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Clarifying Policies B and C and related spatial and rural issues - a working paper to contribute to the EiP discussions, building on our previous submissions

1. Introduction 

1.1 We support what we understand to be the general intent of Policies B and C in draft RSS, as set out, for example, in GOSW’s written statement on Matter 3/5:

We support the aims, set out in core development policies A, B and C of focusing most development on the 21 cities and towns identified as being of strategic significance, steering sufficient development of the medium-sized towns to reflect their roles as service centres and enhancing rural areas with more limited development to meet local needs for affordable housing and economic diversification. 

1.2 There is, however, a lack of clarity in the wording and in the detail of the intent. This paper puts forward a number of approaches and suggestions in an attempt to help clarify the intent of Policies B and C with:

· clearer signposting to a proposed Spatial Principles section, including a rural policy principle and one on landscape and environmental thresholds of settlements;

· the inclusion of Policies B and C within a Spatial Framework section;
· greater clarity in relation to service centres, local needs and affordable housing;

· moving more specific employment/economic aspects to the appropriate thematic section of RSS and/or ensuring that there is no overlap.

Overall structure

2.1 In considering this we have found Government Office North West’s Briefing paper 2 (NW RSS EiP) helpful. Its main purpose was to set out a proposed alternative structure for the NW RSS in order to provide greater clarification. The recently published EiP Panel Report discusses this alternative structure and uses it as a basis for its own recommendations. Briefing paper 2 proposes the inclusion of a section on Strategic Principles (bringing together many of the underlying principles and values which are scattered through draft NW RSS) followed by a section setting out the Spatial Framework (which specifies the function of specific settlements, and types of settlements, and specifies the location for development). These two sections provide the context for following thematic and sub-regional chapters. The Panel Report for the North West has recommended that these initial sections be renamed as Spatial Principles and Spatial Framework - emphasising that the latter provides the spatial context for the Regional Economic Strategy and other regional strategies. 

2.2 A similar structure might, besides helping to clarify rural policy in SW RSS, also assist in clarifying the selection and relative roles and functions of the SSCTs. The Strategic/Spatial Principles and the Spatial Framework would then, as in the North West, firstly improve the clarity of the RSS by drawing together the many statements of policy principle scattered through draft RSS, and secondly provide a clearer and more succinct spatial context for the RES and other South West strategies. The approach may also have merit in being able to reflect more clearly the aims of the South West's Integrated Regional Strategy, including the social dimension of sustainability – and Policies B and C would then more readily provide the context for following thematic chapters.

3. Strategic/spatial principles

A rural statement

3.1 In proposing Strategic Principles for the North West, GONW Briefing paper 2 includes a principle relating to rural areas that underpins all the subsequent spatial policies, ie the Spatial Framework, sub-area policies and thematic chapters. GONW’s proposed rural principle states:

mainstream rural issues. The consideration of rural issues should be mainstreamed by actively assessing the rural dimension of all policies rather than adopting a silo-ed and separate approach. The inter-linkages between urban and rural areas are very significant. Whilst the problems their communities can face (eg housing affordability; access to employment and services) may be similar, they are frequently exhibited in different ways, with different causes, and require different solutions. Plans and strategies should acknowledge this and respond to spatial variations in rural needs and opportunities. For example, rural areas close to the settlements identified in SF1 a) and b) will require a different policy approach to those in more remote areas. A key distinction is between “sparse” and “less sparse” rural areas
. The benefits and positive interactions between the rural and urban areas should also be promoted, such as local food production, a setting for economic development, access and leisure, and as a visitor destination;

This principle is taken forward, in a slightly amended form, in the Panel Report for the North West as one of the Spatial Principles: Policy DP7 Safeguarding Rural Areas (page 31). We consider that the inclusion of a similar policy statement could provide the opportunity for fuller and more integrated coverage of rural issues in SW RSS. See also our Section 9 below on how this might include reference to the SW Regional Rural Delivery Framework.
Landscape and ecological thresholds of settlements

3.2 We think that Policy SD3 first bullet point: ensuring that development respects landscape and ecological thresholds of settlements is a critical ‘spatial principle’ that should provide guidance for LDFs in considering Policies B and C. 

