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1A.1
What are the key spatial strategy challenges facing the South East and is the response of the draft RSS adequate? (To include reference to the results of monitoring performance against RPG9, and recent, post-RPG9, developments in national policy e.g. the Sustainable Communities Plan and emerging policy statements).

1. One of the key spatial strategy challenges is to prepare a strategy which seeks to address the failings of the previous strategies set out in RPG9. A particular failing of RPG9 and therefore one of the key challenges facing this strategy is facilitating the delivery of sufficient housing. 

2. The delivery of sufficient housing has a fundamental bearing on whether or not the vast majority of the plan’s objectives are met. The plan purports to recognise the “need to plan positively for a reasonable level of housing provision (para 4.2(iv)) and the number 1 objective of the Integrated Regional Framework (referred to on page 17 of the plan) is to ensure that everyone has the opportunity to live in a decent, sustainably constructed and affordable home. Yet the policies and proposals contained in the plan fail to properly address these objectives; nor do they learn the lessons from the past. 

3. Housing requirements in the past have been retained at levels below the required rate (cf the recommendations of Professor Crow on RPG9) yet even these suppressed levels of housing have not been delivered resulting in the enormous housing pressures facing the region today. 

4. It has only been in the most recent years that housing levels have reached (and exceeded) the annual requirement set out in RPG9. Years of under-delivery, (and a legacy of under-delivery against the requirements set out in the previous version of RPG9) have built up a backlog which must be addressed in any future housing requirements.

5. According to the 2005 Regional Monitoring Report (page 60) since RPG9 was published in 2001, on average 27,500 homes were built per year against an annual target of 28,050 a shortfall of over 500 homes per year.

6. It should also be noted that, since the publication of the sustainable communities plan in 2003, the implications for additional housing provision in the South East (arising from three of the growth areas proposed in that document lying either fully or largely within the region) further increase the RPG9 housing requirement and so exacerbate the extent of the under-provision

1A.2
Are the draft RSS’s vision and objectives clear and appropriate? How will the vision of a healthier region be achieved (section C, para 2.2.1)?

1.
HBF refers to its objections to the submitted plan (page 14) entitled “The Vision” (attached).

Policy / Paragraph No: Section C - The Vision

Reason for Objection: It is an unsatisfactory and weak vision given the objectives the plan sets out to achieve.

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: i, ii, iii, iv, v, ix

Change Sought: A more positive and proactive vision which recognises the  need for growth and the benefits this will bring rather than merely referring to quality of life.

Comment:

This is the south east of England, the largest and most prosperous region outside of London and the powerhouse of the UK economy. It is a key international gateway. It is an area of economic opportunity and enterprise and has an aspiration to be one of Europe and the worlds’ key economies. These facts are not immediately obvious from the vision of this plan which is very weak in view of these objectives. 

If the plan really is to meets its aspirations one would have expected the vision to be much more positive and upbeat about harnessing growth and moving the region forward in a proactive manner. The vision sets the tone for the rest of the document. If the vision is flat and uninspiring it is no surprise that many other aspects of the plan which flow from it are equally disappointing. The vision should therefore be amended to more fully reflect the need for, and benefits of, growth in order that the plan is able to meet its objectives.

 1A.3
Is the draft RSS right to adopt “a cautionary approach” to growth over the long term (section B, para 7.4.1), and to plan to meet the “reasonable needs” of the region (Statement of Policy, section C, para 2.2.1)? What is meant by the concept of reasonableness?

1. It is HBF’s view that the “degree of uncertainty” to which the plan refers at paragraph 7.4.1 does not suggest the need for a cautionary approach to growth. Rather it suggests a need for some proper planning. Firstly we would suggest that there is no uncertainty surrounding the demographic forecasts even if that may be true of the economic forecasts. However, putting off difficult decisions to some unspecified point in the future is not a “cautionary approach” to growth. It is little more than an excuse to avoid having to address the growth agenda. The plan refers to other policy judgements which need to be brought into play in determining the scale and type of development. However, these are never brought into play. Rather they are used as factors to justify not addressing the fundamental issue which is the need for growth (e.g. the infrastructure issue). 

2. The problem is that, even with a cautionary approach to growth, the region’s difficulties will still exist and will be exacerbated the longer nothing is done to address them. If, for example, the Government’s most recent household projections are even remotely correct then it is hardly a cautionary approach to growth seek to under-provide for new housing by a factor of almost one-third against those projections (see HBF statement on Matter 1.H).

