2A Revisited/Barton Willmore (8015)


MATTER 2 - SPATIAL STRATEGY

SUB-MATTER 2A – SPATIAL DISTRIBUTION REVISITED
2A.5
Hypothetically, if a case were made for higher regional housing levels, what would be the most appropriate approach to distribute the additional dwellings arising from these, taking account of economic, environmental and social implications?

1.
As confirmed in our first statement on the matter, the housing provisions, by district, in Policy H1 of the draft RSS should be the starting point for provision.  Considerable work has been put into establishing these provisions and there is widespread acceptance of the provisions by the Planning Authorities.  We would not wish to see the delivery of housing further slowed by fundamental reassessment of the spatial distribution for the 28,900 dwellings per annum already distributed.
2.
We maintain that the first recourse should be to the release of reserve sites and safeguarded land within various districts across the Region such as Wycombe District, Runnymede Borough, West Oxfordshire District (land at Witney), Surrey, and those Hampshire districts that have identified reserve sites under Policy H4 of the current Structure Plan: the suitability of such sites for development has already been established through their existing identification.  In Surrey the Housing Potential Study 2005 excluded reserve sites therefore the density assumptions made in that study were not applied to the 2100 reserve sites identified in the original Surrey Urban Capacity Study 2002.  At High Wycombe, the safeguarded land excluded from the Green Belt has also not been accounted within the SEP figures nor has all urban capacity.  In both cases therefore, there is additional dwelling delivery that could be achieved through the early release of the safeguarded and reserve sites.
3.
Elsewhere, it is likely that the capacity offered by reserve sites will already form a component of the housing requirements within the existing Draft SEP provisions.  Such sites may well speed up delivery – especially if they are supported by a Panel recommendation for their early release – some, for example at Witney, could generate additional capacity over and above the draft provisions.  Elsewhere, e.g. at Worthing and Wycombe, identified capacity in the LDF process already exceeds SEP figures.
4.
In our first statement we suggested that additional housing should be allocated, first, having regard to labour supply considerations and, second, by specific provision for further growth at urban areas out of sub regions that merit additional development to sustain their roles and develop community infrastructure and to enable the continued provision of affordable housing to limit or avoid ‘next generation’ issues in housing supply.

5.
These considerations remain valid, however there are parts of the Region where the housing provision is inadequate to meet the projected household requirements of the area and we suggest that, insofar as possible, these should be addressed as a first priority.

6.
The suggested issues that influence housing provision are therefore suggested to be housing need and employment-generated demand, in that order, tempered by the physical constraints on development (i.e. not treating Green Belts or especially ‘gap’ designations as fixed constraints on the release of land at this stage).

7.
The policies of the SEP should encourage a positive approach to the identification and release of land for development, providing a portfolio of development opportunities in the forms of sustainable urban extensions, development in transport corridors and new settlements as well as the expansion of selected smaller settlements.  It is clear, however, that such an approach on its own is unlikely to lead quickly enough to the release and identification of sufficient land to meet requirements, which we continue to assess on balance as 40,000 dwellings per year across the Region.  Accordingly, the SEP must identify Strategic Development Areas which, as discussed in earlier sessions, comprise broad locations for development of a scale of at least 2,000- 3,000 dwellings each, as a clear guide to LDFs regarding what they should be delivering.  The absence of such clear guidance will lead to uncertainty and delay in the delivery of much-needed development with protracted location and site selection processes through the LDFs.
8.
As a guide to the Panel regarding how we see such an approach being developed, we append to this Statement a suggested distribution identifying prospective SDAs.  It will be noted that the distribution currently falls short of the 40,000 dwellings per year (800,000 dwellings over the 20 year period of the SEP) that we believe is the required level.  The list of prospective SDAs is not intended to be exhaustive, rather an example of how a revised Policy H1 of the SEP might be framed and, accordingly, other participants in the EiP may be able to identify additional capacity that would allow the 40,000 dwellings per annum to be met over the period of the South East Plan. 