3.3 It requires clearer signposting and rewording (or supporting text), to clarify that it requires assessment of the environmental services/assets not only of the settlement per se but of its landscape setting and hinterland. In our earlier written submissions we expressed concern at loss of the wording from RPG10: take account of the landscape context and settings of buildings and settlements. At present the word ‘setting’ appears within SD3 under bullet point 5 in a slightly different context. 

3.4 In view of the ‘patchy’ assessment for Policy A and emerging Policy B settlements to date, it would be helpful if RSS referred to the need to develop a regionally consistent approach and an indication of the aspects to be considered. 

The inter-relationship of settlements, including dormitory relationships

3.5 Spatial principles might include a requirement to consider the inter-relationship between settlements including the, often complex, interactions between, and complimentary roles of, settlements.

3.6 It could include a specific policy on avoiding exacerbating dormitory relationships - currently mentioned in the last bullet point of para 3.3.3, in relation to SSCTs, and the last sentence of para 3.4.2, in relation to Policy B, but not mentioned in relation to Policy C. The para 3.3.3 wording is: development of those places which reinforced dormitory relationships … should be discouraged. This principle was previously included in RPG10 Policy SS2 (which is in fact an example of ‘strategic guidance’)
.

Policy on sustainable economic development

3.7 We also note that the Panel report for the North West recommends, within the Spatial Principles section, a Policy DP3 Sustainable economic development.  

4. Spatial framework

Clarifying the selection, role and function of the SSCTs

4.1 The Spatial Framework could then set out a more succinct spatial context for the RES and other South West strategies, with a clearer expression of the relative role and function of the SSCTs, which have been selected, we understand, on the basis of their regional or sub-regional role
. Such a spatial framework might set out for example:

NB The statement below is not intended to be comprehensive. It is intended to illustrate how the context of rural hinterland might be reflected in the text.

· Bristol as a Core city - including the resulting policy objective of investment in a high-quality public transport system …

· the requirement for Bath and Bournemouth/Poole, in view of their international environmental assets (which have long-term conservation management requirements that preclude reliance on continued rounds of urban expansion), for an emphasis on productivity (and the possibility of a policy requiring a special initiative to provide affordable housing in vacant property within the cities)

· for cities such as Exeter that are regarded as well placed for economic growth (diverse economy, etc), the particular need for policy to avoid the risk of development running ahead of infrastructure provision and in an unplanned way that might be damaging to the environment of the surrounding hinterland (including, for example, the risk of increased recreational pressures on sensitive assets such as the Exe estuary and a requirement for strategic management of these environmental assets)

· for cities such as Plymouth, Torbay and Gloucester, and areas within other SSCTs including the most deprived urban wards, the particular emphasis required on urban regeneration … 

· for towns such as Barnstaple, Yeovil, Salisbury, Truro and Dorchester, their selection primarily as Service Centres at a sub-regional level for larger rural areas well beyond the catchment of the larger cities and towns, but their often more limited ability to accommodate increased housing growth

· for SSCTs such as Truro and Barnstaple their situation in the largely rural Western Peninsula with a sub-regional emphasis, relating to a differing economic context (lower pay, etc) and conserving and enhancing the coastline, landscape, historic and industrial heritage of the sub-region and recognising them as major assets in the drive to encourage regeneration (wording from RPG10 discussed under Matter 3/1).

5. Service centres

5.1 We have found reference to Principle Service Centres and Key Service Centres (used respectively in Yorkshire and Humberside and the North West) useful - although lacking clarity of definition. We note, for example, that the Y&H RSS Panel Report (para 3.20) suggests that policy should: ‘support … local service centres as hubs for the rural and coastal economy and community and social infrastructure’. 

5.2 Draft RSS Policies B and C appear to have been developed from RPG10 Policies SS2 (see footnote 2) and SS7
, which refer respectively to service centres and ‘making services available’. This approach might be usefully developed in B and C.

