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Statement on Sub-Matter  8Hiv &  8Jiv Combined Thames Basin Heaths SPA (joint with the London Fringe Sub-region) by Hampshire County Council
8Hiv & 8Jiv Combined Thames Basin Heaths SPA 

8Hiv/8Jiv.1  What are the implications of the Assessor’s Report, and taking account of the Appropriate Assessment, on the ability of the two sub-regions to achieve the housing provision figures in draft RSS, and on any alternative growth levels and spatial options examined?

1. The Assessor has concluded “that the level of housing currently allocated in the South East Plan for the area around the Thames Basin Heaths should not have a significant adverse effect on the Special Protection Area (SPA)” provided that avoidance and mitigation measures he recommends in place of the Natural England proposals are implemented.

2. In his recommendations the Assessor has set out a number of short, medium and longer term measures which would enable development to proceed.  These require action by all parties.  Hampshire County Council consider these measures represent a sensible way forward and urges the Panel to consider incorporating them in the supporting text to Policy WCBV9.

3. Hampshire County Council has no evidence to suggest that the Assessor`s conclusions are unsound.  It notes that he has taken account of the representations made by the County Council and others in respect of population growth being a more relevant consideration than housing numbers and the likely use of the SPA by the occupiers of flats.  The County Council accepts the Assessor`s conclusions that these factors in themselves are insufficient to show that the additional housing proposed would not have a significant effect on the SPA.
4. The Assessor`s conclusions on the ability of the two sub regions to achieve the housing provision currently proposed rely on further work being undertaken as set out in Section 10 of his report.  Hampshire County Council notes that the Assessor has not made any recommendations relating to the distribution of the housing allocations between each of the affected Districts. We can therefore see no reason why the Panel should consider alternative spatial options.
5. The Assessor has commented that housing allocations within the Districts affected by the SPA should not be increased “unless it can be demonstrated that any additional housing can be accommodated outside the 5 km zone around the SPA”. In respect of those Districts within Hampshire no part of Rushmoor Borough falls outside the 5km zone and in the part of Hart District within the Western Corridor and Blackwater Valley sub region the land outside the 5km zone is of very limited physical extent and severely constrained. Hampshire County Council urges the Panel to adopt the cautious approach recommended by the Assessor (Assessor`s report paragraph 9.2).
6. The housing provision figures can only be achieved if as part of a package of measures Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces (SANGs) are provided. The Assessor has recognised that forward funding of SANGs is necessary. His short term recommendations include seed funding provision in the Regional Infrastructure Fund.
7. Hampshire County Council has concerns over whether the proposed Regional Infrastructure Fund is the most appropriate mechanism to provide such funding.  Governance arrangements for this Fund have not yet been settled and funding streams have not been identified. We are unsure that a Regional Body would properly consider matters of priority which are essentially local to the area immediately surrounding the Thames Basin Heaths, a relatively small part of both Western Corridor and Blackwater Valley and London Fringe sub regions.  Although the County Council welcomes the Assembly`s initiative in proposing a solution to the forward funding problem we understand this would involve removing monies from the Regional Housing Board. This would reduce the monies available for affordable housing which is unsatisfactory.

8. We propose instead that a more locally controlled funding arrangement be examined, perhaps a Special Delivery Vehicle governed by the 11 affected local authorities under a partnership arrangement. Alternatively the affected principal authorities could administer a fund through existing mechanisms.  Such arrangements might be funded from Central Government and in addition might be more successful in attracting funds from developers in the area willing to forward fund SANGs provision.
8Hiv/8Jiv.2  What would be involved in a review of levels and distribution from first principles if a resolution cannot be found (Policies WCBV3 and LF11)?

9. The Assessor`s report provides all parties with increased confidence that the South East Plan`s proposed amount and distribution of housebuilding can be accommodated without adversely affecting the SPA. However, a degree of uncertainty still remains pending the further work set out in Section 10 of his report. For that reason it is essential that the final paragraph of Policy WCBV3 is retained.

10. Resolution of this matter depends in our view on two factors:
i.  Implementing the Assessor`s recommendations as set out in Section 10 of   his report which will require co-operation, resources and goodwill from all affected parties.

ii. Monitoring the effects of the measures put in place between now and up to the first review of the Plan.

11. The Secretary of State should be able to judge whether the Assessor`s short term measures have been implemented before deciding to adopt the Plan in 2008. The Assessor`s medium and longer term measures will need to be monitored in the early years of the Plan’s life.  The Assembly should be charged with putting in place a monitoring regime for this period.

12. At the first review of the Plan it should be possible to judge whether avoidance and mitigation measures are working and to measure whether housing and the provision of SANGs are proceeding in tandem.

13. In the event that it becomes clear that resolution cannot be achieved,  housing distribution across the whole of the South East region should be reviewed.  Re-allocation of shortfalls to other local authorities in the Western Corridor and Blackwater Valley would need detailed examination because their allocations have been determined on the basis of the overall strategy and the capacity of each District to accommodate new development within constraints.

14. A simplistic pro rata distribution of the shortfall across other sub regions or the South East Region would be consistent with the current strategy but would need to be considered in the context of progress on the RSS as a whole.  If it becomes clear at any time in the first years of the Plan’s life that the matter has not been resolved the Assembly should consider whether to begin the formal review process. 
8Hiv/8Jiv.3  What would provide an appropriate policy for the protection of the SPA while enabling acceptable development to proceed (Policies WCBV9 and LF11)?

15. Hampshire County Council considers that Policy WCBV9 provides an appropriate policy framework to enable the Assessor`s recommendations to be carried forward.  The Panel is requested to consider amending the supporting text in the South East Plan (page 311 paragraphs 2.24 et seq) to incorporate the Assessor`s recommendations.
16. To ensure that a policy framework exists for monitoring and early review of the Plan if necessary, Hampshire County Council proposes an additional policy, or an addition to WCBV9 as follows:

17. “The Regional Assembly shall consult local authorities, Natural England and other relevant agencies and stakeholders on a regular basis to establish the impact on the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area of new housing and the effectiveness of avoidance and mitigation measures including SANGs provision. In the event that there is a clear indication of significant adverse impact the Assembly shall consider whether to begin an early review of the South East Plan.”

