion :  This issue was dealt with in the BS submission on Matter 1H.  In essence, the housing provision in the draft RSS fails to deliver the housing vision as set out in paragraph D3(1.1) of

“… an integrated, strategic approach which supports urban renaissance, delivers sustainable development and which provides everyone with the opportunity of a decent home”.
2.3 In the context of both the 2003 household projections and the more recent 2004 projections, the draft RSS housing provision of 578,000 dwellings manifestly fails to provide everyone with the opportunity of a decent home.  This is openly acknowledged by SEERA in its disingenuous argument that the draft housing provision fully meets ‘indigenous needs’ but only a proportion of net inward migration.  The reality is that a reduced housing provision can only bid up house prices and it will be the poorest section of the community which will not be able to access housing.  As a consequence, there is no guarantee that the ‘indigenous population’ will be able to access the restricted supply of housing.
2.4 Whilst it is noted that SEERA sought the views of the public on the draft RSS, it is difficult to reconcile the housing vision (which it is assumed was supported by the public) to provide ‘everyone with the opportunity of a decent home’ with apparent public support for a housing provision which fails to do this.

2.5 Demographic, Housing Need and Backlog, and Affordability :  These factors have been addressed in the 1H submission of BS and in paragraphs 2.2 to 2.4 above.  It remains the case that the 2003 and 2004 household projections remain the best and most up to date estimates of household growth and should be given significant weight as set out in paragraph 2.1 of PPS3.  It should be noted that this advice in PPS3 post dates the publication of the draft RSS and is a new material consideration which should be taken into account by both the Panel and the Secretary of State.  SEERA has not justified why the draft RSS should disregard these national projections, leading to a position where needs will remain unmet or will have to be made up by adjoining regions.  The regional planning bodies for these three regions have shown no inclination to accept unmet needs displaced from South East England.

2.6 SEERA accepts in the draft RSS that housing needs are acute at present, that a backlog exists and affordability is a problem.  Given this, it is difficult to understand SEERA’s stance in proposing a housing provision which will fail to resolve any of these matters.  Indeed, a shortage of housing can only worsen affordability and lead to the backlog of unmet need becoming greater.
2.7 Economic Potential and Regeneration :  As debated during the economic sessions of the public examination, the South East region is one of the main motors of the UK economy and its historic success has been due to a large and highly skilled pool of labour.  Many members of this workforce are workers attracted from elsewhere in the country and abroad.  A restricted housing provision will also reduce the growth in the size of the workforce in the South East.  This will have one of two effects.  The first possible effect is that a shortage of workers will inhibit the growth of the South East economy.  The second, and more likely outcome, is that the availability of higher income jobs in the South East will attract workers who live outside the region and who will commute longer distances into the south east.  This is not a sustainable option.

2.8 Local Capacity for Growth, including Infrastructure and Government Policy Initiatives :  Government policy initiatives such as the sustainable growth areas and growth points are useful tools, but these only reflect the outcome of an informed assessment of the ability of local areas to accept additional growth.  Indeed, the recent increases in the housing provisions for the three sustainable growth areas which fall wholly or partially in the South East, would suggest that these areas are already charged with a challenging task.  For this reason, BS suggests that the main areas of search for a higher regional housing provision should be the Regional Hubs, Gateways and main urban areas outside the growth areas.

2.9 The Berkeley Strategic submission on Matter 2A set out a methodology whereby these urban areas can be systematically assessed.  This assessment includes environmental constraints and, like the Roger Tym and Partners study, certain environmental designations are regarded as an absolute bar to additional development.  This methodology also takes into account considers both infrastructure capacity and potential.  However, a current absence of capacity (such as on the road or rail network) is not regarded as an absolute constraint since strategic levels of development have the potential to unlock or resolve historic capacity constraints.  Not only can development funded infrastructure improvements allow development to proceed, but they are also capable of being a benefit to existing residents.
2.10 A ‘quick win’ in terms of additional housing capacity would be those sites which have already been considered by the planning system and deemed appropriate for development but are not required for the level of housing proposed in the draft RSS.  Examples of such sites are 2,000 dwellings to the north and east of Guildford and the land to the north of Terriers Farm, High Wycombe which has a capacity of around 2,500 dwellings.

2.11 Environment :  The methodology proposed by Berkeley Strategic gives acknowledged environmental constraints the first priority in the sieving process.  The work undertaken by BS reinforces the conclusions of the Roger Tym Report that it is possible to achieve a significantly higher housing provision without prejudicing acknowledged environmental constraints in the South East region.
3.0 “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?”

