Policy/ Paragraph number: All

Reason for objection: The format of the document makes it difficult to use and find policies contained within it.  The overall length of the Strategy is too long and too many policies are detailed and non strategic. 

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iv

Change sought: A revised format that groups together similar policies and renumbers them in a logical manner.  Remove policies that are non strategic and overall, make the Strategy more concise.

1.0
The SWRSS at 216 pages long is far from succinct and will not engage the wide public in ownership of the Strategy.  It is not presenting a case of clear and transparent policy making.  PPS11 (para 1.7) calls for a ‘concise spatial strategy,’ which the SWRSS is not.

2.0
Secondly, the RSS should address regional or sub regional issues, PPS111 stets (para 1.7) and be specific to the Region.  The HBF has raised numerous policy objections where the SWRSS is simply re iterating national planning policy and is not being specific or expanding on why that policy is needed in the RSS for the South West.  Examples include policies on design, master planning and sustainable heat.

3.0
Finally, the structure of the document is rather confusing.  Policies on Housing for example are split across different chapters – affordable housing being in chapter 6 and housing design policies being in chapter 3, whilst housing numbers and distribution are dealt with in chapter 4.  The numbering of the policies is not consistent or easy to use.  They vary within chapters too – in chapter 6 for example there are policies ranging from H1, through to GT1 or CS1 or even SK1.  The abbreviations used should be far more consistent and use friendly.

Policy/ Paragraph number: Para 2.3.4

Reason for objection: It is not consistent with other relevant plans, policies or strategies relating to the area

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iv

Change sought: A level of housing growth that would support the priorities of the Regional Economic Strategy

1.0 The HBF objects to this paragraph, which suggests that the RSS is supporting sustainable economic growth in line with the Vision set out in Section One of the RES.  The RES Section One summarises the regions productivity and performance, competitiveness and investment and prospects.  It states (page 7) 

2.0
‘Developing the conditions for South West businesses, people and communities to succeed is vital to the region’s future prosperity and so we need to prepare for a range of possible economic conditions.’

3.0 The RES goes on in Table 3 to outline a range of economic growth rates, ranging from 2.4 to 3.2%.  The region is currently growing at 2.8%.  The RES suggests that 

‘The region needs to plan for growth rates of between 2.8% and 3.2% as this reflects the most likely outcomes for the economy over the next ten years.’ 

4.0 Table 3 of the RES shows that over a 20-year period, growth at 2.8% would equate to 24100 dwellings per annum (482,000 /20 years) and growth at 3.2% would equate to 26,000 dwellings per annum (520,000/20).  With the RSS only providing for up to 23,060 dwellings per annum, the HBF fails to see how the RSS is supporting sustainable economic growth as stated in Para 2.3.4.  

5.0 The SWRA recognise the key link between housing and economic growth, they state:

‘Economic potential of areas within the South West will guide housing growth.    Provision of housing within the region will be based on the principle of “balanced growth”.  It is important that the reasonable economic potential of areas not identified for strategic growth is not constrained by inadequate allowance for the housing needs of a local labour force.  (Page 15 Strategic Assumptions about the Future and Projections of Population and Economic Change; Discussion Paper 6, 2005, SWRA.) 
6.0 At the very least, the RSS is under providing for the dwelling requirement needed to support the lowest level of economic growth required (2.8%).  In addition, the figures used in Table 3 are only baseline figures and not a sophisticated dwelling requirement calculation.  They do not for example, take account of migration, second home ownership, vacancy rates or the most recent household projections based at 2003, published in spring 2006.  

7.0 The RSS is not consistent with the RES and thus fails the test of soundness in PPS12 relating to conformity with other relevant plans and strategies.  It is essential that the RSS embraces the adopted RES and provides a framework for residential growth that will be delivered alongside the economic development envisaged in both the RES and the RSS.

Policy/ Paragraph number: SD1 Ecological Footprint

Reason for objection: The HBF considers that this is inappropriate and unnecessary for a strategic planning document.
Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: viii
Change sought: The HBF suggests that this policy should be deleted.
1.0
The HBF agrees that the principle of stabilising the ecological footprint of the South West is a reasonable strategic planning policy driver, however, there are many other driving themes in the strategic RSS and the global planning context cannot be the main overriding priority.  This is yet another example of how sustainability appraisal is seen as a negative tool rather than a balance between economic, social and environmental considerations.

2.0
Whilst a policy approach to stabilising the South West’s ecological footprint is laudable, and perceived to be necessary, we would question whether it is actually deliverable, and question its relevance within the RSS, when National Policy and targets already guide Local Authorities in terms of their local policy.

3.0
In terms of ensuring development respects environmental limits, as highlighted in the East of England RSS EiP Panel Report (July 2005), given that development does not create people but only accommodates them, the impacts are transferable.  For example, if they do not occur in new homes in the South West of England they will occur elsewhere and in other ways.  This is one of the broad conclusions of the Government study of the sustainability impact of additional housing.  There is also the consideration that the location and manner of development can either help to reduce such impacts or increase them.  The panel report proceeds to suggest that ‘a more important consideration is to ensure that whatever the level, the policy framework for development delivers it in the most sustainable form that can be achieved’.

4.0
In terms of the inclusion of policies for tackling environmental and global responsibilities, the environmental appraisal process is ongoing and continuous. By making different decisions we are, in effect, placing greater weight on different policy objectives. All too frequently an environmental appraisal is used as an inflexible tool and given an unnecessary “right and wrong” judgment or used to establish spurious “capacity” rather than merely identifying the levels of weight that decision makers have placed on a number of competing policy objectives. 

Policy/ Paragraph number: SD2 Climate Change 

Reason for objection: The HBF considers that this is inappropriate and unnecessary for a strategic planning document.
Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iv B, viii
Change sought: The HBF suggests that this policy should be deleted.
1.0
As mentioned within the HBF’s response to SD1, it is a reasonable strategic planning policy to strive to achieve reductions in emissions of greenhouse gases. However there are lots of other drivers in the strategic RSS, and the global planning context cannot be the main or overriding priority.  The HBF believe that there is a need for a balanced approach between social, economic and environmental matters in order to achieve a sustainable RSS, are pertinent in this matter.

2.0
The HBF considers that Policy SD2 (and accompanying text in paragraph 1.6.10-3) simply reiterates national guidance without being regionally specific.  In fact, this whole policy could be applied to any of 9 English regions and is therefore not consistent with paragraph 1.5 of PPS11, which states that the ‘RSS should confine itself to matters of genuine regional importance’.  The HBF suggests that the RSS should take greater advantage of the South West region’s positioning i.e. to further utilise the significant solar exposure and vast coastline.
3.0
The final paragraph of SD2 requiring ‘all Local Authorities to demonstrate how they intend to contribute towards the required 60% cut in CO2 reduction by 2050’ is ambiguous.  The HBF considers that there are no clear mechanisms for implementation and monitoring.  This final paragraph also reiterates national guidance. 

4.0
In terms of reducing CO2 emissions, the HBF recognise that new homes have their part to play, however believe that the RSS should adopt a stronger policy approach as the existing stock offers far greater returns in terms of CO2 reduction.  The South West RSS Annual Monitoring Report 2005 identified that there are 2.4 million existing dwellings compared to the annual average build rate of 20,240 new dwellings.

Policy/ Paragraph number: SD3 Environment and Natural Resources

Reason for objection: The HBF considers that this is unnecessary for a strategic planning document.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iv B
Change sought: The HBF suggests that this policy should be deleted.

1.0
The HBF considers that Policy SD3 simply reiterates national guidance without being regionally specific.  In fact, this whole policy could be applied to any of 9 English regions and is therefore not consistent with paragraph 1.5 of PPS11, which states that the ‘RSS should confine itself to matters of genuine regional importance’.  This policy does not bring any additional benefits to the RSS.

2.0
As referred to in response to Policy SD1, development does not create people but only accommodates them.   The impacts are transferable.  For example, if they do not occur in new homes in the South West of England they will occur elsewhere and in other ways.  Emerging PPS3 advises that housing needs should be accommodated within sub regional Housing Markets where they arise.  Therefore, the HBF suggests that the South West ‘consumes it’s own smoke’ and accommodates for housing need where necessary and manages environmental impact through mitigation.

3.0
In terms of sustainable housing, the RSS should ensure that it strikes the best balance between cost, environmental impact and social benefits.  Sustainable development is a three-pronged approach and each of the factors should be considered equally.

Policy/ Paragraph number: SD4 Sustainable Communities 

Reason for objection:  The HBF considers that this policy is inconsistent with HD1 of the RSS.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iv A
Change sought: Increase the level of market housing provision to enable the delivery of further affordable housing. See HBF response HD1.

1.0
The sixth bullet point in Policy SD4 states that ‘growth and development will be planned for and managed positively to create and maintain Sustainable Communities throughout the region by making adequate and affordable housing available for all residents’.

2.0
The HBF considers that the RSS will be unable to create and maintain sustainable communities without further increasing the housing provision.  The current allocation would not address needs and would therefore exacerbate issues of affordability further.  

