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FOR DECISION
REPORT DETAILS

PURPOSE OF REPORT
To consider the most appropriate way forward with Council’s Local Development Framework (LDF) following the recent changes to the planning system and the proposed revocation in due course of the South East Plan that sets out the amount of housing that should be planned for in the District. 
RECOMMENDATIONS
That, in light of recent changes to the spatial planning system with the intended revocation of the South East Plan, Council is recommended:

1. To agree to: 

· continue to progress the East Hampshire Local Development Framework consisting of the Core Strategy and Development Allocations Development Plan Document; 

· continue to be part of PUSH and feed into PUSH studies to inform forthcoming strategies in so far as they refer to planning policy and to use the South East Plan/Option 1 housing targets and the review of the PUSH Economic Strategy and associated work to update locally-derived housing and employment requirements for the South area of the District; 

· use the South East Plan/Option 1 housing targets for the Central area of the District;

· undertake research, including further SHLAA evidence, and consultation to determine local issues and the local housing needs for settlements in both the Central and South areas of the District during the preparation of the Development Allocations DPD; 

· continue to determine the appropriate level of development, including housing, at Whitehill/Bordon that will achieve a sustainable community that respects natural resources.

2. To note the indicative programme for LDF preparation up to adoption as set out in Section 10 of this report. 

3. To note the position in relation to that part of the District that now lies within the South Downs National Park (and will as of 1 April 2011 fall within the remit of the South Downs National Park Authority for LDF purposes) and to work on the basis that this part of the District will be dealt with jointly in the District Council's and National Park’s LDF. 
RESOURCING IMPLICATIONS
The absence of a clear way forward with the LDF could delay the preparation of the Core Strategy resulting in the need to update parts of the evidence base involving consultancy costs. However, it is likely that these costs could be absorbed in the proposed 2011/12 budget.
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LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK (LDF) – THE WAY FORWARD 
1.0
BACKGROUND

1.1
The new Government’s is introducing changes to strategic planning. The Government’s intention is to revoke Regional Spatial Strategies in due course following an attempt to revoke them this year was ruled to be unlawful by the High Court. The revocation of the South East Plan will leave the development plan for the District consisting of the saved policies in the Second Review Local Plan adopted in 2006, together with Government planning policy statements (PPSs) until these are replaced with new National Planning Guidance in due course. 

1.2
It is necessary for the Council to set out how it intends to deal with those matters for which there will not be any regional policy (in particular the amount of housing that should be planned for in the District) and the impact this has on the preparation of the Council’s Local Development Framework (LDF). 

1.3
The new Government sees the ‘localism’ agenda playing a key role in ‘place shaping’, but recent advice retains LDFs and in particular Core Strategies. The emphasis is now on local communities informing the emerging strategies in terms of the amount and type of development required. This report explores the options for progressing the LDF given the amount of evidence and consultation that has been undertaken to date. 

1.4
An additional issue is the establishment of the South Downs National Park Authority (SDNPA) that, as of April 2011, will be the Planning Authority for LDF purposes in that area. The shadow SDNPA has announced its intention to have its own Core Strategy in place by 2014, but in the interim there is a need to consider the potential implications for planning policy in the National Park area.

2.0
CORE STRATEGY

2.1
The purpose of the Core Strategy is to set the long-term strategy for development across the District. Its main emphasis is on providing the long term spatial planning vision and objectives to ensure that development happens in the right place at the right time. The Core Strategy has been subject to two periods of consultation, namely:- 

• Issues and Options, Spring 2008 

• Preferred Policies November, 2009 / February 2010 

3.0
CHANGES TO THE PLANNING POLICY SYSTEM 

3.1
The DCLG statement and guidance released on 6 July confirms the production of a LDF as the mechanism for every local planning authority to set out its spatial planning intentions. It states “LPAs should continue to develop LDF Core Strategies and other development plan documents, reflecting local people’s aspirations and decisions on important issues such as climate change, housing and economic development.” The guidance goes on to refer to a requirement for an evidence base and meeting the tests of soundness, which suggests the intention is to proceed with current procedural rules, albeit in a slightly modified form. More detail should be included in the Decentralisation and Localism Bill anticipated in the near future. Much of the consultation and technical evidence that has been gathered so far can be used in re-examining spatial strategies and policies to progress the Core Strategy.

3.2
With the future demise of the South East Plan there will no longer be any strategic level guidance as to the amount of housing growth districts should plan for. The guidance issued following the recent attempt to revoke the Regional Spatial Strategies stated “Local Planning Authorities will be responsible for establishing the right level of local housing provision in their area, and identifying a long term supply of housing land without the burden of regional targets.” With regard to how the housing numbers may be determined, the guidance advised that people must be able to understand why decisions have been taken and that reliable information should be used to justify housing supply policies which can be defended during the LDF examination process, in line with PPS3: Housing. The key change from the previous system was that the housing land supply targets were for the number of houses the Council establishes is appropriate – not externally set targets. This is likely to be the situation again in the future when the Regional Spatial Strategies are revoked.

