2A.5 & 2A.6/ Hampshire County Council (7338)


	

	This statement has been submitted by Hampshire County Council as a non-participant in this Sub-matter. The draft South East Plan proposes that Hampshire should accommodate one-fifth of all the new housing in the Region, so consequently Hampshire County Council wishes to ensure the Panel is aware of the constraints on the county accommodating even more housebuilding.  


	The scope of this statement is confined to Hampshire, which comprises:

· the South Hampshire Sub-region

· that part of the Western Corridor and Blackwater Valley Sub-region which lies within Hampshire (referred to in this statement as North Hampshire) ; and
· the Rest of Hampshire


	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

	
	

	1
	The draft Plan’s vision (page 28) seeks an improvement in quality of life in the Region, measured by the well-being of its citizens, the vitality of its economy, the wealth of its environment and the prudent use of natural resources.  The single minded pursuit of any one of these four measures could be to the detriment of one or more of the others, so a balance needs to be struck between them.  



	2
	As explained more fully below, the draft Plan’s housebuilding provision for Hampshire of 6,100 per annum provides for all the county’s indigenous housing requirements plus an element for net in-migration, and thus furthers the well-being of citizens; it will provide an increase in labour supply in Hampshire, enabling firms to grow and expand, thus furthering the vitality of the county’s economy; and it will further the wealth of the environment and prudent use of natural resources, by avoiding the loss of greenfield land and the adverse affect on the county’s rich diversity of built and natural heritage which would result from any higher rate of housebuilding. Thus it strikes the appropriate balance and optimises progress towards the vision.


	3
	Public opinion on the appropriate scale of housebuilding in Hampshire is clear.  86% of Hampshire residents oppose any more housebuilding than is in the South East Plan according to the opinion poll conducted by the South East County Leaders (SECL)
.  These poll findings can be regarded as representative of the population at large as explained in the SECL (7128) statement on Matter 1H. 


	Demographic, housing need and backlog, and affordability


	4
	The County Council publishes demographic projections and forecasts which are highly regarded and are used by many other agencies for the forward planning of their services.  The Council predicts that 85,000 extra households will form from the county’s existing population during 2006 – 2026 assuming zero net migration.  This prediction is consistent with SEERA’s equivalent forecast for the region, as it uses the same Chelmer model and the same input assumptions.


	5
	The draft South East Plan would provide for an additional 118,000 household spaces in the county (assuming a continuation of the current vacancy rate of 3%).  This is 33,000 in excess of the 85,000 indigenous household growth.  Thus, around 1 in 3 of the draft Plan’s new homes in Hampshire will be for net in-migration. 


	6
	The Housing Market Assessment (HMA) for South Hampshire estimates a backlog of housing need of almost 6,000 dwellings; provision for meeting all this backlog is included in the South East Plan’s housebuilding figure for that sub-region. The HMAs for north Hampshire and for Rest of Hampshire have not yet been completed. 


	7
	In respect of affordability, the SECL (7128) statement on Matter 1H showed that even a 20 percent increase in housebuilding provision would have little, if any, impact on house prices.  This bears out Kate Barker’s analysis that increasing the rate of housebuilding nationwide by 56 percent would only reduce real house price increases from the trend average of 2.7 percent to 1.8 per cent.
  Therefore increasing the South East Plan’s rate of housebuilding, even to the highest rate proposed by developers, would have no perceptible impact on house price rises and therefore affordability.


	Economic potential and regeneration



	8
	The demographic forecasts mentioned in paragraph 4 above include forecasts of future labour supply.  On the assumption that economic activity rates increase by a modest extent over the next 20 years – due largely to a greater proportion of males aged over 55 seeking work – the draft Plan’s provision of 6,100 new homes per year in Hampshire would increase the labour supply in the county by 40,500 – 52,300. (Alternative, higher Anglia Ruskin University assumptions about economic activity rates would result in an increase of around 100,000.)  This will provide Hampshire firms with a growing pool of labour, enabling business expansion.  This will help address labour shortages, which is one of the four difficulties which a study
 showed are facing Hampshire firms. (The other three – skill shortages, transport congestion, shortage of space to grow – require interventions not related to housing provision, although both congestion and pressures to allow housing on employment land would both increase if the housebuilding figures were to be raised.) 


	9
	The split of Hampshire’s housebuilding total between those parts which are in sub-regions (South and North Hampshire) and the Rest of Hampshire is in line with the draft Plan’s ‘sharper focus’ strategy. The focus of development on South and North Hampshire also reflects that the county’s most deprived wards are in those two Sub-regions, as are the areas requiring regeneration.  In addition, the substantial increase in housebuilding proposed for South Hampshire – a 20 percent increase on existing RPG – is an appropriate response to its economic potential. 


	Local capacity for growth including infrastructure and government policy initiatives


	10
	Public concerns about the lack of local capacity for further growth was shown in the finding of the SECL opinion poll
, with half of Hampshire residents stating that new homes recently constructed in their area have had a negative effect on the community, such as increased congestion, increased pressure on public services and loss of green space.  