3.0
The HBF in agreement with the Barker recommendations, also believe that the shortage of affordable housing will not be addressed without a greater increase in market housing across the board.  The Sustainability Impact Study of Additional Housing Scenarios in England (ODPM, 2005) concludes that:

‘in seeking to promote a real change in housing affordability by creating a step change in housing growth there are a number of nationally significant benefits that could accrue to society.  These include not only improved accessibility to decent housing but also the opportunities to build communities at much improved levels of sustainability, to secure the goals of a more inclusive society and to improve regional economic growth.’

Policy/ Paragraph number: Para 3.2 (encompassing Para 3.2.1-3.2.4)

Reason for objection: It is not consistent with other relevant plans, policies or strategies relating to the area.  

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iv, vii, ix

Change sought: A level of housing growth that would support the priorities of the Integrated Regional Strategy, Regional Economic Strategy, Regional Housing Strategy and housing needs of the region. The content of these paragraphs (when revised to reflect a level of growth equivalent to 30,000 dwellings per annum, should be included within a policy that sets out the Regional Housing Requirement for the period of the Strategy.

1. The Issues

1.1 This section of the RSS concerns the scale and location of development in the Region.  Para 3.2.1 of SRSS states that

‘in terms of satisfying anticipated needs for housing, is that the annual rate of provision increase from about 20,000 per annum to about 23,000 relatively quickly.’

1.2 Quite simply, this figure is not reflective of the scale of growth required in the Region.  The overall thrust of the Strategy reflects a desire to constrain or control the level of inward migration to the Region – which the SWRA consider is a down side of the Region’s attractiveness, and increases the affordability crisis as second homes are purchased, vacancy rates rise and those with higher incomes move into the area, preventing those with lower incomes (a trend in the Region) from accessing the housing ladder.  The RSS seeks to negate these issues, and the impacts of higher growth on the environment (as demonstrated in the SSA 2006) by constraining the supply of housing land required.  This approach to new homes and meeting housing needs negates many of the positive messages on economic growth and flies in the face of the aims of the overarching  IRS which aims to provide economic prosperity and address deprivation and disadvantage.

1.3 The RSS has failed to consider adequately the range of influences that affect the Regional Housing Requirement.  These include:

· The most recent 2003 Household Projections

· The effects of migration  - from other regions and from outside of the Country

· The economic growth levels anticipated in the Regional Economy Strategy and the links to housing growth

· The spatial requirement of housing growth and levels of need, with links to the Regional Housing Strategy

2 2003 Household Projections

2.1 The release of the 2003 Household Projections in spring 2006 have brought to the fore a wealth of new information and details of increased housing requirements that confirm the need for more housing, in line with the Governments step change and response to Barker.

2.2 For the South West Region, they project a 536,000 household increase (26,800 households p.a.) from 2006-2026, equivalent to a 24% increase over the twenty years. NB The Projections when analysed at sub regional level provide district level data that total an annual average of 26,950 households, as reflected in Table 1 of the HBFs Background Paper. The difference in figures is due to rounding. The SWRSS through the distribution in Policy HD1/ Table 4.1 is providing just 461,200 houses (23,060 p.a.).  

2.3 The under supply is evident, before other factors are even taken into account.

2.4 Using the 26,800 dwellings per annum as a start point, - these being the most recent projections available for the Region, other factors used in calculating housing requirement strategically can be considered.

2.5 An allowance for increases in second home and holiday homes is a necessary factor, with part of the housing stock being unavailable for permanent accommodation in the region.

3 Second Homes

3.1 The Regional AMR 2005 suggests, that based on the 2001 Census and Survey of English housing (2005) that 2.7% of the South West Housing Stock is a second home.    There are regional variations in the South West with some districts experiencing higher figures – Purbeck for example considers 7.1% of its stock to be second homes.  The coastal nature of the south west will continue to lend itself to that market and again, an allowance for this 2.7% of stock being likely to be unavailable for general housing needs, must be made.  Again, whilst not directly linked to actual housing number, 2.7% of  the 26,800 households equates to 772 households potentially not having access to a home which is in the Region, each annum, if those properties continue to be purchased for second homes / holidays homes.

4 Vacancy 

4.1 The 2005 AMR for the Region suggests (Para 3.4) that vacant dwelling stock (excluding holiday and second homes) was 1.5%. Whilst recognising that households are not directly attributable to houses, a 1.5% proportion of 26,800 households would equate to an allowance of at least 402 households not having access to a property because it was vacant. 

4.2 Making an allowance to future housing requirements for vacant homes is required, because at any one time there will be an element of the stock that will be vacant and making no contribution to meeting housing needs.  The allowance is usually based upon the continuation of current vacancy rates.

4.3 The HBF recognises that the Region has been successful in reducing rates and HBF is supportive of the objective, however it is reasonable to consider that some properties will be remain vacant and building in an allowance is practical.  Should the AMR continue to show evidence that the Region is reducing it’s vacant stock; this can be picked up in the review of the RSS.

5.0 Migration and Household Size
5.1 The SWRA produced ‘Discussion Paper 6 Strategic Assumptions about the Future and Projections of Population and Economic Change’ and also, ‘Paper D; Technical Case behind the housing numbers,’ (reported to the Full Assembly in March 2006 when members approved the final draft RSS,) outline the background to the housing numbers in the SWRSS.  Paper D in particular, Appendix 1, suggests that growth of just over 23,000 dwellings per annum is not enough.  Members at that Assembly meeting however decided to reject the paper’s findings and chose to maintain the SWRSS housing figures at 23,060 dwellings per annum.

5.2 
Page 5 of the SWRA’s Discussion Paper 6, referred to above, outlines the use of the Chelmer Model for calculation of the projections, taking account of birth, deaths and migration rates.  Whilst the model itself is sound, the dates used for bases and updating (2001 and 2003 respectively) are no longer so.

5.3 Para 4.16 of the SWRA Paper D Appendix 1 refers to 2004 based ONS national projections suggested that changing trends in migration would lead to an additional 1.3 million people in the bulk as a whole by 2031, than that projected by the previous 2003 based set of data.  International migration was one factor in this increase.  The SWRA’s report states


‘The additional growth implications for the South West over the period could be significant.’ (Para 4.16 SWRA Paper D, Appendix 1, March 2006)

5.4 The paper comments on falling household size too, and suggests that 12350 ‘household spaces’ (equivalent to dwellings less a small element of shared accommodation) would house 26,200 people in the South West, compared to those same amount of people being housed in 10,000 household spaces just fifty years ago. (Reference Para 4.17 SWRA paper D, Appendix 1 March 2006.

5.5 Coupled with the migration data from the 2004 base, the paper recommends an average of 23,350 dwellings per annum on average until 2026, but 24,150 per annum between 2006 and 2016.  The paper notes however that growth projection is 


‘Following recent trends established under a constrained RPG10 related supply, with the deficit revealing itself, higher prices and, presumably many people being deterred from moving to the region or, if already resident, forced to share or move elsewhere.’ (Para 4.19 paper D, Appendix 1)  

5.6 In essence the Paper is saying that this figure is actually much higher and taken with the Government’s recent press releases on migration, the under supply of housing in the SWRSS is much more severe.

5.7 An article about a Recent Home Office Report was featured on the BBC News website (23rd August 2006) and quoted that  ‘ about 600,000 people have come to work in the UK from eight nations which joined the European Union in 2004. The Government predicted there would be 15,000 people a year from the new EU member countries moving to the UK for work.’

5.8 The HBF’s final comment would be that the migration rates for the Country and Region have been grossly under estimated and since this growth of 600,000 migrants has occurred since 2004; the data used by the SWRA to inform its migration calculations (2001 and 2003), then the SWRA would not have taken account of this under estimate.
6 Backlog

6.1 The South West Region has a history of under delivery in terms of housing.  It is fundamental that the correct targets are set in the SWRSS and the policies are strong enough to direct development where it is required.  There is a pressing need for monitoring of housing supply and for action to be taken where this is not happening.  The introduction of Annual Monitoring Report at a local level should help to highlight where housing land is not coming forward and the HBF will urge the SRWA in line with meeting the aims of the SWRSS to monitor those AMRs and act where housing development is lagging.  The current position as detailed in the Regional Annual Monitoring Report 2005 is unacceptable.  Four out of the seven counties failed between 1996-2005 to meet their RPG10 housing targets on completions.  Table H2 of the Regional AMR shows 5885 dwellings amounted to the cumulative shortfall in the Counties of Devon, Gloucestershire, Wiltshire and the Former Avon.  This backlog must be readdressed, and the HBF would argue that providing 30,000 dwellings per annum within the Region presents the SWRA with an opportunity to do that.  It is accepted that three counties (Cornwall, Dorset and Somerset) met their RPG10 targets over the same period and slightly exceeded them. 

7 Affordability

7.1 Prices v incomes

7.2 The South West is the least affordable Region to live and purchase in.  The NHF publication, ‘The South West’s Housing Time Bomb’ published in 2006 details many facts regarding affordability, but what is striking is the key message that house prices are running at 9.3 times the average income and supply at running at half the required rate.  Thus, not only are properties not being brought forward in the right numbers, but also for those that are built, they are rarely affordable.  

