ANNEX A

REVIEW OF PANEL FINDINGS

Housing Provision

1. The panel recommendation is for housing provision of  32,000 per annum.  This equates to SEEDA’s proposed figure for 2006-2011.  SEEDA’s main objective in proposing this figure was to ensure adequate labour supply to deliver 3% p.a. growth in GVA.  The figure assumed that the ambitious ‘Smart Growth’ targets in the RES on productivity growth (2.4% p.a.) and increased economic activity (a net additional 110,000 residents into employment by 2016) would be achieved.

2. The panel report has not supported SEEDA’s higher figure of 36,000 p.a. after 2011.  This is not because they found it to be wrong, but because of a lack of certainty over long term economic and labour supply forecasts.  Increased economic activity among over 65s and the impact of migrant labour are two examples of this uncertainty.  However the report has made clear that latest forecasts of economic growth and labour supply should be key indicators to take into account when the 32,000 comes to be reviewed.  The report indicates that this should be in five years time, but the proposals in the Housing Green Paper could well make that sooner.

3. 32,000 new homes a year is probably sufficient to deliver 3% p.a. GVA to 2011 if the RES smart growth strategy is achieved.  However, due primarily to the ageing population, labour supply declines markedly after 2011, and so it is unlikely to be enough after that date.

4. This outcome, while not precisely what SEEDA sought, provides our proposed level of housing in the short term and provides a clear basis for ensuring that economic considerations are properly taken into account when housing provision is reconsidered in the future.

Housing Distribution

5. SEEDA sought the majority of any additional housing to be in the Inner South East, to support the economy in this most buoyant part of the region.  This argument was developed from work carried out on the three economic contours and in response to the questions published by the Panel in advance of the EiP.  From this it became clear that there was a very significant forecast imbalance between jobs and labour supply in the Inner South East.

6. SEEDA specifically argued that 50% of additional hosing should be in the Inner South East, compared with the level of 45% proposed in the South East Plan, and that to achieve this most of the extra housing sought by SEEDA should be provided in the Inner South East.

7. The Panel has supported this argument.  The table below shows the Panel’s recommended distribution of extra housing and compares with SEEDA’s proposal.

	
	Draft SE Plan

2006-26


	SEEDA proposal

2006-26
	Panel proposal

2006-26

	Inner SE
	263,880 (45.5%)
	+88,120                (72%)
	+38,240               (62%)

	Coastal SE
	240,400 (41.5%)
	+26,000                (21%)
	+11,400               (18%)

	Rural South East
	73,800      (13%)
	+8,200                    (7%)
	+12,380               (20%)

	Total
	578,000   (100%)
	+122,000            (100%)
	+62,000             (100%)


8. This shows that, although the Panel has supported SEEDA’s argument in principle, the overall impact on distribution is noticeably less than SEEDA’s proposal.  This is because the extra housing provision post 2011 which we sought has not been recommended.   SEEDA sought an increase in the proportion of new housing in the Inner South East from 45% to 50%.  The effect of the Panel’s proposals is only to increase it to 47%.  This is a mixed outcome for SEEDA.  There is a significant potential problem of further housing shortages in the Inner South East post 2011, but against that SEEDA has a strong basis for arguing the case for the Inner South East when the housing provision is next reviewed. Within sub regions the key locations where significant additional housing is proposed are as follows:

Western Corridor / Blackwater Valley  



18,000 (+20%)

· Key location:  South of  Reading SDA

London Fringe






8,760 (+23%)

· Key locations:  Guildford, Chertsey (DERA site)

Central Oxfordshire





6,100 (+18%)

· Key location:  South Oxford SDA

9. Major increases in the Rural South East are for the Districts of East Hampshire, Maidstone and Winchester, and in the Coastal South East the Districts of Arun, Canterbury and Dover.  Specific mention is also made of the brownfield opportunities at Shoreham Maritime and Whitehill/Bordon.   The report only makes modest adjustments to the housing provision in these locations, but states that the figure should not be a ceiling.  In effect the report states that if a major development of 5,000 plus is possible in each location the Plan should allow for it.