5.3 It was clarifed in the earlier EiP discussion that the intent of Policy B is primarily to identify those settlements (ie service centres) where the majority of new housing development beyond the SSCTs (ie over 50 per cent) might be located in the most sustainable way. This is reflected in the first sentence in supporting para 3.4.2, which also includes several other key statements - such as:

· in some districts there may be few or no Policy B towns and cross boundary considerations will be required (the issue therefore requires identification in the policy on cross boundary working);

· that development should be specifically geared to meeting local objectives - including meeting needs for affordable housing.
5.4 We therefore suggest that Policy B be more appropriately entitled Key Service Centres - especially as the intent is for it to apply to only c 50-100 settlements.
5.5 Policy C then appears to apply to all local service centres not covered by Policy B. It would appear to include a range of local service centres from: small/historic towns serving a substantial number of parishes; to villages supporting only their immediate parish (with perhaps only a post office/store, primary school, and limited bus service). 

5.6 We also note that the recently published Proposed changes for draft RSS in the North East directs Local Development Frameworks ‘to identify a settlement hierarchy, including secondary settlements to determine the appropriate scale and nature of development’ (Policy 8 Rural areas, 8.1 Regeneration, para b).

6. Local need, affordability and affordable housing 

6.1 Policies B and C were, we understand, drafted because the previous policy in RPG10 emphasised local need only and was seen to be impracticable, apparently because of the interpretation of ‘local need’ as affordable housing only.  

6.2 The Yorkshire and Humberside RSS Panel report proposes that provision should be made at local service centres for local needs for affordable and other types of housing based on the findings of housing market assessments. This would appear to be a useful approach, but in the South West housing affordability is such that it is difficult to imagine what ‘other types of housing’ might be appropriate to meet local needs other than affordable housing within the definition of PPS3. 

6.3 The analysis we include in Appendix 1 to this paper appears to corroborate verbal evidence at the EiP that suggests it is not possible to ‘build in the middle’ in the South West to meet local need. We also note that no policy or targets for intermediate housing have been included in draft SW RSS. Moreover, our analysis suggests that there may be a potential shortfall in delivery in affordable housing. 

6.4 The Rural White Paper advocated section 106 contributions in the situation of 1:1, ie where one affordable unit might be provided alongside one open market home. Otherwise a higher proportion of rural affordable housing provision would appear to depend on specific planning mechanisms to deliver 100% affordable housing, 100% grant aid and/or other innovative schemes.

6.5 There is therefore an overall issue as to whether the principle of meeting local housing need is still the appropriate policy approach - and whether the real issue is the lack of planning and funding mechanisms to meet local needs, given the particular situation of the South West. This will doubtless be investigated in more detail under the appropriate the EiP sessions, but it appears to be a potentially un-squarable circle (and is a key reason why we consider that any increase in overall housing above RPG10 is unsustainable). 

6.6 One approach would be to retain the reference to local need, and flag up the difficulty of delivery in the Foreword to RSS (an approach which has been adopted in relation the difficulties of achieving development with environmental limits). 

Policy B

6.8 Policy B appears, as noted above, to be aimed at a limited number of settlements suitable for the majority of housing development beyond SSCTs, and focused on local objectives. Delivery of housing to meet local need, including affordable housing, would therefore appear to be an appropriate local objective not presently mentioned.

Policy C

6.9 At present, neither the policy nor supporting text mentions an overall local needs aim and the only reference to affordable housing is in para 3.5.3 which states ‘In many cases the emphasis will be on the provision of affordable, rather than market housing.’. The current wording near the end of the policy ‘Development of housing … will be permitted where it relates to requirements identified in housing market studies and other assessments of local need for housing…’ is also confusing. It is not clear whether it is referring to local need only - or also to other types of housing as identified in housing market studies. 

6.9 Regional Assembly’s written paper for Matter 3/2 gives some clarification:

E4 The expression ‘local need’ is used specifically to illustrate the difficulty of individuals in (usually) rural communities to gain access to housing which is appropriate to their needs and affordable.  Policy C specifically refers to the need to base housing development in many of (our underline) the region's smaller towns and villages on assessments of local needs for housing and local market studies.

6.10 There is therefore a need to clarify Policy C in relation to GOSW’s apparent understanding: ‘enhancing rural areas with more limited development to meet local needs for affordable housing.’ and Regional Assembly’s intent. 
6.11 We continue to consider that Policy C should only be proposing housing to meet local need. If  it is decided that local housing need is wider than affordable provision, this might apply (like Policy B) to only a limited number of larger/ more sustainably located local service centres - leaving other/smaller service centres, and other villages and hamlets to be affordable housing provision only, ie:

· local service centres, where the Yorkshire and Humberside RSS Panel report wording provides a useful model;
· other /smaller local service centres and settlements where housing provision should be for affordable housing only.