3.3
In this respect the Coalition government has shifted the emphasis of governance towards localism, and of giving local people a greater role in helping to shape the future of their communities. Localism, however, is not a charter to prevent development and indeed the Government is keen to reward financially those communities who accept development as they are keen to increase the level of housebuilding.
4.0
OPTIONS FOR MEETING HOUSING REQUIREMENTS 

4.1
The critical issue is that with the pending removal of regional housing requirements, there is a need for the Council to decide whether to proceed on the basis of the South East Plan housing requirements or to undertake its own review of housing needs. If the Council wishes to derive its own housing requirements there is currently a gap in the data required to do this. 

4.2
The September meeting of Council considered the best way to determine a five-year housing land supply in order to assess the way forward with assessing planning applications for the local plan reserve housing sites. Council considered it sensible to examine options for the South Hampshire (PUSH) and Central Hampshire areas of the District. A key reason for maintaining the two areas is that the housing numbers submitted by the District Council for inclusion in the South East Plan were not modified by either the Examination-in-Public or the Secretary of State. They are, therefore, the ‘Option 1’ figures referred to in recent guidance. 

4.3
This does not mean they cannot be modified in the medium term, and indeed PUSH is reviewing its Economic Strategy and is likely to suggest updated, locally-derived housing and employment requirements, but any changes would require justification. Consideration also needs to be given to the issues relating to the area of Central Hampshire in the National Park where, as of April 2011, strategic planning will no longer be the responsibility of the District Council.

5.0
SOUTH HAMPSHIRE AREA (PUSH)

5.1
For the South Hampshire Sub-region (PUSH), the housing requirement in the South East Plan was derived by the PUSH local authorities and was not changed through the process of examination and adoption of the South East Plan. It is therefore a locally-derived ‘Option 1’ figure. 

5.2
It is the intention of the constituent authorities that PUSH will continue to coordinate the planning strategy for South Hampshire and will update that strategy in conjunction with the update of its Economic Strategy. The Government has asked PUSH to show how it meets its objectives for promoting localism and, assuming it can do this to the Government’s satisfaction, its funding and role seem likely to continue. The PUSH authorities will continue with a great deal of the good work that has been done in the preparation of studies which will eventually feed into the ‘localism’ agenda. If this Council continues to be involved with PUSH, this will provide us with an opportunity to be involved in developing the revised strategy for PUSH, including the apportionment of any housing requirements between the Districts. The District Council will be able to make its own decision on whether to adopt the recommendations of these revised strategies, although the development of its own figures could cause delay to the process.

5.3
The current Government is emphasising the need for cross-boundary working where there are common issues. The southern part of East Hampshire shares a housing market with the PUSH area with many residents looking to the area for employment and education, health, recreation and other social infrastructure. Being a part of PUSH has also enabled a number of joint economic, social and environmental studies to be prepared in a cost effective way. 

5.4
The Core Strategy: Preferred Policies document concluded that the current supply of housing land in the South Hampshire area (including the Local Plan reserve sites) means that only an additional 215 dwellings need to be provided on new allocations to meet South East Plan/Option 1 figures. Only 1.5 hectares of land for industrial and business uses are required. The revised strategy for PUSH may slightly alter these requirements. The specific sites can be determined in the subsequent Development Allocations DPD following a review of needs, including locally-derived housing requirements, agreed through consultation with communities and stakeholders. These allocations are likely to make up the shortfall in meeting the South East Plan/Option 1 housing requirement or a revised figure developed through further work by PUSH.

6.0
CENTRAL HAMPSHIRE AREA

6.1
Similarly, the South East Plan housing requirement for the Central Hampshire part of the District was put forward by this Council and was not changed through the process of examination and adoption of the South East Plan. It is therefore a locally-derived ‘Option 1’ figure. 

6.2
The Core Strategy: Preferred Policies document illustrates that the South East Plan/Option 1 housing requirement for this area can almost be met through existing commitments. There is a shortfall of about 235 dwellings. Unfortunately, this level of housing will fall far short of meeting the local need for affordable housing. However, the Core Strategy policies can set out the framework for the subsequent allocation of land for affordable and market homes, employment, community facilities and other facilities and services to meet local needs. The specific sites can be determined in the subsequent Development Allocations DPD following a review of needs, including locally-derived housing requirements, agreed through consultation with communities and stakeholders. These allocations are likely to make up the shortfall in meeting the South East Plan/Option 1 housing requirement. 