	11
	The ‘infrastructure deficit’ in transport in particular has grown in recent years and there seems little prospect currently of the step-change increase in investment which is so sorely needed.  That prospect must call into question whether it will be possible to create sustainable communities from the housebuilding already proposed in the Plan (let alone any higher figure).

	
	

	Environment

	
	

	12
	The Sustainability Appraisal concludes that achieving the currently proposed housebuilding rate without damaging environmental assets will be a major challenge. The environmental constraints affecting Hampshire are explored in more detail in the County Council’s statements on matters 1H, 2A, 8Bii, 8Jii and 9A, and in the rest of this statement.

	
	

	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?

	
	

	Water supply, waste water treatment and flood risk



	13
	A surprising degree of public-private sector consensus emerged in the debate on Matter 1E that the draft Plan’s assumptions on increased water efficiency and the delivery of new water supply infrastructure were both optimistic.  If both are not  achieved then there will be insufficient water available to provide supplies to the new homes proposed in the Plan. This is as true for Hampshire as for other parts of the Region.

	
	

	14
	There is uncertainty in many parts of Hampshire about whether the waste-water generated by the Plan’s housebuilding proposals can be accommodated.  Studies in respect of Basingstoke and South Hampshire have yet to report on this; the uncertainty in respect of South Hampshire also applies to Rest of Hampshire because the waste water from most of the latter’s new housing will be discharged upstream into the same rivers.

	
	

	15
	Similarly, a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment is still underway in South Hampshire; that and the uncertainties over water supply and waste water treatment capacity justify a precautionary approach, and argue strongly against calls for higher housebuilding figures.

	
	

	Transport and other infrastructure



	16
	The South East Plan will have a significant effect on travel demand and could potentially generate over a million new daily trips across Hampshire by the end of the plan period. Parts of the motorway network are already above nominal operating capacity and motorway traffic growth continues at about 2% per year.
 The passenger rail system in Hampshire is already beginning to be constrained by capacity limits; for example the Department for Transport is seeking to ‘thin out’ passenger services in order to improve the reliability of those which remain. 

	
	

	17
	The County Council’s approach on transport is Reduce, Manage, Invest.  However, as explained in paragraph 11 above, it seems unlikely at present that the funding will be available for all the transport interventions (set out in the Implementation Plan) which are required to accommodate the South East Plan’s proposed development, let alone to address the backlog of infrastructure investment or to deal with background traffic growth.  As there is uncertainty over the provision of transport infrastructure for the development already proposed, there is certainly not the capacity to accommodate higher rates of housebuilding. A similar situation exists in respect of other infrastructure.

	
	

	Affordable housing


	18
	The draft Plan’s proposal that 35 per cent of all new housing should be affordable (Policy H4) would mean that 2,135 of the 6,100 new homes per year proposed in Hampshire should be affordable.  Only 1,420 new affordable homes have been built in the county on average over the past 3 years, which shows there is unexploited scope within the Plan’s existing housebuilding total to deliver additional affordable housing.  Therefore the route to improved delivery of affordable housing lies in new initiatives (such as reduced thresholds for the size of site on which an affordable element must be provided) and increased Government funding rather than any increase in the overall housebuilding total. 

	
	

	Landscape, heritage and biodiversity assets


	19
	The Sustainability Appraisal and the Roger Tym report for GOSE (Sr3A) both state that higher levels of housebuilding would place even more pressure on environmental and water resources; indeed they present challenges to the current South East Plan proposals as set out in the appropriate Assessment. 

	
	

	Hampshire area by area

	

	South Hampshire

	

	20
	The County Council endorses the content of the statement on this sub-matter made by the Partnership for Urban South Hampshire (7138), subject to reiteration of the County Council’s call (set out in its statement on Matter 8Bii) for some of the housing provision in South Hampshire to be held in reserve.  The case for this stance was strengthened by the debate on Matter 8Bii which highlighted the uncertainties over whether all the proposed housebuilding can be accommodated without unacceptable flood risk and without an unacceptable impact on the natural environment.  Holding some of the housing in reserve until there is certainty on these issues would be a pragmatic move.

	
	

	North Hampshire

	
	

	21
	North Hampshire is largely rural with only two major urban areas – Basingstoke and Aldershot/Farnborough, and one medium sized town (Fleet). 

	
	

	22
	Development at Basingstoke is constrained by uncertainty over waste water treatment capacity which will not be clarified until the completion of a joint Environment Agency/local authorities study which is now underway. In view of that uncertainty, the County Council believes that the South East Plan’s housing figure for the town of 795 per annum should apply only until 2016, with the figure thereafter being decided in the next review of the Plan taking account of the study findings. That constraint, coupled with doubts about whether the market could deliver a higher number of houses in the town,  should certainly rule out any higher figure. 

	
	

	23
	The Plan’s proposal for 310 new homes per annum in Rushmoor Borough, which includes Aldershot/Farnborough, reflects the capacity for development within this already largely built-up District. Indeed delivering this total is dependent on a key brownfield site of over 4,000 dwellings and there is some uncertainty about how quickly it will become available for development. The few remaining areas of undeveloped land in the Borough are constrained by environmental designations including the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (SPA) and/or are military land which is to remain in operational use.