7. Economic issues

7.1 The supporting text to Policy C indicates an intended emphasis on enabling economic development: para 3.5.1 ‘In order to enable these rural communities … small amounts of development (particularly economic development) may (our underline) be appropriate in villages and small towns.’ ; and para 3.5.4 ‘Policies allow scope for economic opportunities arising from the intrinsic qualities of the local environment to be taken up.’ 

7.2 This may be more appropriately included in a combination of a Spatial principles section and Section 8, because of the many other issues (see above) that the policy is attempting to cover. However, if Policy C includes economic aspects, then it should, as with affordable housing, be more explicit in relation to the situations and types of economic development that may be appropriate or prioritised. 

7.3 We suggest, for example, that an important issue is ensuring the most sustainable location for employment land in rural areas. A particular need is to ensure sufficient redundant/unused employment land is retained in B and C settlements for future employment use - as opposed to being reused for housing. This might be best covered in Section 8.

7.4 The approach and wording in Proposed changes for the NE may be helpful, where Policy 8 Rural areas indicates that: Strategies .. should support the development of a vibrant rural economy that makes a positive contribution to regional prosperity, whilst protecting the region's environmental assets from inappropriate development by’ … including  ‘providing a positive framework to capitalise on the key opportunities the environment provides ....’.  See also, for example, the text from RPG10 that we refer to in the last bullet point of para 4.1 above.

8. Suggested rewording

8.1 We suggest therefore the following wording (new elements in italics): 

NB Reduction of text may be possible with potential reorganisation into Spatial principles, Spatial framework and thematic sections:
Other settlements

In addition to the SSCTs identified in Policy A, local planning authorities should - within the national requirement to identify other settlements for housing and as local service centres - allocate their district housing provision in the way that will best reduce previous patterns of dispersed development and protect the special rural character of the region and its smaller settlements. (Possibly a spatial principle) 

Policy B Development at Key service centres
Those places which, based on analysis of role and functions, meet all of the following criteria, will be identified as the focal points for the provision of locally significant development, including the bulk of district housing provision outside of the SSCTs (new wording from supporting para)
· …. the three criteria as currently worded plus
· and where environmental assets can be best maintained and enhanced (with text in the supporting paragraph clarifying this includes built heritage, and referring to a ‘Strategic principle’ on the landscape and environmental threshold of settlements)
The scale and mix of development should be aimed at meeting local objectives (again from the supporting text) including: 

· increasing self containment; 

· developing their function as key service centres especially in terms of employment and service accessibility; 

· securing housing to meet local needs including affordable housing; 

· and securing and targeting development that can address regeneration needs.

Policy C Local service centres and smaller settlements
In towns and villages not meeting all the criteria of Development Policy B, based on an analysis of roles and functions, housing provision will be to meet local need (primarily affordable housing), and development will otherwise only be permitted where it supports the role of settlements as local service centres including meeting all of the following criteria:

· the settlement acts as a hub for community, social and economic infrastructure for its surrounding rural hinterland and development helps to support key services. (Delete - strengthens local communities. Supporting para to clarify that development should be supportive of implementing the Regional Rural Delivery Framework), 
· supports economic activity which fits the scale of the settlement and prioritises activity that supports protection and enhancement of the surrounding rural hinterland (delete: can accommodate the future growth of businesses in the development permitted)

· maintains the range of services available including outreach delivery and prioritising use of existing premises where possible;

· promotes self containment and does not significantly increase traffic on local roads (delete: and where traffic implications can be demonstrated to be acceptable); 

· where environmental assets can be best maintained and enhanced

Development of housing in these settlements will be informed by (delete: permitted where it relates to requirements identified in) housing market studies and other assessments of local needs for housing verified by the local authority (Delete - or where housing development is necessary to support employment provision locally)

Development in all other local service centres and rural settlements will be in accordance with national guidance, with housing limited to housing required to meet local needs for affordable housing only.  (Explanatory para to clarify that in some situations affordable housing needs may be most sustainably located in a larger nearby settlement).