2A.6
Hypothetically, what would be the implications of higher regional housing levels on:

· water supply and waste water treatment;

· transport infrastructure;

· landscape, heritage and biodiversity assets;


and to what extent could these be addressed?
9.
With regard to services and utilities, the delivery of increased supplies and additional provision can be secured provided there is sufficient notice to the providers of the planned needs.  Greater specificity of locations for major development will undoubtedly assist this matter.
10.
So far as water is concerned, we note the comment in SEERA’s Technical Note 4 [CD/Sr3] that growth at the level of RPG9 + 30% is deliverable with modest water efficiency, sustainability reductions and continued resource development.  We see no reason why this same conclusion should not be achievable for a level of Draft SEP + 38% (or 40,000 dpa) – albeit that this would require greater resource development and/or water efficiency within new housing but extending into the existing housing stock.  This is supported by Tym, “Augmenting the Evidence”, Summary and Conclusions para 45.
11.
It is recognised that there are concerns over sewage treatment capacity (although in principle this is capable of being addressed through investment, including in the development of new sewage treatment technologies) and more particularly over the capacity of watercourses to absorb treated waste water against a background of increasingly rigorous water quality requirements.  However, there is insufficient evidence at this stage to preclude additional development (indeed these issues arise with the Draft SEP provisions in certain locations – for example Basingstoke): early identification both of the overall level of housing to be accommodated and of the broad locations of the major elements of growth will enable this issue to be addressed – the Review of the SEP could then deal with situations where increased treatment capacity cannot be delivered.  
12.
Transport infrastructure will need to be provided in relation to the needs of each settlement and development proposal but overall the closer relationship between homes and jobs that may arise through the higher growth provision, particularly in the arc to the west of London, will better enable transport needs to met in the locality of the main growth points, reducing pressure on the strategic transport network.  Again, through planning for growth and closer focus on the main locations for growth in the SEP, earlier action can be taken to plan to meet the requirements of major growth.
13.
There is no reason why growth should of necessity harm environmental assets of landscape, heritage and biodiversity.  With regard to all three categories of environmental asset, development allocations would need to be made having regard to the known interests.  The implications are generally matters to be assessed at a local level in identifying the boundaries of sites for development and in setting out measures to avoid or mitigate the effects of development on important environmental assets.

14.
Development can be planned to avoid direct impacts on areas of high landscape value (Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty, the New Forest and South Downs National Parks, or areas of landscape designated for their importance at a county scale) but can instead be focussed on areas of ‘ordinary’ landscape.  It is recognised that many such areas are subject to local designations but a balance must be struck between meeting development needs – especially for housing – and the protection of areas of local landscape importance (or less).  The relaxation of environmental constraints, including those on areas of local landscape designations and gaps, could provide substantial scope for additional housing development around the main urban areas of the South East.
15.
The protection of heritage need not in itself be a reason for halting development: careful identification of development locations, design and landscape treatment can all assist in enabling new development close to buildings and features of heritage importance and indeed new development can assist in supporting and funding the conservation of important features.  

16.
Biodiversity can also be assisted by new development, for instance when housing with gardens occupies ecologically poor greenfield land, and a range of measures exist to enable development to proceed whilst protecting species and maintaining (and in some cases improving) the favourable conservation status of habitats.  The Panel will already have heard significant debate about the Thames Basin Heaths SPA but it is noted that the Technical Assessor does not regard residential development as unachievable in the areas up to 5 (and potentially up to 7) km travel distance from the edges of the SPA.  In addition to the level of development already proposed or committed within the 5 km zone, which he finds can be supported by the general provision of Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (paragraph 9.1 of the Report of 19th February), specific proposals are capable of bringing with them further areas of greenspace and contributions to access management and other measures to avoid or mitigate harm to the SPA.  (For example, south of the M4 at Reading, where the development opportunity in the Spencers Wood/Shinfield SDA is able to deliver substantial areas of open space within and close to the development which would avoid increased pressures on the SPA.)
16.
There is accordingly no sound reason why the South East of England cannot accommodate additional housing growth over and above the levels proposed in the Draft SEP – and in our view strong reasons why further growth is needed, as demonstrated earlier in this EiP.  We urge the Panel to recommend:


1.
markedly increased levels of provision in order to provide a better balance between provision and need;


2.
the identification of a number of Strategic Development Areas within the SEP in order to enable greater certainty and speed of delivery.