	
	

	24
	Fleet in Hart District is similarly constrained by environmental designations, while the other settlements in North Hampshire are small and significant development in these locations would not be sustainable.

	
	

	25
	The constraint of the Thames Basin Heaths SPA extends across much of North Hampshire. The Technical Assessor’s report on the SPA and on Natural England's draft Delivery Plan concluded that while the level of housing currently proposed in the South East Plan should not have a significant effect on the SPA, no additional housing should be allocated in the area until evidence is available that mitigation is working. 

	
	

	26
	The SPA, in tandem with the Basingstoke waste water treatment constraint, means that there are no opportunities for accommodating additional housing in North Hampshire. In that regard, it is notable that the development interests which are participating in Matter 8J regard locations within Berkshire as offering the main potential for additional housing in the Western Corridor and Blackwater Valley Sub-region. This echoes the misalignment between jobs and homes which exists elsewhere in the Sub-region but is not replicated in North Hampshire
. 

	
	

	Rest of Hampshire

	
	

	27
	‘Rest of Hampshire’ is a predominantly rural area with no major cities or large towns. Over half of the area is within designated/proposed National Parks and/or Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The County Council’s statement and that of the Central Hampshire and New Forest Authorities Standing Conference (7710) on Sub-matter 9A together set out the reasons why 800 new homes per year is the maximum appropriate figure for the Rest of Hampshire.  

	
	

	28
	The County Council predicts (using the methodology described in paragraph 4 above) that 10,165 extra households will form from the existing population of Rest of Hampshire during 2006 – 2026.  The draft Plan’s provision for 16,000 new homes (800 per annum) during the same period, therefore provides for all indigenous household growth plus provision for around 5,800 in-migrant households. In other words, 1 in 3 of all the new homes would be for net in-migration. 

	
	

	29
	The EiP debate focused on whether there was scope for additional new housing at Andover, locations in East Hampshire District, Winchester, Whitehill/Bordon, and/or a new settlement at Micheldever Station.  All but the last of these were dealt with in the written statements of the Standing Conference and the individual local authorities, to which it should be added that there is headroom within the Plan’s District housebuilding totals to accommodate EiP participants’ aspirations for housebuilding at Liphook and Worthy Down Camp (subject to testing of their appropriateness and sustainability through LDF preparation). The Environment Agency’s representative stated that there is waste water treatment capacity for the new homes already proposed at Andover  but for no more beyond that if river water quality is to be maintained.  

	
	

	30
	The case for a new settlement at Micheldever Station was not made robustly or comprehensively in the EiP debate; the Panel was asked to back the concept simply because it had found some favour with the Panel which conducted the 1996 EiP of the Hampshire Structure Plan.  The County Council believes this is a weak case at best.  The 1996 EiP Panel Report is now irrelevant, being over 10 years old, prepared against a different regional and national policy background, and relating to a new settlement proposal which was less than one quarter of the size now suggested.  Apart from the railway station, there is no urban development at Micheldever Station other than a pub and a few cottages. There must be doubts whether businesses (and thus jobs) could be attracted to this remote location and given that no facilities currently exist, the calls on funding for community infrastructure would be greater than if the development were related to an existing settlement as is the case for example with South Hampshire’s Strategic Development Areas (SDAs). Thus it is unlikely that a sustainable community, rather than a dormitory housing development, could be created there. 



	
	

	31
	A wholly new settlement at Micheldever would be completely at odds with the South East Plan’s underlying philosophy of ‘sharper focus’ (on existing major urban areas).  It would also compete with, and potentially prejudice, the Basingstoke Growth Point (only 9 miles away) and South Hampshire’s two Strategic Development Areas.  Moreover, the incorporation a new major settlement into the Plan at this late stage without  proper testing and public consultation, would be unacceptable and contrary to the proper, inclusive, long term planning of the Region. 

	
	

	32
	A few days prior to the EiP debate on Matter 9A, the Ministry of Defence announced the preferred bidder for the national PFI contract for defence training. That bidder proposes the cessation of defence training at Whitehill/Bordon which could release land for up to 5,500 new homes. The County Council is supportive of a sustainable development at Whitehill/Bordon, which unlike development at Micheldever Station, would build on the infrastructure and facilities of an existing settlement. However as explained in the statement of the Central Hampshire and New Forest Authorities Standing Conference (7710) several uncertainties have yet to be resolved and any provision for substantial housebuilding at Whitehill/Bordon must be ‘ring fenced’ to the town. 

	
	

	Conclusion

	
	

	33
	All the considerations above point towards a precautionary approach on housebuilding provision in Hampshire, with the exception of possible additional development ring-fenced at Whitehill/Bordon. An increase in the Plan’s housing figure elsewhere in Hampshire is unlikely to yield any tangible benefits but would impact on environmental assets and place even greater strain on already stretched infrastructure.  In short, the disadvantages of an increase outweigh the advantages. 
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