7.3 With the NHF reporting that less than one third of couples aged 30 can afford to buy a homes and housing waiting lists increasing year on year (46% growth since 1999 based on NHF statistics), the housing crisis in terms of affordability can only get worse as Right to Buy purchases continue to outstrip new affordable housing completions.

8 Lack of Supply

8.1 The lack of supply of new homes is fuelling the house prices of the Region, pricing out local people and having impacts on the local economy which struggles to attract a workforce and key workers simply cannot afford to locate here and thus services and facilities are not functioning properly.  The spiralling effects lead to deprivation and disadvantage.  Key workers cannot afford to live in most parts of the Region, even less in the rural areas, and therefore there are serious implications for the Region’s ageing population in terms of care working professionals.

8.2 The environmental and social consequences associated with a lack of affordable housing includes financial strain on young families and over crowding within existing dwellings, which can lead to less healthy living conditions.  Educational performance is likely to suffer as a result and poor attainment at schools will prevent young people from economic prosperity.  

9 Lack of funding

9.1 The delivery of affordable housing that is required in the Region can only be achieved by increasing the overall housing numbers in the SWRSS.  The Regional Housing Funding pot is simply not large enough to deal with the needs that are evident here, and the RSS turns to the private sector to be a key delivery vehicle through Section 106 agreements securing a proportion of affordable housing on appropriate sites.  The draft RSS suggests at least 30% of new housing should be affordable, which at 30,000 dwellings per annum would bring forward at least 9,000 affordable homes.   This is just short of the original RPG10 target of 10,000 affordable homes per annum.  The target in this RSS is for 7,500 dwellings per annum to be affordable.  Separate representations on this figure have been submitted by the HBF.  Some sites, in partnership with Registered Social Landlords may achieve higher proportions than 30% and therefore the potential for meeting the affordable housing needs of the Region is there, it simply requires a step change in housing growth, to equate to 30,000 dwellings per annum.

10 Fails to take account of Economic Strategy

10.1 The RES was adopted in 2006 and sets out a clear framework for achieving economic growth and prosperity in the Region, according with the IRS aims.

10.2 The RES is directional, and it has taken the trends of the South West; to consistently exceed UK GVA growth levels, and focused them into a Strategy that should continue to deliver in areas of strength and address those areas where investment is required.

10.3 SWRDA data suggests average economic growth levels between 1993-2004 are 3.18%. Only three times in that period has growth fallen below 2.8% - which the current RES suggests would place a requirement of at least 24,100 dwellings per annum (this figure being before any factors for vacancy, second homes or population changes have been factored in.)  It is clear that with a RES clearly focused upon delivering a more prosperous Region, that housing growth at just 23,060 will not enable this to be achieved.

11 Regional Housing Strategy

11.1 The delivery of 23,060 dwellings per annum will fail to meet the projections outlined above for household growth and migration, and taking account of factors including affordability, vacancy and second homes.  As a result, the aims of the RHS 2005 will not be met.  The RHS seeks offer everyone the opportunity to access a home at a price they can afford, that good quality homes are achieved and that they contribute to sustainable and inclusive communities.

11.2 In conclusion, the HBF considers that it has demonstrated in the above paragraphs that a housing requirement per annum of 30,000 should be sought and referenced by a clear policy within the SWRSS that replaces the need for paragraphs 3.2.1-3.2.4 of the RSS.  

11.3 Para 1.3 of PPS11 is clear that the RSS should 

‘provide a broad development strategy for the region for a fifteen to twenty year period’ and that the ‘identification of the scale and distribution of provision for new housing’ 

be taken into account.  The HBF considers that the scale of housing (even at 23,060 per annum) is lost within the paragraphs as drafted and the RSS should be ‘up front’ and clearly state the strategic housing requirement to be achieved for the period of the Strategy.  The HBF considers be a 20-year requirement of 600,000 dwellings (30,000 dwellings per annum.) 

11.4 The HBF’s Table 1, submitted within its Background Paper, shows the numerical breakdown of how these 30,000 dwellings per annum might be accommodated.

Policy/ Paragraph number: Para 3.1.3

Reason for objection: The text should be expressed as a policy and is therefore not coherent or consistent

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: vi

Change sought:

The text contained within the paragraph is essentially the over arching policy approach of the SWRSS.  It effectively sets the context for the rest of the Strategy and should be expressed as a policy.

1.0 At present the RSS does not provide a clear link between policy objectives and priorities, targets and indicators, as required by Para 1.7 of PPS11.  If a policy were in place as a starting point, all other policies in the RSS could link back to it, and from them, the individual targets and indicators for monitoring would follow more coherently.

Policy/ Paragraph number: Development Policy A and supporting text

Reason for objection: The Policy promotes a small number (21) of Strategically Significant Cities and Towns to be the primary focus for development in the South West.  This approach is too focussed on too few places.  The SSCTs may have regional and sub regional functions but they are often too detached from the hinterlands the SWRSS claims that they serve.  The approach is too inflexible, is high risk and does not encompass a level of housing that reflects the overall requirement for 30,000 dwellings per annum.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iv, vii, viii, ix

Change sought: A level of housing growth that would support the priorities of the Regional Economic Strategy, equivalent to 30,000 dwellings per annum, distributed across a wider range of SSCTs.

1 SSCTS have different roles

1.2 The HBF considers that the SWRSS has grouped together 21 SSCTS and suggested that they are the primary focus for development, and yet there are very real differences between them.  Exeter, Bristol and Plymouth for example are all key regional cities with major spheres of influence, and have other SSCTS to support them too.  Bristol for example, is one of four SSCTS within the West of England, and the approach is more balanced here than in the Polycentric Devon/Cornwall HMA for example where just Barnstaple is an SSCT and meant to be the primary focus for a geographical area, which extends from just west of Minehead down to Bodmin.  Focussing most development in this HMA in Barnstaple for example will encourage commuting and travel for services and facilities from across wide areas of North Devon and North Cornwall.  The roles of other towns in this HMA for example, llfracombe has not been acknowledged sufficiently.  A similar pattern exists across the HMAs, with other settlements not being given a clear role or function, being dwarfed by the 21 SSCTS.  The Roger Tym Report 2006 comments on the importance of other settlements, and the table on page 38 of their report shows how some of the other non SSCTs perform a strong role, providing a jobs/population percentage that compares with many of the SSCTs in the RSS.  Newton Abbot for example is listed as having 46% jobs/population, which is comparable with SSCTs like Chippenham (41.4%)  - which is an SSCT.  If the Region is to continue its strong economic performance as the RES seeks to achieve, the list of SSCTS needs to be revisited and potentially a second tier introduced to address those that have a function serving a smaller geographical sphere, than the larger cities perhaps do.  

2 Some roles are complimentary not necessarily competitive

2.1 Focussing on 21 SSCTs is an approach taken by the SWRA to try to concentrate development in places that, as Development Policy A outlines ‘offer the greatest opportunities for employment and the greatest levels of accessibility.’  The roles of non SSCTs  - i.e. smaller towns, can compliment and not act as a divergence for the Strategy, the HBF feels.  The Roger Tym Report comments on the role of smaller towns and places like Chard are noted as being 

‘sizeable local settlements with strong local employment and service centre functions.’ (Para 3.67) 

2.2 However what real growth will be achieved in Chard when the SWRSS only recognises the SSCTs of Yeovil and Taunton, for this particular part of the Region?

2.3 Bridport, is another Dorset Town offering potential as a named settlement.  The Roger Tym Report comments on its

‘important role as a more freestanding centre serving the coastal and rural hinterland. It has a fairly diverse and balanced economy for a town of its size, and has the potential for growth in identified key and growth sectors.’ (Para 3.80)

2.4 The HBF would advise that the Policy be reconsidered and the 21 SSCTs be widened to encompass potentially two levels of SSCTs – those with regional/sub regional importance and those which serve a important function within their HMA for example.  This would provide a more balanced approach and ease the reliance upon such a limited number of settlements.  The importance of maintaining a strategy that does focus on key settlements is not to be lost, but it is equally important to focus the strategy on those areas that do play a functional role, especially in a Region where half of the population currently live outside of the 21 SSCTs.

2.5 The approach of Development Policy A involves some of the SSCTs being extended and in places, the Green Belt being rolled back.  The HBF is supportive of planned strategic extensions and the rolling back of Green Belt to accommodate this, however, the reliance upon these mechanisms for delivery of development is a high risk strategy and does not take account of lead in times, and opposition by local communities.  The allocation of these urban extensions to facilitate the implementation of the policy will be the subject of Local Development Documents which they take time to prepare.  The annual requirement in the SSCTs in the early years of the Strategy is unlikely to be achieved as a result and flexibility should be introduced into the Strategy by expanding the focus from just 21 settlements to incorporate a larger number, and settlements where urban extensions might not be required in the first instance.

3 The impact of the policy on traffic

3.1 Table 2 of the SSA suggests that that: 

‘despite the reduced need to travel by car, particularly in the SSCTs, the actual amount of travel by car is likely to increase, especially outside of the SSCTs.’

3.2 The HBF would suggest that a less concentrated approach would enable people to shop/work locally and be encouraged to travel by more sustainable modes which in turn would be more viable if the population were there to support them in the first instance.