3. The plan should properly address the growth agenda and face up to the difficult decisions which need to be made. 

4. The one sure outcome of simply rolling forward past housing requirements (especially at a time when in the recent past those requirements have been exceeded) is that nothing will happen to address these other policy factors. The strategy will manifest itself in incremental, relatively small scale, development dotted around the region which will not be of sufficient scale or magnitude in itself to deliver the required improvements in infrastructure or technological advancements yet will continue to place increased pressure on infrastructure and add to climate change concerns. Only with proper planning for the amount of new housing actually required can these other policy objectives begin to be addressed.  

5. In terms of the questions above the issue, therefore is, reasonable for whom ? The growth agenda in the plan as it stands may well serve the short term self-serving desires of some of the existing population but will do nothing to address very real future needs of newly forming households, the economy or the future prosperity and quality of life experienced across the region as a whole.

1A.4
Has the draft RSS been properly informed by Sustainability Appraisal? How can the recently completed Appropriate Assessment best inform the testing and finalising of the draft RSS?

1.
HBF refers to its objections to the submitted plan (pages 17 & 18) entitled “Section C5 – Sustainability Appraisal” (attached).

Policy / Paragraph No: Section C 5 – Sustainability Appraisal
Reason for Objection: Approach to sustainability appraisal is unsatisfactory

Relevant PPS11 Test(s) of Soundness: vi, ix, x, xi

Change Sought: Limited reliance should be placed by the Panel on the SA / SEA work carried out to date and there should be proper testing of alternative scenarios at the Public Examination

Comment:

It is quite interesting that the assembly claim to have taken full account of the implications for sustainable development when the detailed sustainability appraisal has only recently been carried out. Rather than fully testing the sustainability of alternative options the assembly has, to a large degree, only carried out a sustainability appraisal of the plan’s policies and proposals after it has already determined what its strategy should be. Even then, the findings of the sustainability appraisal indicate that the plan will not meet its objectives yet the plan has not been altered in any way in view of these conclusions. It seems pointless to carry out such an assessment and then do nothing to address its findings. 

Thus two of the overall conclusions of the appraisal are that the level of housing proposed is unlikely to address the existing issues related to the backlog of affordable housing and that the affordable housing target is unlikely to be deliverable. 

The fundamental principle of sustainability is that it involves meeting the needs of today’s generation in a way which does not compromise the ability of future generations to meet their needs. The key is meeting needs. Any policy approach which is not focussed on meeting needs cannot be considered, by definition, sustainable. Especially when those needs are for something so fundamental and necessary for human existence as housing; and when the number one sustainability objective spelt out in the Integrated Regional Framework is ensuring that everyone has the opportunity of a decent, sustainably constructed and affordable home.

The sustainability appraisal should have more fully tested the range of options available in so far as housing delivery is concerned in order to ascertain whether or not these affordable housing issues could be addressed. Testing only options of 25,500, 28,000 and 32,000 has clearly proven inadequate. It has been up to Government to begin to carry out the sustainability appraisal and scenario testing work which should have been carried out by SEERA at the beginning of this process. As is made clear in PPS11 (paragraph 2.36), the sustainability appraisal process is fundamental to successful plan-making in this new spatial planning process. It is not a discretionary add-on.

It is HBF’s view that the sustainability appraisal work under-pinning this plan is inadequate and should be afforded limited weight in determining future policy direction. At the very least it has not, as is claimed (in paragraph 5.5 in Section C of the plan), considered the three pillars of sustainability – environment, social and economy – equally. It has focussed on the environmental aspect disproportionately to the other aspects.

It is also interesting that the plan notes at paragraph 5.10.4 that the assembly believes that the successful delivery of all the Integrated Regional Framework (IRF) objectives will lead to an overall improvement of the quality of life across the region. Yet the assembly’s own sustainability appraisal shows that the affordable housing issues will not be addressed by the plan’s proposals. The recently issued household projections strongly indicate that the need for private housing will not be addressed by the plan’s proposals. Yet the number one objective of the IRF (see Table B1 in Section B of the plan – page 17) is ensuring that everyone has the opportunity of a decent home. It is clear, therefore, that quality of life in its broadest sense for the majority of people will not be improved such that the plan, as it stands, will fail to meet its own vision and objectives. 
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