3.1 It is the position of Berkeley Strategic that the low housing provision of the draft RSS is fundamentally unsound and the adverse implications of a significant undershooting of the 2003 and 2004 based housing projections are such that a higher housing provision is the only feasible way forward.  In this context, the five factors listed in Matter 2A.6 have to be addressed and mitigated so far as is possible through the operation of the planning system.
3.2 Water Supply and Waste Water Treatment and Flood Risk :  Water Supply and Waste Water Treatment are essential infrastructure elements, but they should not be the main determinants of the form of the Regional Spatial Strategy or its housing provision.  These are essentially technical issues which can be addressed as long as the RSS provides a clear basis for long term investment.  The answer lies in a mix of new investment (eg. new reservoirs, investment in upgrading waste treatment works to new EU standards and leak reduction), higher environmental standards for new dwellings (eg. water efficient appliances and use of stored surface water) and in a culture change which leads both individuals and businesses to use less water.
3.3 Flood risk and climate change raise different sets of considerations, since a precautionary approach is appropriate.  It is self evident that the amount of development realisable on previously developed land is finite in the period to 2026.  In view of this, any higher RSS housing provision will have to be achieved on greenfield land.  Greenfield sites should not be selected if they are at risk of flooding and contravene the advice in PPS25 or are at risk from climate change.

3.4 Transport and other Infrastructure :  Historically, the development industry has not had a good record in meeting the infrastructure challenges posed by new development.  However, in recent years the development industry has come to realise that development should mitigate the consequences of development and, more pragmatically, that sale values are enhanced by a development which is unconstrained by transport and other infrastructure.

3.5 The adoption of such an approach can also open up opportunities in areas where acknowledged infrastructure constraints already exist and have been viewed as a reason to prohibit any further development.  In the past, small scale and ad hoc developments have not had the critical mass to address existing infrastructure constraints such as a substandard motorway junction or the need for a new guided bus system.  However, large urban extensions have the financial muscle to tackle strategic infrastructure defects where public funding either is not available or is unlikely to be available for several years.  Where this can occur at the Regional Hubs, Gateways and major urban areas such development would
(a) aid the urban concentration strategy of the RSS
(b) provide strategic development close to a range of other services, thus minimising the need to use the car
(c) unlock sites which have no acknowledged environmental constraints but have been discounted by the planning system because of their long term infrastructure constraints

(d) provide a wider benefit to existing residents where infrastructure constraints which would otherwise remain unaddressed due to the lack of public funding can be overcome by development.
3.6 Affordable Housing :  The provision of affordable housing is a critical problem in the South East Region.  Since it is not feasible to increase the percentage of affordable housing beyond 35%, it is self evident that a greater yield of affordable housing can only be delivered by a higher overall housing provision across the region.  Obviously, this would need to be matched by a commensurate increase in public funding for affordable housing.

3.7 Landscape, Heritage and Biodiversity Assets :  Whilst a higher regional housing provision will inevitably entail the development of greenfield land, the careful selection of major urban extensions can minimise the impact on landscape, heritage and biodiversity assets.  Berkeley Strategic endorse the broad conclusions of the Roger Tym Report, commissioned by GOSE, which showed that there are extensive areas of land in south east England which are capable of being developed as sustainable urban extensions with minimal detriment to landscape, heritage and biodiversity assets.  It is the clear view of Berkeley Strategic that where material adverse impacts can be shown, development should not proceed.

3.8 The original Berkeley Strategic representations on the draft RSS (June 2006) set out at Appendix 1 a brief analysis of each of the Regional Hubs and Regional Gateways.  The conclusion of this exercise was that additional greenfield land could be identified sufficient to accommodate 62,500 dwellings over and above that necessary to achieve the housing provision in the draft RSS.  This represented a mix of land without acknowledged environmental constraints, land already identified through the development plan process and land where infrastructure constraints could be unlocked as a result of contributions received from strategic developments.  The same methodology identified a further 57,180 plots which could be brought forward as urban extensions to other urban areas across the region.
4.0 Conclusions
4.1 The conclusion to be drawn from Matters 2A.5 and 2A.6 is that there was never a logical demographic case to support the draft RSS housing provision of 28,900 dwellings per year.  Subsequent 2003 and 2004 household projections have highlighted the gulf between the draft RSS and the actual housing needs of the region.
4.2 The Panel and the Secretary of State now have the opportunity to amend the RSS to deliver a higher regional housing provision centred on urban extensions at the larger urban areas across the region.  The similar methodologies of Roger Tym and Partners and Berkeley Strategic demonstrate that land can be found that will increase the choice of housing for all, increase the level of affordable housing for those unable to purchase housing and maintain a high resident workforce to support the growth of the regional economy.  Importantly, this can also be achieved without recourse to land that floods, is at risk of climate change or is subject to acknowledged environmental constraints.
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