DRAFT POLICY H1:

BARTON WILLMORE PROPOSED AMENDED POLICY

[Changes are indicated in bold italics]

In the South East provision will be made for an annual average of [40,000] net additional

dwellings between 2006 and 2026.
Local authorities should make the following provision in their Local Development Documents:

	District/Strategic 

Development Area 


	Total 
	Annual

Average
	District/Strategic 
Development Area 


	Total
	Annual

Average 

	Adur 
	3000
	150
	New Forest 
	4200
	210

	Arun1
	15000
	750
	Oxford 
	8000
	400

	Ashford 
	22700
	1135
	Portsmouth 
	14700
	735

	Aylesbury Vale2
	34500
	1725
	Reading8
	10500
	525

	Basingstoke & Deane
	16500
	825
	Reigate & Banstead9
	17500
	875

	Bracknell Forest16
	13250
	663
	Rother 
	8000
	400

	Brighton & Hove 
	6000
	300
	Runnymede 
	7100
	355

	Canterbury 
	10000
	500
	Rushmoor 
	6200
	310

	Cherwell 
	15800
	790
	Sevenoaks 
	4700
	235

	Chichester 
	12000
	600
	Shepway 
	8000
	400

	Chiltern 
	4000
	200
	Slough 
	5000
	250

	Crawley 
	7000
	350
	South Bucks 
	3000
	150

	Dartford 
	15700
	785
	South Oxfordshire10 
	20000
	1000

	Dover3
	10400
	520
	Southampton 
	16300
	815

	East Hampshire4
	10000
	500
	Spelthorne 
	4500
	225

	Eastbourne 
	7000
	350
	Surrey Heath 
	5000
	250

	Eastleigh5
	13100
	655
	Swale 
	11400
	570

	Elmbridge 
	5500
	275
	Tandridge11
	8000
	400

	Epsom & Ewell 
	4000
	200
	Test Valley North12
	6200
	310

	Fareham 
	3800
	190
	Test Valley South12
	4000
	200

	Gosport 
	2500
	125
	Thanet 
	9000
	450

	Gravesham 
	12800
	640
	Tonbridge & Malling 
	11700
	585

	Guildford6
	12000
	600
	Tunbridge Wells 
	7000
	350

	Hart7
	8000
	400
	Vale of White Horse10 
	13500
	675

	Hastings 
	8000
	400
	Waverley 
	5000
	250

	Havant 
	7000
	350
	Wealden 
	14000
	700

	Horsham 
	17200
	860
	West Berkshire13
	17000
	850

	Isle of Wight 
	10500
	525
	West Oxfordshire 
	9300
	465

	Lewes 
	5600
	280
	Winchester14
	22500
	1125

	Maidstone 
	13500
	675
	Windsor & Maidenhead
	7500
	375

	Medway 
	22500
	1125
	Woking 
	5600
	280

	Mid Sussex 
	15000
	750
	Wokingham15
	17000
	850

	Milton Keynes 
	48800
	2440
	Worthing 
	6850
	343

	Mole Valley 
	4000
	200
	Wycombe 
	10000
	500


FOOTNOTES (TABLE H1) – NB these form part of the Policy provision
1 Includes West of River Arun SDA (4,000 dwellings)

2 The figure for Aylesbury Vale includes 10,000 dwellings on the edge of Milton Keynes in the period to 2026 to comply with Milton Keynes 2031
3 Includes North Dover SDA (at least 2,000 dwellings)
4 Includes Bordon SDA (5,000 dwellings)

5 Includes North East/North of Hedge End SDA (6,000 dwellings) - if considered appropriate

6 Includes North West Guildford SDA (2,000 dwellings)
7 Subject to implications of SPA 
8 Reading should the focus for major growth in adjacent Wokingham and West Berkshire

9 Includes Redhill Aerodrome SDA part (9,750 dwellings)

10 Housing provisions for South Oxfordshire and Vale of White Horse may be interchanged depending on allocation of growth at Didcot and close to Oxford

11 Includes Redhill Aerodrome SDA part (5,250 dwellings)

12 Test Valley subdivided to identify separate provisions for growth focussed on Andover SDA (at least 2,500 dwellings) and Romsey.