4 Inflexible and limited ability to respond to change

4.1 The HBF is concerned that a focus on just 21 SSCTs over a 20-year period is an inflexible approach and limits the ability of the Region to respond to change.  The growth or decline of areas outside of the SSCTs is not easily managed by the primary focus of development being in the SSCTs.  For example, should a major employer in a non SSCT close down, and the land becomes derelict, the redevelopment of that site would be constrained to meeting the criteria in development policy B, rather than the opportunity for regeneration being seized and taken forward based upon the merits of that site and location. 

Policy/ Paragraph number: Development Policy B and supporting text

Reason for objection: The Policy promotes market towns as focal points for development, but those towns are identified by their ability to meet all of the criteria listed in the policy, if they are to see the provision of locally significant development.

Firstly the policy is too inflexible – the need to meet all of the criteria gives no scope for a settlement meeting some of them to expand and benefit from a development, which might bring improvements to that settlement – satisfying the remaining criteria as a result.  The approach does not recognise the key roles that smaller settlements can play in the Region.  Some HMAs are distinctly lacking in SSCTs and as SSCTs are the primary focus for growth, these HMA’s will struggle to deliver their development requirements as Districts within them lack direction in where their growth should be accommodated. 

The policy is too inflexible, is high risk and does not encompass a level of housing that reflects the overall requirement for 30,000 dwellings per annum.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iv, vii, viii, ix

Change sought: A level of housing growth that would support the priorities of the Regional Economic Strategy, equivalent to 30,000 dwellings per annum, distributed across a wider range of SSCTs.  A policy that is more flexible and responds to the characteristics of market towns within the Region.

1 The Policy suggests that

‘places, which based on an analysis of roles and functions, meet all of the following criteria, will be identified as the focal points for the provision of locally significant development,’

2 Firstly, the HBF is unclear on which analysis the policy is referring too.  The Roger Tym Report 2006 address the role and function of the SSCTs with comment on other settlements but with no clear links between these other settlements and Development Policy B.

3 Secondly, the requirement for a place to meet all of the criteria listed within the Policy is too restrictive and will prevent sites from coming forward that could meet some of the criteria and as a result of the development going ahead, could actually improve the performance of the remaining criteria.  

4 Thirdly, ‘locally significant development ‘ is not defined and could be widely interpreted.  The HBF is concerned that with the identification of market towns resting with the local authorities, with little regional guidance, the potential for NIMBYism to guide the lack of identification of settlements meeting Policy B, will see stagnation in their growth.

5 The HBF suggests that by amending Policy A as suggested in the representations to that Policy, a second tier could be introduced that would be a range of settlements to which Policy B could apply.  Settlements not identified by extending this range of SSCTs, could then be assessed against the criteria listed currently in Policy B.  The HBF does not consider that it is necessary for all criteria to be met however, and the potential for development to enhance and contribute to existing roles and functions should be considered.

6 This approach would enable smaller market towns to be identified and meet local housing needs that will be identified through the work on Housing Market Assessments which has been piloted in parts of the South West and is due to be rolled out.  The guidance is clear in PPS3 that

‘Local planning authorities should make sufficient land available either within or adjoining market towns or villages, for both affordable and market housing, in order to sustain rural communities. In determining the approach to planning for housing and affordable housing in rural communities, local planning authorities should have regard to the relevant sub regional housing market and land availability assessments, the relevant Regional Spatial Strategy, Regional Housing Strategy and Local Housing Strategy.’ (Para 30 PPS3)

7 The HBF is concerned that market towns not favoured for development by Local Planning Authorities will not be identified because the Development Policy A will be used as justification and Development Policy B is lacking in direction.

‘The focus for significant development should be market towns or local service centres that are well served by public transport and other facilities. Development may be provided for in villages and other small rural communities where needed to contribute to their sustainability.’ (Para 31 PPS3).  

8 Towns like Chard, Newton Abbot, Newquay, Stroud  - all would meet this description outlined in emerging national planning policy and yet are not viewed by the SWRSS as having significance within their sub region to make them an SSCT.

9 The HBF concludes that amendments to Development Policy A and a more flexible approach to Policy B criteria would enable the proper balance of a range of sustainable cities and towns within the Region which could deliver balanced communities that ‘consume their own smoke’ as draft PPS3 advocates.

Policy/ Paragraph number: Development Policy C and supporting text

Reason for objection: The Policy covers the smaller towns and rural areas, but is not clear on whether proposed development must meet all or only some of the criteria with the Policy.  It is not likely to assist in rural regeneration and promote the levels of development required to satisfy affordable housing needs in particular.  The policy suggests development should relate to HMA assessments or needs studies - but a policy void exists until these have been completed.  The policy suggests that housing can be provided where it supports local employment provision  - an issue of chicken and egg – what comes first.  Will investors be attracted if there is no housing supply for their workforce?

The approach is too inflexible, is high risk and does not encompass a level of housing that reflects the overall requirement for 30,000 dwellings per annum.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iv, vii, viii, ix

Change sought: A level of housing growth that would support the priorities of the Regional Economic Strategy, equivalent to 30,000 dwellings per annum, and that would address the needs of the smaller towns and villages that form the majority of the geographical area in the region

1 The HBF is concerned that the SWRSS does not focus sufficiently on the needs of the rural areas, which make up the majority of the geographical area of the Region.  The Region is characterised by dispersed communities, with small pockets of employment and services, as Para 3.5.1 of the SWRSS recognises.

2 The SWRSS is not positive enough about the role of the rural areas and the need for housing to meet local needs.

3 Draft PPS3 states clearly that

‘Local planning authorities should make sufficient land available either within or adjoining market towns or villages, for both affordable and market housing, in order to sustain rural communities. In determining the approach to planning for housing and affordable housing in rural communities, local planning authorities should have regard to the relevant sub regional housing market and land availability assessments, the relevant Regional Spatial Strategy, Regional Housing Strategy and Local Housing Strategy.’ (Para 30 PPS3)

4 The SWRSS does not state that sufficient land should be made available within market towns and villages, as PPS3 suggests.  Instead, it suggests development will be appropriate where it satisfies a number of criteria.  The emphasis in the SWRSS, being on satisfying criteria rather than meeting rural housing needs.  This is not acceptable.

5 Further, the emerging PPS is clear in recognising an approach that combines

‘planning for housing and affordable housing in rural communities’

6 (Para 30), rather than the SWRSS which is rather negative and suggests in Para 3.5.3

‘in many case the emphasis will be on the provision of affordable, rather than market, housing.’

7 This is effectively denying local people who may wish to live in the village where they grew up, have family or work, the opportunity of a home in that area unless they are deemed to be in affordable need and qualify for one of only a few homes that are likely to transpire through this policy.  The viability and deliverability of houses will be compromised too.  Small infill plots that are generally the nature of rural development, providing a small number of homes, are costly enough to develop, however with there being little or no prospect of market housing to offset the affordable housing costs borne by a developer, then the land is less likely to come forward in the first instance. Further, denying in most circumstances, the role of market housing in rural locations will ensure only that such areas are tackled by Registered Social Landlords.  These organisations are already under resourced too, and will be forced to make stark choices between rural area schemes and tackling deprivation in the SSCTs, which are meant to be the primary focus of development.
8 The Policy suggests that development in small towns and villages will be assessed against listed criteria within the Policy itself but it is unclear whether all of these criteria apply or only some of them.  The reference to housing development is made within the Policy, after the list of criteria and as phrased, it is also not clear whether the criteria apply to housing development or whether housing development is only assessed against the text that forms the final paragraph of the Policy.

9 The Policy suggests that housing development relates to the requirements identified in housing market studies and studies of local needs, verified by the local authority.  Firstly, the first few pilot Housing Market Assessments in the Region are not yet completed, and it will be some time before assessments reach rural levels of need.  The delay will continue to fuel the affordable housing crisis in rural areas.  Further, the text suggests that housing will be permitted in ‘these settlements’ – these being ‘small towns and villages’ as the title of the policy suggests or only those settlements meeting criteria listed in the Policy – and how many criteria?  Finally, if Assessments identify housing requirements that are for both market housing – starter homes, family homes for first time buyers, for example, as well as affordable non-market housing – how does this relate to the SWRSS Para 3.5.3 which is rather negative about the role of market housing in rural areas.

Policy/ Paragraph number: Development Policy D Infrastructure for Development 

Reason for objection: The HBF considers the policy to be inappropriate.
Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: vii
Change sought:  Change the wording from ‘phased in step with growth’ to ‘planned in step with growth’.  Also, deleted the second bullet point.

1.0
In terms of infrastructure for development, the HBF considers that the purpose of the RSS is to provide a long-term plan to direct priorities for infrastructure within the region.  It would also provide a transparent strategy that would assist in securing funds for the development of infrastructure.  

2.0
It is not considered appropriate for the RSS to focus on the funding mechanisms required to deliver the strategy, particularly as funding for infrastructure is beyond the scope of regional planning and spatial policy.  

3.0 The HBF suggests that infrastructure should be ‘planned in step with growth’, not ‘phased in step with growth’.  For example, it would be impossible to phase the development of a hospital in step with an urban extension. 