Development in open countryside, will be strictly controlled in accordance with national guidance.

9. A more integrated approach to regional rural policy

9.1 A further possible approach comes from the GONW paper, which suggests that rural policy should pick up the concerns and priorities expressed in the Regional Rural Delivery Framework (RRDF). 

9.2 Although they are relatively little-known, these Frameworks are important statements of priorities - arising from the Rural White Paper - for implementing the Government’s Rural Strategy in each region. We suggest therefore that it is important that their recommendations are incorporated in the RSS. 

9.3 This also provides potential for a more integrated approach with, for example, the South West’s Rural Development Programme and other documents such as the Sustainable Farming and Food Delivery Plan for the South West. 

9.4 This may have some merit in view of recent administrative changes. Administration of agri-environment schemes now comes under Natural England (using joint landscape character areas for targeting statements); the remainder of RDP delivery is the responsibility of the RDA; the Environment Agency is concerned with issues such as river basin and water catchment management planning. 

9.5 In particular, lead on the social side of rural policy, formerly held by the Countryside Agency regionally, is apparently not replaced and may require particular attention in the final drafting to ensure a coordinated approach for rural areas.

9.6 The SW RRDF prioritises:

a) better paid jobs in rural areas;

b) the quality of the environment protected and enhanced;

c) strong and inclusive communities;
d) fair access to services, especially for the most vulnerable;

e) everyone has the opportunity for a decent home;

f) effective transport solutions for rural areas.

9.7 We suggest this may best be covered within a rural ‘Spatial principle’ as outlined above with possible reference to it in, for example, the supporting text for Policy C.

10. Sparse and remote countryside

10.1 A possible policy element might develop para 4 of PPS7. However, as sparse countryside and DEFRA’s urban:rural methodology could be mentioned under a rural ‘Spatial Principal’ (see above) and the italic text below simply repeats the text from PPS7 para 4, we consider this is best left to PPS7. 

· In sparse countryside (as identified by DEFRA’s urban: rural methodology), and where local authorities can otherwise indicate poor public transport links and remoteness from local service centres, local planning authorities should set out policies for allowing development in, or next to, rural settlements that are not designated as local service centres, in order to meet local business and community needs and to maintain the vitality of these communities. 

****

Appendix 1: Affordability and affordable homes

 A.1 We understand that the new National Housing and Planning Advice Unit (NHPAU) will be using the definition and model of housing affordability as set out in Government Response to Kate Barker's Review of Housing Supply: the Supporting Analysis (ODPM, 2005) and the more detailed document that if refers to: Affordability Targets: Implications for Housing Supply (ODPM, 2005)
. The first document clarifies that affordability was ‘specified as the ratio of lower quartile house prices to lower quartile earnings’ (our underline).
 

A.2 The latter reference describes the model and its limitations (such as the fact that it focuses on the additions to owner-occupied stock only). On page 34, Table 8, the base case shows ‘Lower quartile house price to earnings’ ratios for the South West as 8.10 in 2004 rising to 8.16 by 2016
. The conclusion refers to the second key message of the report (p49):

Spatial targeting presents practical problems. On the one hand, regions may be considered too large as entities since many regions contain areas of both high and low demand and expansion of construction will have a differential effect according to which is chosen. On the other hand, targets for smaller spatial areas are probably impracticable because of the induced migration inflows discussed in the report.  Particularly within travel to work at areas, migration flows offset any improvements in affordability.  

A.3 Supporting analysis also refers to some additional modelling on how the scenario of additional house building proposed by the Government might affect the ability of 30-34 year-olds to access buying a house.  Paras 25 and 26 suggest how an apparently relatively small improvement in the overall affordability ratio (from 6.2 to 5.9) might translate into an apparently larger improvement in the ability of that age group to afford to buy a home. NB The following figures clarify, however, that the ODPM scenario could help only to reverse decline in affordability between 2016 and 2026 - rather than provide any substantial improvement on the present for that age group.

A.4 Regional Assembly Written Paper Matter 4/14 Appendix 2 gives the ratios of ‘lower quartile house price to lower quartile income’ for districts for a number of years up to and including 2006. In the last two years (2005 and 2006) only two districts, Plymouth and Swindon have ratios under 7, with the lowest value 6.79. The regional ratio for 2004, 05 and 06 is shown as respectively 8.17, 8.55 and 8.47 - compared to 6.37 in 2002. 