13 Includes provision for growth at Newbury/Thatcham and in the Reading area

14 Includes Micheldever Station New Settlement SDA (12,000 dwellings)

15 Includes South of M4, Reading SDA (at least 3,000 dwellings)
16 Includes North Bracknell SDA (2,000+ dwellings)
Additional Table
	 
	DRAFT SOUTH EAST PLAN HOUSING PROVN
	Extra provision for housing need (shortfall against household forecasts)
	Extra provision for emp't need (shortfall against IER)
	Draft Barton Willmore Housing Provn 
	Difference
	 
	Comments

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Berkshire
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Bracknell Forest
	10780
	 
	Yes
	13250
	2470
	 
	N Bracknell SDA

	Reading
	10420
	 
	Yes
	10500
	80
	 
	 

	Slough
	4700
	 
	Yes
	5000
	300
	 
	 

	West Berkshire
	10500
	 
	Yes
	17000
	6500
	 
	Newbury/Thatcham + Reading related growth

	Windsor and Maidenhead
	5620
	Yes
	Yes
	7500
	1880
	 
	Green Belt review required

	Wokingham
	10460
	 
	Yes
	17000
	6540
	 
	Growth around Wokingham + South of M4, Reading SDA and Green Belt Review

	County Total
	52480
	 
	 
	70250
	17770
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Buckinghamshire
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Aylesbury Vale
	21200
	 
	 
	34500
	13300
	 
	includes extra 10,000 dwellings on edge of MK + Aylesbury growth

	Chiltern
	2400
	 
	Yes
	4000
	1600
	 
	 

	Milton Keynes
	48800
	 
	 
	48800
	0
	 
	 

	South Buckinghamshire
	1800
	 
	Yes
	3000
	1200
	 
	Increase to absorb some of Slough requirement

	Wycombe
	6600
	Yes
	Yes
	10000
	3400
	 
	LDF capacity exceeds SEP figure; release safeguarded land; Green Belt review

	County Total
	80800
	 
	 
	100300
	19500
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	East Sussex
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Brighton & Hove
	4800
	Yes
	Yes
	6000
	1200
	 
	 

	Eastbourne
	4200
	Yes
	 
	7000
	2800
	 
	 

	Hastings
	4400
	Yes
	 
	8000
	3600
	 
	 

	Lewes
	5600
	Yes
	 
	5600
	0
	 
	 

	Rother
	8000
	Yes
	 
	8000
	0
	 
	 

	Wealden
	11000
	Yes
	 
	14000
	3000
	 
	 

	County Total
	38000
	 
	 
	48600
	10600
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Hampshire
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Basingstoke and Deane
	16500
	 
	 
	16500
	0
	 
	 

	East Hampshire
	5200
	Yes
	 
	10000
	4800
	 
	Additional 5000 for Bordon SDA

	Eastleigh
	13083
	 
	 
	13100
	17
	 
	Subject to acceptance of PUSH SDA

	Fareham
	13729
	 
	 
	13800
	71
	 
	Subject to acceptance of PUSH SDA

	Gosport
	2500
	Yes
	 
	2500
	0
	 
	 

	Hart
	4000
	 
	Yes
	8000
	4000
	 
	depends on SPA mitigation

	Havant
	6301
	Yes
	 
	7000
	699
	 
	 

	New Forest
	4138
	Yes
	Yes
	4200
	62
	 
	Natl Park constrained

	Portsmouth
	14700
	 
	 
	14700
	0
	 
	 

	Rushmoor
	6200
	 
	 
	6200
	0
	 
	 

	Southampton
	16300
	 
	 
	16300
	0
	 
	 

	Test Valley North
	8910
	 
	 
	6200
	1290
	 
	further growth at Andover as SDA 

	Test Valley South
	 
	 
	 
	4000
	 
	 
	 

	Winchester
	10439
	 
	 
	22500
	12061
	 
	allows for Micheldever Station New Settlement SDA

	County Total
	122000
	 
	 
	145000
	23000
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Kent
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Ashford
	22700
	 