Policy/ Paragraph number: Development Policy E and supporting text

Reason for objection: The HBF considers this to be a non-strategic policy. The Policy seeks to ensure design of all development is to the highest possible standards, in terms of urban form and sustainability criteria.  These terms are not clarified and the matter of design is subjective in any case. 

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iv

Change sought: Deletion of policy preferred, however, if Panel considers that the Policy is strategic, then clarification of terms would be useful.

1.0
PPS11 is clear (Para 1.3) that

 ‘The RSS should provide a broad development strategy for the region for a fifteen to twenty year period’ 

and further, Para 1.5 

‘the RSS should confine itself to matters of genuine regional and, and where appropriate, sub regional importance.’

2.0
This policy is not consistent with National Planning Policy in PPS11 and is therefore unsound.  The Policy seeks to ensure that the ‘highest possible standards of design’ are achieved.  This aim is no more regionally specific than the general thrust of PPS1, ‘Delivering Sustainable Development’ where Para 33 states that 

‘Good design ensures attractive usable, durable and adaptable places and is a key element In achieving sustainable development. Good design is indivisible from good planning.’

Further, Para 36 states

‘Planning authorities should prepare robust policies on design and access. Such policies should be based on stated objectives for the future of the area and an understanding and evaluation of its present defining characteristics.’

3.0
Design policies are acceptable at a Regional level where they are based on stated objectives and robust evidence.  There is nothing within the policy or supporting text that defines why the South West Region needs a specific policy on design, or what aspects of the Region it is attempting to enhance and by what means.  The HBF believes that LDDs are the more appropriate documents for this type of policy where a Local Authority can undertaken an assessment of the characteristics attributable to that area – a coastal area for example might have design characteristics associated with traditional industries and the layout / siting or buildings, might well reflect the coastal location.  Further inland however, the design of areas like the Cotswold’s is very different to the designs found in cities like Bristol and Exeter.  The Policy makes no distinctions between any regional characteristics and is therefore not strategic or evidence based in its approach.

4.0
The supporting text refers to the use of a South West Sustainability Checklist for Developments (Para 3.7.3 SWRSS).  The HBF has not been consulted on this document and objects to another tier of guidance being introduced outside of the RSS and Local Development Frameworks.

5.0
Should the Panel however be minded to retain a Policy on design in the SWRSS the HBF would request that regional specifity is included within it to ensure it is relevant and strategic in nature to the South West.  Further, the policy as drafted is not clear on what it meant by achieving the highest possible standards of design, ‘both in terms of urban form and sustainability criteria.’ (Policy E).  What is meant by ‘urban form’ and where are the sustainability criteria, that are referred to in the policy?
Policy/ Paragraph number: Development Policy F and supporting text

Reason for objection: The HBF considers this to be a non-strategic policy. The Policy seeks to ensure that all major development area and urban extensions are part of an overall master plan and phasing regime. These terms are not clarified and the matter of design is subjective in any case.   It is also not clear who will be producing the master plan – policy only reflects the need to ‘work closely’

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iv

Change sought: Deletion of policy preferred, however, if Panel considers that the Policy is strategic, then clarification of terms would be useful.

1.0
PPS11 is clear (Para 1.3) that 

‘The RSS should provide a broad development strategy for the region for a fifteen to twenty year period’ 

and further, Para 1.5 

‘the RSS should confine itself to matters of genuine regional and, and where appropriate, sub regional importance.’

2.0
This policy is not consistent with National Planning Policy in PPS11 and is therefore unsound because it does not address matters of genuine regional and sub regional importance and such policies should be more appropriately be within Core Strategies or jointly produced documents where master planning across more than one local authority area is required.

3.0
The policy does not expand any more on the need to plan comprehensively and design for a high quality of life, any more than National Planning Policy advises in PPS1.  PPS1, Delivering Sustainable Development states (Para 34)

‘Planning authorities should plan positively for the achievement of high quality and inclusive design for all development, including individual buildings, public and private spaces and wider area development schemes. Good design should contribute positively to making places better for people. Design which is inappropriate in its context, or which fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character and quality of an area and the way it functions, should not be accepted.’

4.0
Thus, national policy is advocating the use of making places better for people, and improving an areas character and quality.  The SWRSS is not making this approach any more regionally specific than national policy does.

5.0
Further, PPS1 at Para 35 outlines the same thrust as policy F, commenting on the aspects of development that need to be integrated and the need for joint working in achieving that.  The Policy is simply repeating national advice and adds nothing in terms of a regional or sub regional specific dimension. 

‘High quality and inclusive design should be the aim of all those involved in the development process. High quality and inclusive design should create well-mixed and integrated developments which avoid segregation and have well-planned public spaces that bring people together and provide opportunities for physical activity and recreation. It means ensuring a place will function well and add to the overall character and quality of the area, not just for the short term but over the lifetime of the development. This requires carefully planned, high quality buildings and spaces that support the efficient use of resources. Although visual appearance and the architecture of individual buildings are clearly factors in achieving these objectives, securing high quality and inclusive design goes far beyond aesthetic considerations.’ (Para 35 PPS1)
6.0
Further, much of the requirements in this policy – the requirement for development delivering ‘the lowest practicable levels of energy use’ for example are deliverable though other mechanisms for example the Building Regulations and the emerging Code for Sustainable Homes.  Para 30 of PPS1 is clear that 

‘Planning policies should not replicate, cut across, or detrimentally affect matters within the scope of other legislative requirements, such as those set out in Building Regulations for energy efficiency.’
Policy/ Paragraph number: Development Policy G Sustainable Construction 

Reason for objection: The HBF considers many elements of this policy to be inappropriate as it; repeats national guidance, specifies standards that are yet to be approved, is not regionally specific, and is not usual practice for a draft RSS to formulate policy on procedural matters.
Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iv B, ix
Change sought: Delete bullet points one, three and four.  

1.0
The HBF recognises that new houses have their part to play in ensuring sustainable development.  However, if the regional assembly is dedicated to lowering carbon and reducing the resources consumed etc. it would be best advised to focus its efforts on the existing dwelling stock and its occupants rather than placing such rigid restrictions on the construction of new ones.  Particularly as the new homes built in one year in this country equates for less than 1% of our existing stock.  The HBF welcomes the recognition of improving energy efficiency in the existing housing stock, however, believe that the RSS should adopt a stronger policy approach as the existing stock offers far greater returns in terms of CO2 reduction.  Recent statistics have identified that new homes are four to six times more efficient than their Victorian counterparts.

2.0
The recent draft Code for Sustainable Homes (ODPM, 2005) is a national response to the need for more sustainable construction, and regional or local policies should not seek to go beyond this national policy statement.  However, the HBF believe that it is unacceptable to stipulate that all larger scale developments and, in particular, urban extensions, are designed and constructed to meet the top level 5 of the emerging ‘Code for Sustainable Homes’ as the document is yet to be endorsed as an adopted policy framework.  The Code is currently being revised to reflect the consultation responses and the revised draft will also form the basis for the next wave of improvements to building regulations.  The HBF believes this element of Development Policy G should be withdrawn.

3.0
In terms of sustainability statements, the HBF objects to this requirement of for larger scale residential and/ or mixed use planning applications.  The Federation believes that there is potential conflict with the Environmental Impact Assessment requirements.  In addition, as highlighted within the EiP Panel Report for the North East RSS, it was recognised by Government Office that ‘it is not usual practice for a draft RSS to formulate policy on procedural matters and we consider that this approach should not be made mandatory’.   In conclusion, the HBF agrees with the with recommendation of the North East RSS EiP Panel to remove any reference to a requirement to submit a Sustainability Statement as it will not provide additional value and are of the opinion that it will be perceived as another confusing hurdle.

4.0 The HBF also objects to the requirement for developers to follow the principles contained within ‘Future Foundations’ the South West Sustainable construction charter.  The HBF considers that this list is rather onerous and unnecessary as much of the checklist overlaps with Building Regulations and the Code for Sustainable Homes.  In addition, the HBF would like to highlight that the industry was not consulted during the preparation and consultation of the document.

Policy/ Paragraph number: Development Policy H Re-using Land 

Reason for objection: The policy is not reasonably flexible to deal with changing circumstances. 

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: ix
Change sought: Delete proportional target.  
1.0
The target of at least 50% for housing developments on PDL in RSS must backed up by necessary technical work to assess capacity or availability and most importantly, the deliverability of such land within the timescales within the RSS.  Such work is best undertaken at a local level.  In order to be a proactive target rather than a backward looking monitoring statistic both the regional assembly and local authorities should be undertaking robust land availability assessments in partnership with the private sector and other stakeholders to ensure that the targets are achievable and realistic.

2.0
The HBF consider that a proportional target for the development of previously developed land (PDL) to be inflexible.  There is a finite amount of PDL.  Should building rates exceed the planned rate/ or should the allocations be increased, depending on capacity and availability, it may be impossible to meet the target.  Therefore the target should go down in order to reflect the lower proportion of available PDL for development.      

Policy/ Paragraph number: Development Policy I Release, Redevelopment or Disposal of Land 

Reason for objection:  This policy is unnecessary as it repeats national guidance.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iv B
Change sought: Delete policy.
1.0
The HBF consider this policy to be unnecessary as it repeats national guidance.  Paragraph 30 of PPS3 is quite clear that ‘local planning authorities should have regard to the relevant sub regional housing market and land availability assessments, the relevant Regional Spatial Strategy and Local Housing Strategy when determining the approach to planning for housing and affordable housing in rural communities’.