A.5 The South West Housing Body: the Annual Monitoring and Implementation Report (draft February 2007) indicates that in the South West the affordability ratio in 2005 (lower quartile house price to lower quartile annual gross pay ratio - again our underline) was over 11 for all the Housing Market Areas (See page 17)
.

A.6 There is evidently a need to clarify the exact statistic being used to calculate the ratios, with some difference in detail. However, it would appear that the base line of the national model is already exceeded and that there may be limitations in relation to its use and applicability in the South West. 

 

A.7 We also understand that a figure of about 13,000 affordable homes (but emphasising that this is a figure within a broad range) is now forecast in total for the next 3 year programme (2008-2011) for the Regional Housing Pot in the South West. 

A.8 Some additional numbers would need to be added for units completely funded through private developer planning contributions and other innovative delivery mechanisms.  However RPG10 monitoring for 2005/6 indicates that this might only be c 400 additional units per year. In 2005/6 RPG10 monitoring indicates delivery of 3,592 affordable homes (with grant) and 3,988 units including those without grant - ie only 396 units with no support from the Regional Housing pot. This was out of an overall total of 22,399 homes delivered (draft housing body report, op cit p15 and 13). This suggests that affordable housing delivery might only be in the order of 4,500 - 5,000 per annum up to 2011. The RSS target is 7,500. 

A.9 The provisional targets currently under discussion for the Regional Housing Pot are: 

c 65% SSCTs, c 25% 'market towns' and c 10% smaller settlements (less than 3,000 in size). This translates into c 22 per cent of affordable homes for settlements outside of SSCTs - and a similar percentage to that in the SSCTs. (1,750 out of 8,000 and 3,250 out of 15,000 respectively, assuming a similar proportion for other affordable provision and a total of affordable housing of 5000 per annum).  It is not clear at present how the 'market town' and ‘less than 3,000' categories would relate to Policies B and C. 

*****

� DEFRA Rural Strategy 2004 Annex A “A New Rural Definition”.


� The last two bullet points of RPG10 SS2 may be of particular help:





outside the PUAs and other designated centres for growth  (ie now the SSCTs) towns should be designated to act as local service centres (our underline) for the wider rural areas of the region, other small towns and villages in rural areas should provide for local needs;





policies should also resist the continued substantial planned expansion of residential development of small dormitory towns within easy commuting distance of the PUAs that has occurred historically.





� This approach might also help to clarify the situation in Cornwall, for example, where Truro might be regarded as the SSCT- as the major service centre (retail, local authority administration, hospital, etc), but is not necessarily appropriate for significant housing growth. Similarly, while Taunton would remain an SSCT, it would appear to be less clear why Bridgwater should be so included and why it could not be covered by appropriate guidance under Policy B. The proposed addition of Newton Abbot as an SSCT - closely situated between the major Service Centres of both Exeter and Torbay - would also appear to be highly questionable. 





� 	RPG10 SS7 Meeting Local Needs





When planning for future development outside the PUAs and other designated centres for growth, development plans should:





identify, where appropriate, towns to accommodate smaller scale development to serve local needs and make services available to the wider rural areas of the region;


recognise that other small towns in rural areas should provide for local needs only.





Policies should also resist the substantial expansion of residential development at small dormitory towns within easy commuting distance of the PUAs.


�  Supporting Analysis  also refers to a sustainability analysis report 2005 - that distinguishes between house building environmental impacts and occupation environmental impacts and therefore, further develops some aspects of (but does not completely replace) the earlier DEFRA work on environmental impacts of housing that we have  referred to at the RSS EiP.





� There is a section in the Affordability targets report on sub-regional issues. This explains that the model is only usable at a regional level but refers to work for the Joseph Rowntree Foundation where a model suited for use at local authority level has been developed - explained in Economic segregation in England: causes, consequences and policy, December 2005 (Meen et al).





� The affordability ratios for 2005 have been developed at HMA level. To look in further detail at the likely range of affordability at a finer grain, one would need to go back to the 2002/3 research on affordability by South West Regional Housing Body - which was done at ward/SOA level.
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