10. At Dover, provision is made for an additional 2,000 homes.  This was the figure supported by Kent CC, but is below Dover District Council’s aspiration.  In South Hampshire no increase in housing provision has been made.  The panel concluded that the existing proposals constituted a balanced strategy, and were also concerned about flooding and Habitat Regulations issues.

Provision for Economic Growth

11. SEEDA’s key concern about provision for economic growth was to ensure that the growth assumption of 3% GVA per annum was being properly planned for in the South East Plan.  SEEDA accepted that this would provide reasonable alignment with the RES target of 3% growth in GVA per capita to 2016.  We expressed concerns that some of the forecasting work commissioned by the Assembly fell short of the 3% overall GVA growth assumption.

12. This was then developed into detailed arguments concerning:

· The need for increased labour supply

· The need for clear indicative targets for employment growth that could be translated into land and premises requirements

· A realistic and consistent understanding of the implications of the RES strategy for Smart Growth

· Greater recognition of the role of the region in the Greater South East and the national economy

13. The Panel has concluded that a 3% overall GVA growth assumption is appropriate, as it is line with current econometric trend projections.  They conclude that it is appropriate for the RES to have an element of advocacy and be ambitious, and therefore it is not necessary for the two strategies to have identical targets.  In endorsing the 3% overall GVA assumption the Panel has expressed strong concerns that while the draft South East Plan accepts this headline figure much of the actual strategy aims below this figure.  This is a strong endorsement of SEEDA’s position.

The report recommends that the indicative job targets for 2006-2016 proposed by SEEDA during the EiP and agreed with the Assembly should be incorporated into the Plan.  In the single case where there was a disagreement between SEEDA and the Assembly over these figures (in the London Fringe), the report backs our figure.  These figures will be sufficient to deliver 3% GVA growth per annum over the period.  Delivery of 3% GVA growth per capita will be largely dependent on the rate of productivity growth.

14. These figures provide a solid start in translating employment growth into land requirements in Local Development Frameworks.  However the Panel expressed great concern that the South East Plan itself should have much more to say on these issues.  Because of a lack of good quality information available to it on employment land supply the panel concluded that rather than make changes now, there should be an early partial review of RSS to improve the employment land sections of the Plan.  This review should recognise the role of land availability, market areas, strategic sites, sector requirements and other factors.  

15. This recommended review will provide a good opportunity for SEEDA to support the Assembly and local authorities on improving this part of the South East Plan.  It is a further recognition that the Plan as drafted pays insufficient regard to the role of the economy of the South East both for the region and the UK as a whole.

16. The report endorses the role of smart growth, but also concludes that the Plan in the Western Corridor / Blackwater Valley  and London Fringe has overstated the opportunity for space-less growth.  Instead, the report advocates a clear statement of the role of smart growth in each sub region.  Overall this conclusion is a strong endorsement of SEEDA’s position.

Airports

17. The South East Plan did not propose to plan for the further increases in airport capacity at Heathrow or Gatwick which were set out in the Aviation White Paper, and argued that these were incompatible with sustainable development.  SEEDA, together with GOSE, argued at the EiP that it was not the role of Plan to unilaterally depart from Government policy, and that the safeguarding of the second runway at Gatwick should be explicitly included.

18. The Panel has endorsed the view that it is not for the South East Plan to review Government policy as contained in the White Paper, and has recommended the continued safeguarding of the land for a second runway.  It has also recommended priority is given to improved surface access to Airports by non-car modes, backed up by targets.

19. However the Panel has acknowledged the concern that there is an inherent conflict in Government Policy on Aviation, and has concluded that the resolution of this conflict depends on Government decisions.

Infrastructure and Implementation Plan

20. The Panel has recommended that the Implementation Plan should not be part of the Adopted South East Plan but should be a ‘living document’ with the potential to be revised as and when necessary.  The report has endorsed the proposal for a single regional implementation plan for RES and RSS.  The report also praises the ‘pioneering work’ on both the Implementation Plan and concepts such as the Regional Infrastructure Fund.