Policy/ Paragraph number: Sub regional policies

Reason for objection: The policies SR1-SR43 will need to be amended to reflect the increased level and distribution of growth supported in the HBFs Background Paper to be consistent with other policies where changes are sought.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: vi

Change sought: 

1.0
HBF does not object to the sub regional policy approach, which suggests there are the three sub regions of ‘the north and centre,’ ‘the south east’ and ‘the western peninsula’.  These rightly do not have ‘hard boundaries’ based upon local authority areas.

2.0
The HBF however does object to the overall level of housing growth within the region and the proposed distribution of that growth.  Representations submitted to Para 2.3.4, 3.2, 3.1.3, development policies A, B C and HD 1 and HD2 all seek an increased level of growth to 600,000 dwellings across the period 2006-2026 (30,000 p.a.) and a distribution that is more flexible as outlined in the HBFs Background Paper.  Such changes will require alterations to all of the Sub Regional Policies SR1 to SR43, to reflect increased levels of growth and additional centres for growth to be focussed upon.

Policy/ Paragraph number:  Policy HD1, supporting text and tables 4.1 and 4.2

Reason for objection: The Policy seeks to distribute the housing requirement of 23,060 dwellings per annum across the HMAs and districts in the Region.  The level of requirement is not sufficient to meet the needs of the Region and the distribution is skewed in such a way that it will fail the needs of many HMAs.  

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness:  iv, vi, vii

Change sought: 

1.0
The Policy HD1 together with Table 4.1 seeks to deliver an annual average net increase in housing across districts, within Housing Market Areas (HMA). Table 4.2 distributes the housing requirements to the SSCTs within those districts.   This distribution accords with the approach outlined in Development Policies A, B and C, to which the HBF has also objected.  The HBF considers that amendments to those policies together with an increased housing requirement of 30,000 dwellings per annum, distributed broadly in line with its Background Paper would be a more appropriate way of meeting the housing needs of the Region.

2.0
The HBF considers that the overall housing requirement at a maximum of 23,060 per annum (as illustrated in table 4.1) is insufficient to meet the Region’s housing needs.  The HBF Background Paper details in Table 1 the suggested levels of housing required in each HMA based upon household projections and then expands on that data with detailed comment using various Regional Strategies to support the figures, or suggest where increases or decreases to those figures would be the best approach.

3.0
The HBF does not consider that the policy takes full account of issues including 

· The 2003 Household Projections

· Second Homes

· Vacancy

· Migration and Household Size

· Backlog – a failure to deliver over the previous RPG

· Affordability

· Regional Economic and Regional Housing Strategies

4.0
As a result the policy is flawed and will hinder the delivery of other Regional Priorities contained within those Strategies and thus the policy fails the test of soundness vi, being incoherent and inconsistent.

5.0
Focusing the delivery of the Strategy on so few outlets of housing growth – as the 21 SSCTs represent, is a high-risk approach to dealing with a very severe housing crisis.  The flexibility of the strategy to meet changing needs and circumstances in the Region over the next twenty years is not apparent.  The reliance upon just 21 SSCTS involves the roll back of Green Belt and urban extensions.  Whilst the HBF is supportive of planned sustainable communities that urban extensions can bring, the delivery and certainty that such sites will come forward from so few places is not conducive to long term spatial planning.  The lead in times for many of these sites will mean that the annual housing increase sought by the Policy will not be achieved in many locations.  LDDs will first need to be prepared to incorporate these allocations into the LDFS at local level.  

6.0
The HBF suggests that a housing requirement of 600,000 across the plan period (30,000 per annum) could be more readily accommodated though a two tiered level of SSCTs which recognise the diversity of the settlements within the Region – rather than grouping the likes of Bristol and Barnstaple within the same policy framework.  Clearly their roles are different and the roles of the existing SSCTs should be more clearly defined and additional SSCTs that have a functional role within sub regions should be identified and be used in the distribution of the revised overall housing requirement.

7.0
The distribution of the housing requirement is also in advance of the majority of Housing Market Assessment work for the Region.  The overall needs within HMAs will identified through that work once completed, and the need to meet sub regional housing requirements where they arise (in accordance with PPS3) will require a RSS that is flexible enough to deliver that growth.  The HBF consider that the proposed distribution in Table 4.1 and Table 4.2 will not accommodate that.

8.0
There is also a need to distribute the housing requirement of the Region to where the economic strengths are.  The need to clearly align the Policy and Tables 4.1 and 4.2 with the RES is fundamental.  The HBF does not believe the RSS does this as its Background Paper explains. Growth in Bournemouth / Poole has been constrained by the RSS for example, due to environmental constraints that affect parts of the area, however more potential exists outside of those wildlife designations, in areas of Green Belt for example which could have been more radically looked at.  Similarly, the potential to regenerate the Forest of Dean appears to have been another missed opportunity, where the RES seeks to achieve one thing, however the RSS is constraining housing numbers in that HMA, identifying just Gloucester and Cheltenham as SSCTs - albeit these two areas are historically known for under delivery in terms of housing numbers.  The HBF considers that the distribution of housing must be realigned to meet the economic strengths of the Region and not lose sight of the settlements outside of known economic drivers like Bristol, Plymouth, Exeter and Swindon.

9.0
The HBF considers that the proposed distribution in Table 4.1 and 4.2 is not as sustainable as it could be.  The SSA undertaken on behalf of the SWRA identifies a number of weaknesses within the RSS that exist, despite some of its strengths.  The focus of the RSS primarily on SSCTs is about concentrating economic development and access to jobs, facilities and services.  This approach would lead to increased competitiveness and productivity.  The SSA in Para 19.8 states that such an approach 

‘may not always benefit those most in need’  

as opposed to an approach which focuses on types of economic activity.  The HBF considers that focussing on types of activity accords with its distribution that is more flexible and recognise the strengths of places outside of the 21 SSCTs.  The Cotswolds for example could deliver economic growth in areas of tourism or home based working in IT and communications for example, whereas Exeter can continue its success in retail, health, social care and environmental technologies (as recognised in the RES 2006) Building on the strengths of the Region, and allowing different types of economic growth to flourish will provide a more sustainable economy than focusing purely on growth in a limited number of places.

1.0
The HBF considers that the distribution suggested in its Background Paper is more reflective of the needs of the Region – using past trends of household formation, and applying factors of regional strategies to those figures to suggest where adjustments need to be made.  It responds more to the rural needs of the Region – the SSA states that

‘despite improvements to the final draft RSS, the guidance and planned outcomes for more rural settlements, and the role that they should play in contributing to a more sustainable region within a more urban focused strategy is not very clear, especially given current trends of loss of rural and services and sustainable modes of transport, and that over half the regions population currently live outside the SSCTs’ (Para 19.8 SSA)

11.0
The HBFs distribution for example suggests increases where rural areas outside of the SSCT sphere of influence could receive additional growth.  The five towns initiative in the Swindon HMA for example or the role of settlements such as Stroud, Dursley and Cam in the Cheltenham and Gloucester HMA could all benefit from sustainable growth in addition to that provided in the SSCT.

12.0
The distribution element of the Policy aside, it does not clearly states the Regional dwelling requirement for the South West.  Neither the Policy, or the Tables 4.1 or 4.2 do this.  The SWRA has opted for an annualised net housing requirement instead.  The HBF considers that this approach will simply extend the past issues of under performance and slow delivery in the Region.  This strategic housing requirement for twenty years must be set out clearly within the RSS and as yet, it is not.  Various paragraphs skirt around the figures, but all refer back to annual targets.  The SWRSS is currently based upon a strategy of developing in a limited number of locations, involving strategic extensions that will require Green Belt roll back, infrastructure and co ordination across all stakeholders.  The ability to deliver any increase above the current records of regional performance would be limited, let alone, achieving a 30,000 per annum figures.  The HBF is concerned that where the average is not met for a given year, the opportunity to write that figure off will be taken by Local Authorities finding themselves unable to meet even modest housing requirements.  The evidence to support this is clear in the Regional AMR where four of the County’s failed to meet their RPG 10 targets as of 2005.  The HBF recognises that the supporting text at Para 4.5.6 raises this issue and states that the shortfall shall be met in subsequent years.  The HBF considers this to be laudable but questions how much of the past RPG10 shortfall of almost 6,000 dwellings has been taken up in this RSS?  How sure can we be that the RSS ‘has teeth.’  

13.0
To be clear, a regional requirement over a twenty-year period must be stated within the Plan.  The HBF considers this requirement to be 600,000 dwellings, over the period 2006-2026.  Committing the Region to a long term, spatial target will ensure that slow performance in the early years will not be written off in any early review of the RSS.  The HBF provides a suggested distribution of this 600,000 dwelling requirement in its Background Paper, Table 1 and supporting text.

Policy/ Paragraph number: Policy HD2 Phasing and links with Table 4.1 / 4.2

Reason for objection: The Policy is not consistent with HD1 and Table 4.1/ table 4.2

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: vi

Change sought: A reflection of the overall strategic housing requirement, rather than an annualised target for the period 2006 –2016 and 2016-2026. The associated changes should also be made within tables 4.1 and 4.2.