6.3
Paragraph 7.5 of this report draws attention to further work that is currently being considered for Petersfield in relation to the coalition Government’s agenda for ‘localism’. In addition, we are also undertaking a joint project with Winchester City Council and funded by CABE to look at the role of smaller settlements in the countryside. 

7.0
SOUTH DOWNS NATIONAL PARK (SDNP) 

7.1
With the designation of the South Downs National Park a large part of the District came within the administrative area of the new South Downs National Park Authority (SDNPA). 

7.2
From 1 April 2011, the SDNPA will be the sole authority to deliver programmes, work with partners and take decisions as the Local Planning Authority, although many planning decisions will be delegated to the district authorities. At its meeting on 15 June 2010 the SDNPA agreed in relation to the LDF, to work in partnership with Local Authorities and to commence work on its own Core Strategy as soon as possible with a view to adoption by 2014. 

7.3
Our Core Strategy will to be submitted after April 2011 which will involve progressing the Core Strategy through both East Hampshire’s and the SDNPA’s constitutional arrangements and for the SDNP and non-SDNP parts of the District to be clearly illustrated on the key diagram and adopted proposals map. This will provide policy coverage and continuity pending the SDNPA’s preparation of its own Core Strategy, and is an approach the SDNPA supports if feasible. 

7.4
Given the complexity of preparing joint documents, an alternative could be to leave that part of the District that falls within the SDNP out of East Hampshire’s LDF. This would then provide the opportunity for the SDNPA to prepare its own Core Strategy to be in place by 2014. An issue for East Hampshire is that if this approach were to be followed then potentially no further LDF work would be undertaken by East Hampshire in those towns and villages within the SDNP. 

7.5
There would be a greater degree of risk with a local policy vacuum considering the scale of development proposals that could potentially come forward in Petersfield. As a result further work relating to the future role of Petersfield is planned, consistent with the Government’s approach to ‘localism’. This is a joint project of the District Council and the Shadow National Park Authority to review the needs of Petersfield, including housing needs, within the context of the wider National Park. This initiative has been expedited due to the need to assess the potential impact of developing some or all of the Petersfield reserve housing sites.

8.0
WHITEHILL BORDON

8.1
With the likely demise of the South East Plan in due course there will no longer be a strategic policy for the Whitehill/Bordon Opportunity (Policy AOSR3). The policy includes provision for the delivery of 5,500 dwellings. This is an indicative figure based on ongoing work including a water cycle study and Habitats Regulation Assessment. There is no expectation that equivalent land elsewhere will need to be allocated in the event that the site could not deliver 5,500 dwellings. This indicative figure is likely to go in the future but Whitehill/Bordon will still be identified in the supplement to PPS1 on Eco-towns.

8.2
The development of strategies and policies for the area are being progressed through the Masterplan and Core Strategy to achieve a sustainable community that respects natural resources. At the current time the proposed transport strategy for the proposed development is being tested. The results should be known early in 2011 and will help to finalise the transport strategy and the Habitats Regulations Assessment. This in turn will inform the scale and type of employment, housing and other developments that are appropriate in the town. Any development at Whitehill/Bordon will help to meet the housing and employment needs of East Hampshire and the wider area.

8.3
A ministerial statement on the Defence Training Review (DTR) published on 19 October 2010 revealed that the procurement process with Metrix as preferred bidder has been terminated. This initially raised issues in some minds in relation to potential changes to the timescales by which the Bordon Garrison will be vacated. However, the statement goes on to commit the MoD to a programme of consolidation of training as the ‘best solution’ and to name St Athan as the preferred site to base ‘the future training solution’. Since the announcement we have received a letter from Defence Estates which clarifies its current position regarding the DTR. It states ‘We aim to be able to reconfirm Bordon Garrison’s release early in the New Year’. The concept and aspirations of the DTR therefore remain the same and so do not have an impact on the Core Strategy policies for Whitehill/Bordon or the evidence base studies including the Masterplan.

9.0
OPTIONS FOR THE WAY FORWARD 

9.1
In view of the above it is necessary to subdivide the District into four spatial areas:

· South Hampshire, 

· South Downs National Park, 

· Whitehill/Bordon, 

· remainder of Central Hampshire.  

There will need to be a ‘vision’, ‘objectives’ and overall development strategy for each spatial area. 

9.2
However, in view of the new ‘localism’ agenda, there are two different approaches to the way in which strategies and policies for these areas can be taken forward.

Approach 1 

9.3
Approach 1 would involve modifying the Core Strategy on the basis of existing evidence and community engagement. Profiles for the larger settlements already exist in the Preferred Policies document utilising the results from the Core Strategy front loading process and the various workshops for issues and options, preferred option, sustainability appraisal and data from parish plans, market town health checks etc. These profiles could be updated using the consultation responses and latest information. The approach would ensure that the relationship between the LDF and the Council’s Sustainable Community Strategy is maintained to demonstrate that the Council is progressing and implementing its place shaping role.