21. The report has not been supportive of the Plan’s apparently ‘conditional’ approach to development, which states that infrastructure must be in place before development is permitted.  This broadly supports our stated view that it is unrealistic to expect all relevant infrastructure to be in place before development can commence, and that the two can be phased to coincide with and support each other.
22. On transport infrastructure the report recommends:

· Strengthening the message about demand management, particularly in the sub regional strategies, including stronger reference to road user charging

· Strong support for multi-modal freight interchanges, with an area of search where the channel tunnel corridor intersects the M25

· Support for a joint study between Network Rail and the Assembly to identify suitable locations for up to three such interchanges in the Greater South East.

23. A list of regionally significant locations for multi modal transport improvement based on Annex 2 of the SE Plan Implementation Plan.  This broadly covers all the RES priorities except the A27 corridor and A21, which were only identified as a sub regional improvement in the SE Plan Implementation Plan.

24. This approach is well aligned with the priorities in the RES.  The scale of transport improvements identified in the Panel Report demonstrates the importance of delivery for sustainable economic development.
25. On water infrastructure the report recommends:

· Support for twin track (demand management and new provision) approach

· Recognition of the environmental issues around sewerage discharge limits

· No reductions in any levels of development as a result of constraints
26. This approach is also well aligned with the RES.  Achieving the ambitious targets in the RES will help to deliver the twin track approach.  Similarly, meeting other RES sustainable prosperity targets for energy and waste will be key to delivering a twin track approach for those resources.

Diamonds for Investment and Growth

27. The report endorses the SEEDA view that the Diamonds concept is about delivering the benefits of agglomeration economics and about collaboration, rather than a spatial planning tool per se.  However it is used as part of the report’s justification for SDAs in two Diamonds west of London, at Reading and Oxford.

Detailed Sub-Regional Findings Relevant to SEEDA

28. The Panel has retained the sub regional structure of the draft Plan.  This differs from the East of England outcome where significant changes were made to sub regional structure.  Key recommendations in each sub region are as follows:

South Hampshire

· No change to housing figures

· Less restriction on the proposed green field developments by:

· Retention of the two SDAs but removal of the phasing requirements

· Removal of policy proposing using the results of monitoring to determine release of SDAs  

Sussex Coast

· 10% increase in housing levels

· Shoreham identified for 1,000 new homes – but not a ceiling if a higher figure can be proven through further testing.

· Agreement with SEEDA that a mix of town centre and business park employment sites are required

· Specific endorsement of the Polegate location

· New employment opportunities linked to sustainable urban extensions

East Kent and Ashford

· 10% increase in housing levels

· Dover identified for 2,000 extra homes (the lower of the two proposed figures)

· Report recommends no change in approach to Lydd airport.  This will not be mentioned in SE Plan and it will remain a local rather than regional issue.

· Deletion of policy making development “conditional” on infrastructure.

Kent Thames Gateway

· Virtually no change in housing figures

· Deletion of policy making development “conditional” on infrastructure.

· No other significant changes

London Fringe

· Over 20% increase in housing figures

· Green Belt review at Guildford and possibly elsewhere

· No “blanket ban” on additional housing in the Thames Basin Heath area

· Indicative job target of 39,000 (SEEDA figure)

Western Corridor / Blackwater Valley

· 20% increase in housing figures

· No “blanket ban” on additional housing in the Thames Basin Heath area

· SDA south of Reading

Central Oxfordshire

· Over 15% increase in housing figures

· SDA at south Oxford involving Green Belt review

Milton Keynes

· 5% increase in housing figures

· Similar increase in employment growth target to keep the two in balance.

Gatwick

· 5% increase in housing figures

· Possibly small scale Green Belt review in Reigate & Banstead 

· Supporting provision for a new University campus at Crawley
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