1.0
The HBF objects to the Policy, which appears to be inconsistent with the Tables 4.1 and 4.2.  The Policy states that ‘Provision should be made across the HMAs and LPA areas to deliver the total number of dwellings in the periods between 2006 and 2016 and between 2016 and 2026 as set out in Tables 4.1 and 4.2’  The HBF supports the need to deliver the total number of housing within those periods, but the Tables referred to only show annualised figures and not the total number of dwellings for each period, as the drafted policy suggests they do.  The commitment to delivering a strategic housing requirement of 30,000 dwellings should be stated within the policy and the Tables be amended to both reflect that level of growth and distribution (as per the HBFs Background Paper) along with an additional row added to each Table that clearly shows the strategic 20 year requirement that must be met.

Policy/ Paragraph number:  Policy H1 and supporting text

Reason for objection: The Policy seeks to ensure that at least 7,500 affordable homes per annum are provided.

The policy seeks at least 30% of all new housing development annually across each HMA and each LPA to be affordable.  Authorities can specify up to 60% or higher in areas of greatest need. The policy is lacking an evidence base and is inflexible.

Preamble to the Policy

1.0
The pre amble to the policy, notable in paragraphs 6.1.2 and 6.1.3 is positive and recognises the need for local authorities to maintain local housing market assessments, and the role of market housing, including customer choice with regards to deign and locations of new homes.  The paragraphs refer to negotiation with developers and taking account of market realities to seek creative and effective solutions to help deliver the strategy.  It is unfortunate that this vision is then loss as the text turns to outlining that the development Policies A-C seek to deliver this adequate choice and mix.  HBF objections to these policies suggest otherwise.  

2.0
The supporting text in Para 6.1.5 also causes the HBF concern.  The pursuit of exceptions sites in rural areas is welcomed.  The text however goes on to discuss thresholds and suggests that 

‘site thresholds, above which affordable housing is a requirement, should be  reduced to levels below those recommended by Government Guidance where possible.  These thresholds are likely to vary between ‘urban’ and ‘rural’ areas.’ (Para 6.1.5)

3.0
HBF does not object to variation at local levels, but the reference to thresholds in a Regional Strategy is not appropriate.  There is a clear danger that Local Authorities without a clear and robust evidence base will latch onto this text and use it to justify unreasonable thresholds at a local level without any up to date housing needs and market information.  Further, the advocated movement away from Government thresholds without any reference in the RSS to the need for a local authority to justify that decision is wholly unacceptable.

Requirement for at least 7,500 affordable homes per annum

4.0
The HBF considers that it is reasonable for the Strategy to have an annual numerical target of affordable houses required within the period to 2026.  The HBF is not clear however, how this target has been reached.

5.0
The Regional Housing Strategy 2005 refers in Para 1.34 to: 

 ‘the indicative figures in RPG10 of 6,000 – 10,000 for new affordable homes per year.’
6.0
There has been no new evidence presented or referred to within the draft SWRSS or Policy H1, to the affordable housing requirements for this Strategy.  It is not acceptable to simply roll forward a previous plan’s targets.  Where does the 7,500 dwellings sit within the context of the RHS?  The HBF is aware that there is a severe affordability crisis within the Region, and cites examples of this throughout its other representations. The 7,500 figure however seems to be derived from a report made to the SWRA members in March 2006 when the RSS was approved for consultation.  Paper D; Technical case behind the housing numbers’ outlined how the housing requirement of the Strategy had been arrived at, and Appendix 1 of that Paper examines affordability and unmet need in paragraphs 3.19 and 3.20.  The paper refers to the Governments step change in housing and that in response to the Barker Review, an overall increase of one third in housebuilding.  Para 3.19 of that Paper suggests that in the South West this would imply pro rata an addition of about 5,000 units p.a. to the RPG10 current levels (i.e. a rate of 25,200 p.a.)

7.0
In Para 3.20 of that Paper the SWRA goes on to states that the:

‘RSS alongside the RHS will be concentrating on improving delivery and sets out the ambition of a minimum of 30% of new completions being defined as ‘affordable’ social housing.  On a building total of 25,000 houses, this would produce 7,500 affordable units annually.’

8.0
The 7,500 is not evidence based in the Paper either, and further, the figure has simply been carried forward in Policy H1 and applied to a reduced overall annual dwelling requirement of 23,060 dwellings because SWRA members did not accept 25,000 dwellings per annum overall.  The Policy appears to be proportionally, rather than needs led.

9.0
Para 6.1.8 of the SWRSS suggests that the affordable dwelling requirement is a significant step change, but the HBF is concerned that the overall regional dwelling requirement is not subject to that same step change, required delivering these affordable units.

Providing affordable housing ‘within’ the overall dwelling requirement

10.0
The affordable housing needs of the Region, when they are established and supported by a clear evidence base – i.e. a Regional Assessment of Housing Markets and Needs, will need to be considered alongside the needs for market housing.  At present, the overall housing requirement implies that the requirement is for market housing, of which a percentage should be made affordable.  Therefore, the actual amount of market housing being delivered in the Region will be reduced as a result of affordable housing provision.  Essentially, the HBF considers that clear and robust assessment of all housing needs should be undertaken, and that the various requirements can then be addressed through the policies of the RSS accordingly, rather than diminishing the supply of market dwellings to meet affordable needs.

11.0
At least 30% of all housing developments annually across each LPA and each HMA the reference to the provision of ‘at least 30%’ implies that there is no room for negotiation belwo that figure.  Whilst the HBF appreciates that the Region has very acute affordability issues, the ability for a developer to negotiate affordable housing provision is fundamental in delivering development and the emphasis that the words ‘at least’ suggest is not conducive to that.  PPS3 Housing suggests that

‘The target should take account of the anticipated levels of finance available for affordable housing, including public subsidy (based on priorities set out in the Regional Housing Strategy and discussions with the Housing Corporation), and the level of developer contribution that can realistically be sought on relevant sites’ (Para 24).

12.0
There is an implication in this text that targets can be negotiated – hence the need to ‘take account’ of finance and ‘discussions with’ and ‘realistically be sought’.  Without room to negotiate, Local Planning Authorities will be able to use this Regional Policy to justify seeking at least 30% affordable housing without any clear localised evidence base of their own to draw upon.  Not only is this not meeting the needs of planning for sustainable and balanced communities, it could in some areas be fuelling an under provision of actual needs, where evidence has not been collected.

13.0
The East of England Panel in considering the RSS in their report (June 2006) commented on the need for a flexible target for affordable housing.(Para 7.43)

‘It should, however, be expressed in broad terms as a regional aspiration and not as a rigid minimum target, so as to allow flexibility for higher or lower targets to be included in LDDs on the basis of local assessments.’
Authorities specifying up to 60% or higher in areas of greatest need

14.0
Similarly to the points raised for seeking at least 30% affordable housing, the reference to supporting at least 60% or higher proportions of affordable housing is of great concern to the industry.  The policy makes no allowance for site suitability, viability or deliverability and gives a free reign to local authorities to specify unreasonable affordable housing requirements.  It is unclear how such onerous proportions will help to readdress the current under provisions of affordable housing that is running at half of the RPG10 affordable housing targets.  Simply increasing the burden upon developers will make sites more costly to develop, stifle development and put increasing strain on RSLs partnering with developers.  The policy does not sit comfortably with the comments in Para 6.1.8 of the SWRSS which states;

‘Local authorities will need to liaise with neighbouring authorities, affordable housing providers and the development industry and be realistic in their expectations of affordable housing delivery though S106 recognising the danger of stifling overall housing growth through over ambitious requirements.’

15.0
The Panel Report (June 2006) of the East of England RSS is interesting in this respect and comments on the need to balance affordable housing needs against the overall delivery of housing in a Region.  Similarly to the South West the East of England faces affordable housing issues that far outweigh the overall housing requirement built into the Strategy and is also severely constrained by the quality of the environment and its capacity to absorb growth.

‘We would agree with the perception that house builders are unlikely to be able or willing to build enough new homes to bring prices down, either on a regional or sub-regional level. However the converse also applies: the further demand is allowed to outstrip supply in the region, the more the affordability gap will widen for its residents, with all the adverse consequences that entails. There are of course limits to the extent to which planning policy can be expected to deliver increases in affordable housing. We note that as part of the Sustainable Communities Plan the Government has a number of policy initiatives designed to increase affordable housing provision and opportunities for home ownership. The funding available to the region for affordable housing provision has been significantly increased. Equally, however, it is unrealistic to expect that public funding, or development contributions, will in future subsidise the housing needs of an ever increasing proportion of the region’s people because they cannot afford to enter the market. (Para 7.16 East of England Panel Report)
16.0
Finally, the increased proportions (i.e. 50% or higher) of affordable housing on development sites are not conducive with achieving sustainable mixed communities as PPS3 or the Governments Sustainable Communities Plan suggests.  There is a need to balance and mix communities and for that mix to include tenures that reflect the assessed needs of the market and not a regionally derived aspirational figure that is imposed from one part of the region to another, irrespective of urban and rural characteristics.