9.4
This approach would be the quickest way to provide certainty and up-to-date policy coverage, which would be desirable given the ‘ageing’ Local Plan. However, this approach would require an acceptance of the South East Plan/Option 1 housing figures for South and Central Hampshire as being the right amount of housing development for the District. Further community engagement to discuss ‘local’ issues, such as the need for housing, and to discuss potential allocations would be undertaken during the preparation of the subsequent Development Allocations DPD.
Approach 2 
9.5
Approach 2 would be along the lines of what the Government intends should be offered to those communities which feel strongly about the need to reconsider proposals that are currently contained in the South East Plan but which are likely to be revoked in due course. This process would involve revisiting settlements and asking communities to consider how the issues already raised through previous consultations could now be dealt with, including the allocation of sites for housing (informed by the SHLAA) and other development. Profiles for the larger settlements could be expanded to include discussions around economic, environmental and social issues and development aspirations to create ‘neighbourhood plans’. This would be a similar process to that planned for Petersfield discussed in section 7. This option would be based on the Core Strategy having more ‘local’ detail in it in terms of site allocations for a range of land uses and would merge the Core Strategy and the Development Allocations DPD. 

9.6
Given the need for additional consultation and technical evidence this approach would take some time to establish revised housing and employment requirements, resulting in the Core Strategy slipping in its programme by 12 months or longer. To create a further delay in replacing district-wide planning guidance has the risk of having to rely on national guidance and continuing to apply ‘old’ policy approaches for longer and an increasing number of appeals. Approach 2 could also result in the ‘vision’ being lost in a plethora of smaller ‘neighbourhood plans’.

9.7
Approach 1 is considered by officers to be the preferred approach for Core Strategy preparation principally because ‘local’ issues can be considered in a later DPD and it avoids the delay in preparation associated with Approach 2. However, the Panel is requested to discuss the approaches mentioned above.

10.0
REVISED PROGRAMME FOR THE CORE STRATEGY

10.1
It is not yet possible to establish a definite revised programme for the Core Strategy as there may be further clarification from Government in the ‘Localism’ Bill of any changes to procedural arrangements. It will, however, be important not to go back to ‘square one’ in collecting evidence and engaging with local communities, given the substantial frontloading and community engagement which has already been undertaken. As a guide if Approach 1 was adopted then the programme for taking forward the Core Strategy would be as follows:

January 2011 - Transport evidence for Whitehill/Bordon completed and findings included in Habitats Regulations Assessment.

July 2011 - Council agrees publication/pre-submission version of revised Core Strategy document 
September 2011 – Publication of Pre Submission Core Strategy 
November 2011 – Consideration and Summary of representations   
December 2011 – Submission of Core Strategy

March 2012 – Examination

September 2012 – Inspector’s Report

November 2012 – Adopt Core Strategy


This programme would need to be reconsidered in the light of further Government changes and the results of ongoing work/studies. Approach 2 could delay this programme by about a year.

11.0
RISK ASSESSMENT (MUST INCLUDE CONSIDERATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL, FINANCIAL, HEALTH & SAFETY AND EQUALITIES IMPACT ASSESSMENT)
11.1
Failure to confirm a way forward with the LDF Core Strategy could delay the preparation of appropriate planning policies to control the scale, form and location of new development in the District. This could delay the provision of affordable homes, economic development and community facilities. The built and natural environment would not be protected in the most appropriate way. 
12.0
CONTRIBUTION TO CORPORATE PRIORITIES
12.1
The confirmation of way forward with the LDF Core Strategy will ensure the appropriate planning policies for the future enabling the provision of more affordable homes, developing facilities in communities and protecting the built and natural environment feeding directly into the Councils strategy around Place, People and Organisation.

13.0
CONCLUSIONS

13.1
This report highlights a number of critical issues to pursuing the Council’s LDF over the next year or so. Whilst the changes made to the planning system by the new coalition Government were to some degree anticipated through the early statements made both before and immediately after the election, it is reassuring that for the time being the LDF system is to be retained and Core Strategies and other development plan documents pursued. 

13.2
The Option 1 figures put forward by the District Council for the Central and Southern parts of East Hampshire were locally derived and did not change through the process of examination and adoption of the South East Plan. The Central Hampshire figure could be met through existing housing commitments together with allocations in the Development Allocations DPD that follow work to determine local housing need and community aspirations. The revised strategy being developed for PUSH, including the apportionment of any housing requirements between the Districts, could be included in the revised Core Strategy if regarded as appropriate by this Council.

13.3
The continued preparation of the Core Strategy will require working in partnership with the South Downs National Park Authority to use evidence collected to produce policies for that part of the District that as of April 2011 will fall within the jurisdiction of the National Park Authority for LDF purposes. 
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