	 
	22700
	0
	 
	New Communities growth 

	Canterbury
	7200
	Yes
	 
	10000
	2800
	 
	 

	Dartford
	15700
	 
	 
	15700
	0
	 
	 

	Dover
	6100
	Yes
	 
	10400
	4300
	 
	North Dover SDA

	Gravesham
	9300
	 
	 
	12800
	3500
	 
	 

	Maidstone
	8200
	Yes
	 
	13500
	5300
	 
	 

	Medway
	16300
	Yes
	 
	22500
	6200
	 
	 

	Sevenoaks
	3100
	Yes
	Yes
	4700
	1600
	 
	 

	Shepway
	5100
	Yes
	 
	8000
	2900
	 
	 

	Swale
	8300
	Yes
	 
	11400
	3100
	 
	 

	Thanet
	6500
	Yes
	 
	9000
	2500
	 
	 

	Tonbridge and Malling
	8500
	Yes
	 
	11700
	3200
	 
	 

	Tunbridge Wells
	5000
	Yes
	Yes
	7000
	2000
	 
	 

	County Total
	122000
	 
	 
	159400
	37400
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Oxfordshire
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Cherwell
	11800
	Yes
	 
	15800
	4000
	 
	growth at Banbury and Bicester

	Oxford
	7000
	Yes
	Yes
	8000
	1000
	 
	Green Belt review leading to major extension

	South Oxfordshire
	10200
	 
	Yes
	20000
	9800
	 
	further growth related to Oxford and Didcot

	Vale of White Horse
	11500
	 
	Yes
	13500
	2000
	 
	further growth related Didcot

	West Oxfordshire
	6700
	Yes
	 
	9300
	2600
	 
	growth at Witney and smaller towns

	County Total
	47200
	 
	 
	66600
	19400
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Surrey
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Elmbridge
	4620
	Yes
	Yes
	5500
	880
	 
	 

	Epsom and Ewell
	3620
	Yes
	Yes
	4000
	380
	 
	 

	Guildford
	6440
	Yes
	Yes
	12000
	5560
	 
	north west Guildford SDA (2,000 dwellings) plus development at Ash/Tongham

	Mole Valley
	3420
	Yes
	Yes
	4000
	580
	 
	includes 315 for reserve sites 

	Reigate and Banstead
	7740
	Yes
	 
	17500
	9760
	 
	allows for 9,750 dwellings on Redhill Aerodrome SDA

	Runnymede
	2920
	Yes
	Yes
	7100
	4180
	 
	allows for 1,100 reserve sites + 3000 as SDA based on DERA

	Spelthorne
	3020
	Yes
	Yes
	4500
	1480
	 
	 

	Surrey Heath
	3740
	 
	Yes
	5000
	1260
	 
	 

	Tandridge
	2240
	Yes
	Yes
	8000
	5760
	 
	allows for 110 reserve sites + 5250 on Redhill Aerodrome SDA

	Waverley
	4600
	Yes
	Yes
	5000
	400
	 
	 

	Woking
	4840
	Yes
	Yes
	5600
	760
	 
	allows for 700 on reserve sites

	County Total
	47200
	 
	 
	78200
	31000
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	West Sussex
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Adur
	2600
	Yes
	 
	3000
	400
	 
	 

	Arun
	9300
	Yes
	 
	15000
	5700
	 
	includes 4000 additional dwellings at Ford/West of River Arun SDA

	Chichester
	8600
	Yes
	 
	12000
	3400
	 
	 

	Crawley
	7000
	 
	Yes
	7000
	0
	 
	 

	Horsham
	12400
	 
	 
	17200
	4800
	 
	opportunities related to Crawley growth + other settlements

	Mid Sussex
	14100
	 
	 
	15000
	900
	 
	 

	Worthing
	4000
	Yes
	Yes
	6850
	2850
	 
	LDF capacity exceeds SEP; review of gaps

	County Total
	58000
	 
	 
	76050
	18050
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Isle of Wight
	10400
	Yes
	 
	10500
	100
	 
	 

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	TOTAL
	578080
	 
	 
	754900
	176820
	 
	 

	Annual equivalent
	28904
	 
	 
	37745
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