Housing mix and types

17.0
The HBF objects to the reference in the supporting text at Para 6.1.9 that suggests LDDs should include policies that 

‘provide an indication of housing types and sizes required annually, reflecting the mix of households identified through the local housing market assessment.’(SWRSS)
18.0
PPS 3 Housing suggest in Para 21 that:

‘In planning at site level, it is important that a broad mix of housing suitable for different household types is provided for on larger sites. For smaller sites, the mix of housing should contribute to the creation of mixed communities.’

19.0
PPS3 does not simply advocate that all new development is mixed by size and type, although this has been interpreted as such, by the SWRSS.  The mix is sought on larger sites, which local authorities should define, and not sought necessarily across any site, irrespective of size as Para 6.1.9 of the SWRSS is suggesting.
Defining affordable housing

20.0
The RHS 2005 states in Para 1.12

‘The term affordable housing throughout the Regional Housing Strategy refers to housing, of a good standard, of any tenure, that is available at significantly below the normal cost of housing available on the open market, and is thus available to those on low to moderate incomes. Local variations in housing costs against household incomes define relevant affordability constraints.’
21.0
The SWRSS however does not extend the definition of affordable housing as widely and is conflicting with the RHS is this respect.  It uses the draft PPS3 definition of affordable houses, which limits the scope to social rented and intermediate housing.  It does not recognize the role of low cost market housing as a source of affordable housing.  The HBF objects to this.

22.0
The role of low cost market housing is key in enabling people in the Region an opportunity access the property ladder but without having to be forced into traditional forms of social and intermediate housing, adding to waiting lists and be assessed on their eligibility or not.

23.0
Rather, a low cost market house can provide a very affordable option, as examples of schemes in the Region are already demonstrating.  Bristol for example has seen a huge demand for low cost market homes provided by one developer who responded to the Governments challenge of deigning a £60,000 house.  The range of dwellings should be recognized as affordable alongside other products and is an attempt by the industry to respond to a clear housing need.

24.0
Para 2.22 of the RHS is also clear on the role of market and low cost market housing in creating sustainable and balanced communities.

‘The SWHB therefore supports the role that home ownership and intermediate affordable housing can play in the creation of mixed and balanced communities in the South West. This offers people opportunity and choice – to own their home, to meet their aspirations and to build up assets. Coupled with provision of social rented housing for other forms of housing need, this approach will help create desirable and balanced communities to live and work in.’
25.0
In conclusion, the HBF considers that the affordable housing policy in the RSS could be simplified to allow flexibility and interpretation by Local Authorities in responding to their housing needs.  It should be revised to set a regional numerical target of affordable homes that are required across the period to 2026.  The numerical target should be based upon a clear and robust evidence base.  The Policy should advocate the undertaking of Local Housing Market Assessments by Local Authorities to ascertain targets that can be used within LDDS at a local level.

Policy/ Paragraph number: H2 Housing Densities 

Reason for objection: The policy requirement for a density target ‘exceeding 30 dwellings per hectare (dph)’ simply repeats national guidance.  In addition, the policy requirement for ‘averages across HMAs to be in excess of 40 dph over the plan period’ is unduly prescriptive, inadequately justified and pre-empts the proper consideration of this matter at the local level.
Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: vi, ix, xii
Change sought: Delete the requirement for ‘housing developments to exceed 30 dph’ and for ‘averages across HMAs to be in excess of 40 dph over the plan period’ from the policy.   The RSS should merely set the parameters for this matter to be addressed at the local level; namely that local authorities should seek to maximise the use of developable land and should seek the highest densities appropriate on development sites given site specific considerations and character of the surrounding area.
1.0
The HBF objects to the application of an average density target in excess of 40 dph for all HMAs.  It is arbitrary and not adequately justified. There is no settlement character analysis or any other explanation why 40 dwellings per hectare has been chosen.  

2.0
The HBF suggest that the RSS should consider Draft PPS3 Annex C, which suggests that a matrix approach to density considerations may be appropriate for different types of housing market areas.  This assessment should, however, be undertaken as part of the housing market assessment work for local authorities rather than specified in a strategic spatial plan. It will similarly need to assess whether or not the suggestions of density ranges in this matrix are appropriate to the region with one possible conclusion being that the RSS should allow for a more appropriate regional range of housing densities. 
Policy/ Paragraph number: HE3 Health Impact Assessments 

Reason for objection: The policy requirement for Health Impact Assessment is a procedural matter and therefore is not appropriate for an RSS.
Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iv B
Change sought: Delete the requirement for Health Impact Assessments.
1.0
As previously highlighted with reference to sustainability statements, the HBF objects to this requirement of Health Impact Assessments for larger scale residential and/ or mixed use planning applications.  The Federation believes that this is not within the remit of a spatial planning document.

2.0
As highlighted within the EiP Panel Report for the North East RSS, with reference to Sustainability Statements, it was recognised by Government Office that  ‘it is not usual practice for a draft RSS to formulate policy on procedural matters and we consider that this approach should not be made mandatory’.   

3.0
The HBF would consider that Health Impact Assessments and Sustainability Statements are comparable in that they are procedural, specific to individual requirements for planning applications and are not of a strategic nature.  Therefore, the HBF suggest that any reference to submit a Health Impact Assessment be removed.

Policy/ Paragraph number: RE3 Renewable Heat Targets

Reason for objection: There are no clear mechanisms for implementation and monitoring.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: viii
Change sought: Delete policy.
1.0
It is unclear how this policy will be carried forward in to Local Development Documents.  If such a policy is adopted and implemented, it is also not clear how will it be monitored.  In particular, where renewable heat collectors are installed within the Region’s existing building stock, monitoring and regulating this policy would be beyond the control of planning department (unless planning permission was required for every installation, which is not always the case).

2.0
The HBF does not consider this policy to be within the remit of spatial policy.  It would be best achieved through Building Regulations.  Experience has shown that the established system of building control in England and Wales provides a reliable framework for the control of health, safety and energy efficiency/ conservation matters within buildings.  With very few exceptions, national rules are applied consistently.  The Federation cannot see that there are likely to be any legitimate considerations relating to energy efficiency/ conservation, which would benefit from exposure to the planning system, or by the imposition of alternative requirement to those contained within the Building Regulations.

Policy/ Paragraph number: RE5 Renewable Energy and New Development 

Reason for objection: The HBF considers many elements of this policy to be inappropriate as it; is inconsistent with national guidance.
Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: iv B, 

Change sought: Delete policy.
1.0 
Targets for energy efficiency in new housing are inappropriately included in RSS as PPS1 paragraph 30 requires it not to ‘replicate, cut across or detrimentally affect … legislation, such as those set out in Building Regulations’; paragraph 1.8 of PPS12 has similar guidance; new Part L of the Building Regulations cover this point and there is to be a government Code for Sustainable Homes.
2.0
The HBF has serious concerns surrounding renewable technologies.  There is much evidence to support that the embodied CO2 in the manufacturing of particular technologies will, coupled with the necessary replacement of parts, not produce overall savings in CO2 during their working life.  This is found to be the case with small house wind vanes, solar water heating and photovoltaics.  

3.0
The work of the renewable energy industry has been founded on work in the existing less thermally efficient stock where larger CO2 and financial gains are possible.  Renewable technologies have by far the best returns when used on old properties.

4.0
If the regional assembly is dedicated to lowering carbon and reducing the resources consumed etc. it would be best advised to focus its efforts on the existing dwelling stock and its occupants rather than placing such rigid restrictions on the construction of new ones.  Particularly as the new homes built in one year in this country equates for less than 1% of our existing stock.  

5.0
Should such restrictions and regulations be enforced, the HBF believes this would be best achieved through Building Regulations.  Experience has shown that the established system of building control in England and Wales provides a reliable framework for the control of health, safety and energy efficiency/ conservation matters within buildings.  With very few exceptions, national rules are applied consistently.  The Federation cannot see that there are likely to be any legitimate considerations relating to energy efficiency/ conservation, which would benefit from exposure to the planning system, or by the imposition of alternative requirement to those contained within the Building Regulations.

6.0
The Federation, on behalf of the industry, works closely with Government, BRAC, BRE and others, regarding Building Regulation changes, in order to agree changes that can be achieved without unduly constraining design or introducing unacceptable technical risks.

7.0
Changes to standards/ requirements in construction need to be made with detailed consideration so that the cost of achieving the requirement does not outweigh the benefit obtained by the change.  For this reason we would ask that the requirement for dwellings be to achieve a high level of energy efficiency, without stipulating a specific criteria to be met.

8.0
With Energy Performance Certificates being required as of next year, it is going to be perfectly clear how much better new homes are in CO2 reduction.  As a result, this will encourage the use of energy saving measures (most probably in the form of renewables) being instigated into the existing stock by homeowners not wishing to prejudice the sale of their property.
9.0
The HBF wholly agree that homes must be built to high environmental standards to manage their energy usage and water consumption. However, the methods for doing so must be robust, consumer friendly and cost efficient. Under the latest revision of building regulations, new homes will be 40% more energy efficient than those built five years ago, and they are as much as six times more energy efficient than their Victorian and Edwardian counterparts.
